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ABSTRACT

INFORMING RURAL MUNICIPAL SUSTAINABILITY: A CASE STUDY

ANALYSIS OF RURAL COMMUNITIES

George Robert Smith 
University of Guelph, 2001

Advisor:
Professor Jim Taylor

This thesis investigates communication of information as a basis for facilitating rural community 

sustainability. Rural communities face complex global and local challenges to their social, 

economic, and environmental sustainability. Globalization issues directly impact all aspects of 

rural community sustainability. Increased urbanization and centralization of services also impacts 

on socio-economic characteristics of community and rural environmental quality (Bryden, 1994). 

Southern Ontario rural communities confront these challenges in spite of the productive 

farmlands and an abundant resource base that characterize that Province. Issues complexity is a 

barrier to community sustainability (UNCED, 1992; Mitchell, 1994). Global access to local 

resources combined with Provincial economic reforms reshape socio / cultural profiles of 

communities. Innovative methods are required to facilitate more balanced, sustainable approaches 

to community change. Information is required as a basis for informed decision-making and 

improved prospects for a sustainable future (WCED, 1987; Lyle, 1994, Wackernagie and Rees, 

1996). This thesis explores these issues in the context of a research program related to sustainable 

rural communities focused on information and communication between rural community 

stakeholders and decision-makers. Drawing from current and emerging theory, a model for 



analysis of rural community sustainability (FARMS) incorporating publicly-derived sustainable 

indicators, has been tested using case study sites and focus group data gathering techniques, and 

is proposed as a starting point towards evolving tools for facilitating community sustainability. 

Conclusions are drawn and recommendations proposed based on the testing of FARMS. Future 

research needs and directions are identified.
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CHAPTER ONE

OVERVIEW AND CONTEXT

INTRODUCTION

Information sharing is an essential element of a sustainable ratal community. The research program 

described below investigates issues of information sharing related to public participation in the Official 

Planning process in rural Ontario communities as a basis for facilitating sustainable community 

development. Specifically, the research investigates issues of information communicated between rural 

residents and rural municipalities. The focus is on issues related to information quality, availability, 

usability and related communication barriers.

The term 'sustainable development' came into wide use in the late 1980’s with the publishing of the 

Brundtland Report, Our Common Future CNCED 1987), which defined sustainable development simply as 

meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs. The term and its associated concepts have been evolving over several decades1. At the time of the 

undertaking of the research process discussed herein, the terms 'sustainable development’, 'sustainability*, 

and their derivatives appear to be widely used and often times misused to the point that skepticism is 

emerging regarding the terms, their meanings and implications.

1. The International Institute for Sustainable Development, Internet web site 2000, located at 
http://iisd.ca/. contains a "Sustainable Development Timeline" which provides a chronological 
perspective on issues and events related to sustainable development, as a reference point for this 
discussion.

My interest in rural communities and, their well being is rooted in my early years in rural Northern Ontario. 

The rural context has changed, and in more recent times, issues of economic and social globalization and 

Provincially driven municipal restructuring efforts have challenged rural and urban communities in 

Ontario. In addition, current trends indicate that Ontario's population is shifting. Ontario rural 

communities are gradually shrinking as urban areas in the Province grow (OMAFRA 1999). This presents 

http://iisd.ca/
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new challenges for rural communities at a time when they are already engaged in dealing with issues of 

globalization and restructuring.

In the Canadian and the Ontario context, urban communities such as Hamilton and Toronto in the Province 

of Ontario have proposed use of indicators and associated methods and tools for facilitating urban 

sustainability. Toronto has also investigated and adopted a bioregional approach to planning (Province of 

Ontario 1992). Regardless, research efforts directed towards facilitating sustainability of rural communities 

have been minimal (Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995). One exception to this has been the 

implementation of the Ph.D. Program for Sustainable Rural Community Studies at the University of 

Guelph in the mid-1990s. This new program has sought to address the gap in sustainable rural community 

research (Bryden 1994).

This research program addresses these and other aspects of rural community sustainability. My motivation 

for conducting this research is related to my past and also to my evolving interest in the future of rural 

communities. There are two characteristics of rural community that interest me. First, not all-rural 

communities thrive. Some are overcome by urban development and others succumb to economic down 

cycles. Still, other rural communities have and probably will continue to survive in the foreseeable future. 

Some rural communities prosper for many years. Some rural communities are more sustainable than others 

are. Second, my academic observation is that rural communities have definable characteristics such as 

population size and observable demographic characteristics, which make them good research subjects.

RESEARCH APPROACH

The research approach presented herein is based on a range of information sources and related topics, 

including human ecology, information communication, community or local knowledge systems and 

perceptions, social research theory and public participation processes, and concepts of sustainability. 

Although the research scope and perspective are globally based, the research specifically examines rural 
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municipalities in the Ontario context. with the focus of the research being on sustainability of these rural 

communities within the framework of the Ontario municipal planning context.

Although theory and concepts of sustainable development are impressive from an academic perspective, 

their complexity can be an impediment when attempting to apply them to the community and the public 

forum. This research has investigated the evolution of concepts and theories of sustainability and has 

concluded that understandable methods and processes are needed to engage the public at a primary level in 

the sustainability dialogue (WCED 1987: UNCED 1992; Mitchell 1995). It is especially important to 

involve the public in community decision-making. Effective sustainable community decision-making is 

based on communication of clear, accessible and usable information in the process of facilitating 

community sustainability (Harris 2000). Figure #1 is an illustration of this concept.

FIGURE #1

Information Flow and Sustainability
(Drawing credit: Michael Blackbum)
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Research Focus

The research program addressed in this document focuses specifically on 'rural' community sustainability. 

Several literature sources have been used to define the term rural within the proposed research framework. 

Schucksmith (1994) presents the perspective that rural is a social representation and conceptualization that 

has historic roots and still is of significance in society today, although he acknowledges that recent 

proposed theoretical foundations and descriptions of rural are misguided. From this position Schucksmith 

critically reviews, and on some key points, such theoretical constructs as 'spatial determinism', for example, 

rejects Halfacre's (1993) argument that environmental context determines behavioral characteristics. 

Half acre uses the term 'urban-rural continuum' to describe this state of rural. Half acre proposes that today's 

rural is somewhere between the two poles of idealized rural and idealized urban.

Regardless, the task of proposing a concise definition of 'rural community* is beyond the scope of this 

research. The position of this research, that today's rural community is characteristically somewhere 

between two idealized opposites, is supported in a broad sense by Fuller (1994) who applies the concept of 

'Arena Society* to rural community for the Ontario context He defines rural community as an amalgam of 

pervious phases of rural, social / economic development for example, Industrial Society* of the late 19th 

century and 20* century. Fuller places and describes the Arena Society within a new rural context as 

characterized by an almost universal access to private automobiles and increasing use of new 

communication technology, factors which have distance-shrinking effects on rural society as a whole. 

Given this focus, the approach taken herein is to encourage the rural public to define the research context 

rather than impose an outside definition (DuPuis and Vandergeest 1996; Richardson 2000). To facilitate 

this, the research methods approached collection of information from rural community residents about their 

community by questioning them about their perspectives and definitions of'rural', 'community* and 'rural 

community sustainability*.
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The position taken in this research is to adopt a broad sense of the conceptualization of rural as presented 

by the above-cited research base and other related literature.

Simply stated, rural community is defined broadly within this proposed research program as 

an 'Arena Society' (Fuller 1994) which exhibits characteristics representative of a condition 

of habitation somewhere between idealized rural and idealized urban settlement (Newby 

1986; Fuller 1994; Schucksmith 1994; Pahl 1966).

Discussion of Kev Research Questions

Planning of Ontario rural communities is regulated by the municipal Official Planning process, which also 

is focused on enabling public participation and facilitating more sustainable communities (Province of 

Ontario 1996a, 1996b, 1999). The current Official Planning documents of the Province of Ontario guide 

sustainable development of communities (Province of Ontario 1999) and mandate and provide guidelines 

for public participation in community planning (Province of Ontario 1996a, 1996b). The Official Planning 

process guides the preparation of the required municipal Official Plan for each Ontario community. 

Regardless, wide latitude is given to municipalities for the interpretation and extent to which each 

municipality is required to address issues of sustainable development and public input.

The question is then, how can effective public input and sustainable community development be facilitated 

at the community level if the municipal Official Planning documents are not strongly focused on these 

issues? Conversely, if public participation processes and sustainable development principles can be 

sufficiently incorporated within the Official Planning process at the municipal level, then will this enable 

effective facilitation of rural community sustainability?

A primary research goal is to test the theory that effective public participation can facilitate rural 

community sustainability. As discussed, information communication and public participation in local 

community planning is a central interest of this research. Specifically, questions of information and public 

participation in local rural municipal planning decision-making are of primary interest
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Rural communities depend significantly on agriculture and service-related industry for their economic well 

being2. In light of the predicted continuing global population increase, it appears inevitable that demand on 

agricultural production will also grow. The question of how this and related global demands on local 

municipalities will affect Ontario rural community sustainability, and how the rural community public 

perceive these influences, is important to this research from a social, environmental, and economic 

perspective. How can economic development be balanced with social and environmental considerations to 

facilitate a sustainable community? The Ontario Official Planning process regulates land use and sets out 

the pattern of development within communities in the Province (Province of Ontario, 1996a, 1996b).

2. More details are found at Statistics Canada’s web site (http://www.statcan.ca/english/Pgdb/) 
containing up-to-date information on social, economic, and environmental issues related to rural 
Canadian communities. Specifically, the 'Community Profile' section provides tabular data 
profiling social and economic information of Canadian municipalities.

3. The term 'conceptualized as used herein, relates to the perceptions and attitudes of the public 
towards various issues including susrainability, concepts and contexts, including rural, and 
community.

Specific research questions addressed by this research are categorized as follows according to three central 

areas of research interest:

Questions Related to Sustainability.

1. How can a clear understanding of rural community sustainability-related information needs be 

achieved? How are these needs conceptualized and how can this conceptualization be identified?

2. What are the dimensions and parameters of rural community sustainability? How are they 

conceptualized by rural community public, and how can they be measured, monitored and 

managed?

3. How can public attitudes towards rural community sustainability be most effectively tested against 

the existing body of research and case study results?

Questions Related to Public Participation:

4. What are the current barriers for the public and other community stakeholders to information 

access and sharing? How are these barriers 'conceptualized* by the rural public?

http://www.statcan.ca/english/Pgdb/
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Questions Related to Community Planning:

5. Does the Official Plan sufficiently reinforce tested and accepted criteria, concepts and theory of 

community sustainability within the process of rural municipal planning in order to enable 

progress towards sustainable community development?

6. Does the Official Planning process effectively enable public participation in the planning process 

in order to facilitate progress towards rural community sustainability?

Related to these questions, research objectives seek to identify characteristics of rural community, define 

public attitudes and perceptions of rural community sustainability, and to test the effectiveness of 

communication of information in facilitating sustainability.

Effective Public Participation

On the question of ‘effectiveness’, this research has examined a number of literature sources related to 

public participation. No clear consensus on a definition of ‘effective’ public participation emerges, 

although a characterization of effective’ public participation has been established. Public participation in 

community planning takes many forms including non-participation and tokenism on one side of the debate, 

to total citizen control on the other (Arnstcin 1969). Regardless, several common elements of ‘effective’ 

public participation are agreed on by most sources examined during this research process. Effective public 

participation is participation that is enabled by clear communication of information in a usable and 

accessible format (UNCED 1992; Mitchell 1995; Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995). Second, 

‘effective’ public participation is facilitated by capacity building, which empowers the public to participate 

as equals in the community planning decision-making process with other decision-makers including special 

interest groups, planners and politicians (Sargent ct al 1991; Harris 2000; Richardson 2000).

Research Assumptions

In the preliminary stages of this research program, research assumptions were established and then later 

revisited in the discussion of the research conclusions.

These assumptions are stated as follows:
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1. Communication of 'ma^inaHe1 information is key to achievement of rural community sustainability.

2. Indicators of community sustainability are definable and measurable, must be community-based, and 

specifically, based primarily on effective public participation in the decision-making process.

3. Sustainability indicators are appropriate and effective tools to guide the process of achieving 

community sustainability by simplifying 'sustainable' information.

Rational

Inherent in this process of facilitating rural community sustainability is the need to achieve a balance 

between social, economic, and environmental issues and concerns (Sargent et al 1991; Richardson 2000). 

Although sustainability is facilitated by balancing between social, economic, and environmental elements 

of community (WCED, 1987), community social and economic issues and concerns (the human elements 

of community) often appear to take priority over environmental issues and concerns (the natural elements 

of community). Further, society is viewed by humans as more or less independent of nature, and 

environment is viewed as being expendable to economic necessities in a process of unfortunate-but- 

necessary trade off in order to achieve economic growth. The premise argued by Wackernagle and Rees 

(1996) and others, is adopted herein; that human society is a subsystem of the ecosphere, and further, 

through the recognition of humans as being embedded in nature, we can achieve a sustainable lifestyle.

Research Importance

It is anticipated that the results of this research will contribute to rural community sustainability and public 

participation in rural community planning processes. A primary motivation of this research is to reinforce 

the credibility of the theoretical foundation of sustainable development, particularly in terms of rural 

community sustainability, with specific emphasis on the importance of public participation and of 

information in the process of decision-making for facilitation of a sustainable community. This motivation 

is supported by a belief in the real possibility of a future that embodies a healthy, high qualify of life 

equally shared by all.
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This research is important for several additional reasons. The world is changing at accelerating rates in 

ways not planned for and, in consequence, presenting us with unprecedented challenges. Gross World 

Product is growing at four percent per year, driven in part by a global population boom; the population of 

the world in 1950 was 2.5 billion, while in 1996 the population was 5.8 billion people. Wackernagle and 

Rees (1996) estimated several years ago that in the year 2000, it would reach 6 billion people.

At the same time as the historic economic and population boom is occurring, we face the reality that the 

earth's ecosystems can no longer sustain, current levels of development due in part to finite resources and 

finite capacity of ecosystems to assimilate human waste (Pye-Smith, Feyerabend and Sandbook 1994; 

Wackernagle and Rees 1996). The global population boom relates directly to concerns about global and 

local resource availability (UNCED 1992; Bryden 1994; Harris ed 2000). How will 6 billion people be fed 

and sheltered? Where will the food and materials come from? These are several of the important questions 

that have global and local implications and that this research addresses.

Rural communities in Ontario are continuing to be faced with global and local issues that impact directly on 

community sustainability and which require an informed decision-making process to be effectively 

addressed. Public involvement is critical to this process (Maser, Beaton, and Smith 1998). Public 

participation processes are traditionally most often 'expert driven’ in that they call for public reaction to a 

narrow range of final decisions already formulated by experts (Amstein 1969; Baxter 1997; Innes 1998). 

The proposed municipal sustainability analysis model tests a process for enabling the community public to 

participate directly in the decision-making process. It is theorized that in this manner the public becomes 

more closely connected to the community planning process, thereby making that process more relevant to 

the community and more effective as a mechanism for achieving progress towards sustainability (Knight 

and Caldwell 1998; ToUefeen 1998).

To summarize, this research examines the evolution of sustainable development towards a more sustainable 

healthy future for rural communities. This exploration is driven by a desire to facilitate sustainable rural 

community, specifically focused on people and communities. A primary foundation for this grass roots 
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focus can be found in the efforts of the United Nations over the last several decades. For example. Our 

Common Future, (WCED 1987) and Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992) both called for exploration of more 

effective bottom-up approaches to achievement of sustainable development and facilitation of sustainable 

communities. Currently United Nations organizations such as World Watch and the United Nations 

Development Program, as well as the World Bank, continue these and related efforts at a global-to-local 

level (Harris ed. 2000).

Research Relevance to Knowledge Basa

Based on a review of current research presented in Chapter Two and the research results obtained, it is 

anticipated that this research program will have relevance to and impact on the following areas of research 

interest related to rural community sustainability. Although extensive research and related efforts have 

been directed towards facilitating sustainable urban communities, significantly less emphasis has been 

directed towards facilitation of rural communities. Rural communities characterized by uniquely attractive 

attributes relating to perceptions of safety, quality of life, and quality of living environment, offer an 

attractive alternative life style to urban areas. This research finds relevance in the need to assist rural 

communities in seeking achievable methods for managing their progress towards sustainability. Of 

particular importance to this is the inclusion of the rural community public in municipal decision-making. 

Information flow is a key element of informed decision-making. This research, therefore, also finds 

relevance in exploring alternative public participation approaches.

Indicators of sustainability are a tool for simplifying information as a basis for sustainable decision-making 

(Hart 1996; Mitchell 1995). For this and other reasons, sustainability indicators of community 

development are the most effective tools currently available for measuring and facilitating sustainable 

development. Sustainability indicators are widely used by land management agencies, national 

governments, and increasingly, communities around the globe, as a method of monitoring progress towards 

sustainability. Models have been proposed for public involvement in development of sustainability 

indicators, most significantly the PICABUE model by Mitchell, May, and McDonald, (1995). However, 

methods and processes for facilitating publicly derived sustainability indicators are notably lacking. This
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research proposes and tests a mechanism for generating publicly derived sustainability indicators as a basis 

for rural community sustainability decision-making, in this manner contributing to the development of 

indicators of community sustainability.

Research Boundaries

The framework of its theoretical basis, goals, methods and processes discussed in this and the following 

chapters, defines this research program. At the commencement of the research process it was also 

recognized that there are boundaries and limitations that have impacted on the implementation process and 

end results of the research program. These are discussed as follows.

For example, the research position views 'sustainable community1 as an ideal and a goal, not a currently 

achievable end result This is due to a large extent to the complexity of issues surrounding community 

sustainability and second, the need to achieve a balanced consensus on issues of sustainability, among 

decision-makers. In this sense the research program will not attempt to address or define in detail an 

ultimate end state of 'sustainable community', but rather, focus on the process of facilitating (enabling) 

community progress towards the goal of sustainability.

Although the research process addresses concepts in a global perspective, and discusses regional, urban and 

rural community sustainability, the research program is focused on primarily rural communities within the 

Ontario context. The research program seeks to evaluate attitudes and perceptions of the public towards 

issues of community sustainability and the Official Planning process. It is beyond the scope of this 

research to monitor, document and analyze long-term processes connected to the achievement of 

community sustainability or the long-term effects of refinement of the Official Planning process towards 

achievement of sustainable development of rural communities.
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OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH PROCESS

The research process employs methods inchiding a global literature review, and an examination of 

Provincial and local municipal planning documents, to investigate research questions and substantiate 

research conclusions. A "Key Word" search framework was applied as a method of focusing the literature 

review and consequently making it more relevant to the achievement of the goals and objectives of the 

research process.

A 'case study site' approach has been adopted as a research method. This method involved selection of five 

rural municipalities as research sites for collecting key data on characteristics of rural community and 

perceptions of rural community residents. The datum was collected by conducting information gathering 

Focus Group sessions and follow-up Key Informant Interviews. As mentioned, a characterization of'rural* 

(as opposed to definition) is central to this research. Characterization of rural is employed as a criterion for 

selecting representative case study sites. Related to this, the research process introduced baseline criteria4 

as a framework for selection of the case study sites, based in part on their rural characteristics.

4. Statistical definitions were derived from Federal Government of Canada, Statistics Canada and 
the Province of Ontario, Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs. The Statistics 
Canada (@ http://www.statcan.ca) and OMAFRA web sites (@http://www.gov.on. 
ca/OMAFRA/index.html) were particularly helpful.

The research process and methods draw substantially on the literature review. In the process of seeking to 

determine how sustainable a rural community currently is, this research tests analysis tools for managing 

the progress of rural communities towards sustainability as a method of drawing conclusions. At present 

there is a lack of and a need for tools that will enable effective management of community sustainability, 

and there is a need to base these tools on strong public input in the rural community decision-making 

process (Bryden 1994; Mitchell 1995; Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995). The analysis framework 

tested herein, incorporated datum collected from direct public participation in the research process.

http://www.statcan.ca
http://www.gov.on
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To sum up, the research methods employed are based on the premise that public participation within the 

municipal decision-making process is essential in order to effectively facilitate community sustainability. 

The research process involves documenting and interpreting public perceptions, attitudes and 

characterizations of rural community sustainability as sustainable indicators, which are then analyzed 

within an analysis framework. which is grounded in the literature review'. The results are utilized as a basis 

for drawing conclusions about the relative sustainability of the rural municipality. The research questions 

have been applied as a foundation for a the focus group sessions and key informant interviews, which are a 

fundamental component of the research process which is conceptualized in Figure #2 below.

FIGURE #2

Analysis Concept and Process
(Drawing credit: Michael Blackbum)
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In the investigation of key' research questions, this research program has involved five primary steps as 

illustrated in Table #1 and discussed in detail in Chapter Three: Research Methods and Processes. The five 

steps in the research process are illustrated in Table #1 below. These steps attempt to address a partnership 

approach to community planning and related decision-making (Arnstein 1969; Innes 1998) by balancing 

public input with expert input during the process of making decisions for community sustainability.
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TABLE #1
Research Program Process and Related Methods

Process task methods employed

STEP#1
Research theory 
Content analysis

▼

STEP #2
Conceptualize / 
Characterizing 
Sustainable 
Development

▼

STEP #3
Analyzing 
Sustainable 
Development (SD)

STEP #4

Grounding 
Analysis

STEP #5
Draw 
Conclusions

Literature review 
of Official Plan documents 
and literature base

apply analysis 
framework for 
investigating 
rural municipal 
sustainability

expert analysis 
of Official Plan documents 
through analysis framework

application
public evaluation 
of results of
analysis

Contribution to the
research to the knowledge base. 
Identify further research needs
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The first step involved researching the theoretical basis of community planning, public participation, and 

sustainability. The second step utilized community-based focus group sessions to characterize sustainable 

development and rural community. The third step analyzed sustainability through review of the Focus 

Group results. The forth step grounded this analysis, again through public input. In the fifth and final step, 

conclusions were drawn about sustainability and related to proposed methods for improved public 

participation and information communication in the facilitation of rural community sustainability.

STRUCTURE OF THESIS WRITE UP

Essential to the structure of this research are its methods and approach and the sequencing of these 

components as a basis for drawing research conclusions.

Chanter Two: Literature Review establishes the conceptual and theoretical context of the discussion that 

follows. Chapter Two examines concepts and theory related to three primary areas of research interest, 

these being public participation, community planning, and sustainability theory, with reference to the 

current body of knowledge and thought, as expressed in publications and electronic media.

Chanter Three: Research Methods and Process builds on the previous chapter and provides a detailed 

discussion of methodologies and processes used in research data gathering, synthesis and analysis. 

Specifically, the process and criteria for selection of the research sites is discussed, as is the proposed 

municipal sustainability analysis framework model.

Chanter Four Case Study Context introduces the case study sites in greater detail as a reference basis for 

the discussion of the Focus Group and Key Informant Interview session results that are presented later in 

Chapter Six. Chapter Four introduces the local and regional, social, economic, and environmental context 

of each of the five selected rural municipalities. Statistical profiles of each case study site are provided in 

support of this.



16

Chanter Five: Municipal Document Analysis provides more in-depth analysis of the Official Planning 

process of each research site. Specifically, the municipal Official Plan and associated documents of each 

selected case study site are reviewed and discussed in terms of their response to issues of public 

participation and community sustainability. Again, the ”12 Key Word" search is applied as a means of 

focusing the research results. As with the previous discussion in Chapter Four, this review provides 

context for the discussion and analysis of the Focus Group and Information sessions presented in Chapter 

Six and summarized in Chapter Seven.

Chanter Six: Discussion of Focus Group Results reviews the results of the Focus Group and Key Informant 

Interview sessions conducted during the research process, providing a synthesis of these results. Analysis 

is accomplished through application of the analysis model to the Focus Group results, which are 

representative of the rural community public perspective, and to the municipal Official Planning 

documentation that is representative of the perspective of the local municipal governing and municipal 

administrative body. Analysis results are referenced back to the literature review as a basis for 

substantiation and drawing of conclusions.

Chanter Seven: Discussion and Synthesis of Results discusses conclusions regarding the effectiveness of 

the analysis model and associated process and methods employed to achieve an accurate snap shot picture 

of rural community sustainability as conceptualized by the rural community public and as represented in 

the Official Planning documentation. Conclusions are also presented related to the stated research 

assumptions and defined research questions, and by association, the contributions of this research to the 

broader body of knowledge related to public participation and rural community sustainability.

The following discussion presents the results of the core literature review focused on issues of 

sustainability, public participation, and community planning. This discussion examines and compares a 

range of relevant literature that is drawn from these three areas of research focus. This literature review 

process is viewed as being representative of historic, current, and emerging knowledge in these areas of 

research interest.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

INTRODUCTION

In this thesis the theoretical basis for sustainability, including the related concepts of sustainable 

development, sustainability indicators and sustainable community, has been researched and examined, as 

have theoretical foundations of public participation in the community planning process. The third area of 

focus is the current body of knowledge related to community planning, and more specifically, municipal 

planning in the Ontario context

The examination of links between theories and concepts of sustainability, public participation, and 

community planning have substantiated the research process and provided a basis for the conceptualization 

of principles and methods for planning of sustainable rural communities. Figure #3 illustrates this 

approach to the research literature review.

FIGURE #3
Exploring Links in the Literature

public participationi

I Sustainability < (Communit^PlanninJ

----------► = potential links between research components
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Within the three core research categories, areas of special focus include examples of development of model 

principles for facilitating community planning, public participation in rural and urban community decision- 

making, and sustainability. These examples and precedents are explored and a conceptual foundation is 

presented as a basis for testing the sustainable rural community analysis tool introduced in this Chapter.

12 Kev Words Analysis Framework

The '12 Key Words* analysis framework is one of two primary analysis tools utilized in this research 

process. The '12 Key Words’ content analysis framework was applied as a method for focusing this 

research analysis processes. Conceptualized in the preliminary organizational stages of this research, the 

'12 Key Words' framework was developed from the initial literature review and further refined and 

developed through application to the various literature review stages.

This research has revealed that there are no standardized or accepted elements of content analysis (Holsti 

1969; Carney 1972; Krippendorff 1980). The Key Words analysis framework is an adaptation of the 

'content analysis' research tool as applied to review of written and verbal communication. Krippendorff 

(1980, 10) speculates that we are most probably in the midst of what he terms the last of four revolutions 

concerning concepts of communication, the stage he terms "the idea of systems - the awareness of global 

and dynamic interdependencies - (which) stems from the widespread use of complex communications 

technology”. Krippendorff further asserts that content analysis is developing its own methodology, 

emphasizing the adaptive and evolutionary nature of content analysis tools applied to a range of 

interdisciplinary research.

Holsti (1969) supports and illustrates this position with reference to five different definitions of the term 

'content analysis*, including content analysis defined as referring to any research technique for word 

classification which relies on judgments of the research analyst ranging in nature from perceptions to

5. In the context of this discussion the term 'words' refers to single words and multiple word 
combinations.
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Holsti (1969,4) also identifies a further definition that argues "content analysis is a research technique for 

the objective, systematic, and qualitative description of the ... content of communication”. Several points 

of general agreement on the purpose of content analysis have been incorporated into the '12 Key Words” 

analysis framework, and include the following characteristics. Holsti (1969,3-5) clarifies that "dispite their 

diversity, definitions of content analysis reveal broad agreement on the requirements of objectivity, system, 

and generality". Hie continues to say, "all content analysis is concerned with comparison, the type of 

comparison being dictated by the investigator”. Krippendorff (1980, 23) adds that, "any content analysis 

must be performed relative to and justified in terms of the context of the data".

There have been several phases of the construction of the T2 Key Words” analysis framework. Framework 

development essentially began with the selection of the three categories of information illustrated in Figure 

#3, including sustainability, public participation, and community planning. As the literature review 

research expanded so did the list of key words' to the point where the list eventually became increasingly 

unmanageable. It then became a matter of focusing the selection of the' 12 Key Words’ through reference 

to and substantiation by the literature review materials, as well as comparison of the '12 Key Words' 

framework with other similar research efforts. This process is discussed in detail below.

Given that the research focused on rural communities in Ontario, the starting point for development of the 

'12 Key Words' analysis framework was the Provincial Government of Ontario and the municipal Official 

Planning process. In the Ontario rural community context issues of community sustainability are strongly 

linked to the Official Planning process. To elaborate, this process is the primary legal mechanism in 

Ontario that first seeks to promote sustainability of community, and second, mandates and seeks to 

facilitate public involvement in community planning (Province of Ontario 1996a; 1996b; 1999).

The Ontario Official Planning policy, as articulated within the documents, has a stated purpose "to promote 

sustainable economic development in a healthy natural environment within the policy and by the means 

provided under this Act" (Province of Ontario 1999). Further, the policy's specific purpose is to "provide 

for (municipal) planning processes that are fair by making them open, accessible, timely and 
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efficient. ..(and) to encourage cooperation and co-ordination among various intcrcsts"(2). The Act referred 

to is Bill 20, Chapter #4: Land Use Planning and Protection Act ofOntario (Province of Ontario 1996a, 1), 

which is "an Act to promote economic growth and protect the environment by streamlining the land use 

planning and development system through amendments related to planning, development, municipal, and 

heritage matters"*.

Linking the *12 Key Words’ analysis framework through reference to the Provincial Official Planning 

documents was critical to this research effort, because of the significant regulatory influence of the 

documents on development of rural communities in the Province. The Provincial Official Planning 

documents policy statements are composed of key components, including rural and urban elements of 

sustainability (environmental health), and community planning. These three components formed the initial 

Key Words* analysis framework. Applying these original key words to the literature review enabled 

focusing on and identification of additional related words that are of importance to this research.

The expanding list was further refined through comparison of the Key Words' analysis framework with 

other similar examples. Becker (1999) proposes a "sustainable development assessment model" for 

assessing sustainability of land use practices. The model utilizes sustainability indicators to assess land use 

categories, and derives its theoretical basis from the four fundamental principles of sustainable 

development proposed by the United Nations (UNCED 1992). These include the principles of futurity, 

equity, public participation and the integrity of the natural environment (Becker 1999.61). Becker expands 

on these principles to define the proposed sustainability indicators as consisting of a brief one-to-thrce word 

description of the sustainable indicator component, and a longer description of that component's attributes.

6. The Province of Ontario Official Planning documents are not reviewed in detail in this 
section, but rather are discussed in detail in Chapter Five. The related municipal Official 
Planning documentation is discussed in Chapter Four and Chapter Five.
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For example, Becker's sustainability indicators components indude education related to equity, community 

involvement related to public participation, resource allocation related to futurity, and sustainable returns 

related to integrity of natural resources. In the case of the final * 12 Key Words' list provided below, the first 

three Key Words' were the original words identified as discussed above. The remaining nine words were 

related or interrelated to these three initial words. For example, development, environment, 

communication, andinformation are words representing key elements related to sustainability. Information 

and communication also relate to public participation as does social / society, culture, and heritage. 

Economic relates to community planning as does development, social / society, culture, heritage, 

information and communication. The '12 Key Words' are listed as follows and are defined in terms of their 

application within the context of this research:

1. Sustainability defined as meeting current community needs without compromising the ability of future 

generations to address and satisfactorily meet their awn needs (WCED 1987).

2. Public Participation defined as involving the public as equal partners in communicating information as 

a basisfor community decision-making, in a manner thatfacilitates capacity building for all within the 

community (UNCED 1992; Peterson 1997; Harris 2000; Richardson 2000).

3. Community Planning defined in the Ontario context as planning and managing sustainable community 

development (Province of Ontario 1996a; 1996b; 1999), and further, as characterized by effective 

public participation (Innes 1998; Harris 2000).

4. Development defined as a process in which the exploitation of resources, natural and human, the 

direction of investments, the orientation oftechnological development, and institutional changes occur 

(Richardson 2000).

5. Economic defined as natural and human-made resources required by a community to maintain its 

lifestyle at a given point in time (Wackeroagle and Rees 1996), andfurther, defined within the broader 

context of its traditional meaning ofthe science or art of household management (Prugh et al 1995).

6. Environment defined as the abiotic and biotic context of human community, which embodies humans 

as an integral part of the overall environmental system (Wackernaglc and Rees 1996).

7. Social / Society defined as a competitive yet cooperative association and interaction of individual 

humans in groups for common ends (Leopold 1949; Friedmann 1987).

8. Culture defined as patterns of human knowledge, beliefs, customs, and behaviors, transmined between 

generations (Aberley 1993; Wall 1995).

9. Heritage defined as the human artifacts, knowledge, beliefs, and behavior that are passed from one 

generation to another (Burke 1980; Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. January, 1996)

10. Information defined as cognitive, experiential, perceptual, or factual knowledge communicated 

between individuals in community (Lyle 1994; Wall 1995; Innes 1998).
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II. Communication defined as the process of communicating information between individuals in a 

community; also, the process of expressing thoughts, perceptions and ideas between individuals in a 

community (Maser, Beaton, and Smith 1998; Richardson 2000).

12. Involvement defined as to meaningfully engage all community members as participants in community 

management (Peterson 1997; Maser, Beaton and Smith 1998).

This literature review was accomplished in several stages as indicated, and in fact, became an ongoing 

process throughout the research, driven by the continuing search for substantiated findings. There were 

two distinct phases of this process. In the first phase the literature review evolved through identification of 

common links and connections between the various topics that were initially reviewed. This method was 

facilitated by the '12 Key Words' framework. Following is a discussion of the literature review results 

commencing with a commentary on credibility of literature sources.

Comments on Credibility of Research Sources

Critical examination of research information sources is fundamental to preparation of defensible and 

testable research results and conclusions. For example, Mitchell (1995, 104) states that research on 

sustainability indicators is often characterized by "poor or absent theoretical underpinning”. Mitchell goes 

on to state that this contributes to a lack of rigor and testability of the indicators. The same comment about 

lack of theoretical underpinnings can be made related to some sources referred to herein such as Hart 

Environmental (1996) and Berry (1997). However, this apparent contradiction can be explained as follows.

While agreeing in principle with Mitchell, I have taken the position in this research process that lack of 

theoretical underpinning does not necessarily make the research information unusable. If taken in context 

the non-theoretical / non-technical type of information can be of value in revealing cognitive 

conceptualizations and local knowledge which would otherwise not be available for consideration. As 

pointed out by Innes (1998) "many types of information count...being technically right is never enough to 

influence action".
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The World Wide Web contains abundant references to sustainability. Many of these are unsubstantiated 

and lack theoretical underpinning. The position of this research has been that web*based information is 

only as credible as its source, and as vague or substantiated and detailed as the targeted audience requires it 

to be. Some articles obtained from web-related sources offer a credible and substantiated perspective on 

sustainable issues. Other sources, including some articles discussed herein, offer generalized opinions and 

position statements, which can illustrate issues by throwing light on diverse view points; however, the 

sources require additional substantiation for research reference purposes.

Many of the more trusted sites were referenced during this research. In general, the United Nations and 

United Nation-supported sites are excellent sources of information on sustainability, for example, the 

United Nations World Watch site and the United Nations - Indicators of Sustainable Development site. 

Many Cities, such as Seattle, Washington and Chattanooga, Tennessee, have very good sites, which 

provide information related to their municipal efforts towards community sustainability.

Several of the best web sites are not - for - profit sites7. Examples include Canada's USD, and also The 

Rocky Mountain Institute web site (Hubbard 1997). The Governments of Canada, Australia, United States, 

and United Kingdom, have extensive high quality web sites, hosted through various government 

departments. A good illustration of this is the United States Government, Center of Excellence for 

Sustainable Development, (CESD) web site, a component of the United States Department of Energy. Its 

CESD web site provides extensive information on sustainability, including numerous articles on sustainable 

development and sustainable community, primarily from the perspective of societal issues related to 

sustainability concepts.

7. The term best is defined as providing information on sustainability in a credible, accessible, 
substantiated, consistent, and reliable manner.

For example, the article What Are Sustainable Conununities? (Hubbard 1997) reviews interesting 

strategies for facilitating 'sustainable community’. These strategies include more efficient use of local 

resources, investing in more sustainable infrastructure development, and protecting and enhancing 
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community quality of life. A second article, Developing Sustainable Conununities: The Future Is Now 

(Geis and Kutzmark 1997) attempts to provide a comprehensive overview of sustainable development from 

mid-1900 to the end of the Century. This article's position is that a practical approach to sustainability is 

the key to improving quality of life and community.

SUSTAINABILITY

From the perspective of this research, concepts and principles of sustainability are supported, strengthened, 

and facilitated by enhanced linkages between the processes of public participation and community 

planning. Sustainability and related concepts of sustainable development, sustainable community, and 

sustainability indicators are not static. As Table #2 illustrates, they have evolved from the 1980’s to 

present

The evolution of early concepts of sustainable development has been identified through examination of the 

core literature, a process that is more fully demonstrated herein through an examination of emerging 

concepts. This research explores concepts of 'regenerative systems thinking' related to sustainable 

development as proposed by Lyle (1994), and concepts of 'ecological footprinting’ proposed by 

Wackernagle and Rees (1996), and further addressed by Holmberg et al (1999). A second example of 

emerging theory is manifested in a debate regarding conceptualization of sustainability as *weak 

sustainability* verses 'strong sustainability'. These concepts are described by Wackernagle and Rees (1996) 

and argued by van der Hamsvoort and Latacz-Lohmann. (1998).

Current and emerging concepts of sustainability have in common the goal to develop a better understanding 

of problems, and the potential future impact of global issues of social, environmental, and economic 

importance. A focus and emphasis on people and communities is of importance to this research. The 

United Nations and their efforts over the last several decades have proven to be a reliable information 

source due to the focus on local, people-oriented issues. For example, Our Common Future (WCED 1987) 

and Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992) both provided strong arguments in favor of a bottom-up approach to 

achievement of sustainable development and facilitation of sustainable community.
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TABLE #2 
Overview of Selected Publications and Events Related to this Research8 

(sources: Liverman et al 1988; DSD web site, 2000)

8. TABLE #2 is not intended to be an all-inclusive chronicle or complete historic 
documentation, but rather is inchided to provide illustration in overview format, of the 
evolution of the concept of sustainability.

Date Event / Publication Importance To Sustainable Community Research

1928 Construction commenced on 
Radbum subdivision

Radbum subdivision was a comprehensively planned community, 
based in part on healthy community* goals and principles

1949 AMd Leopold/! Sand County 
Almanac

A landmark? conservation essay, Sand County Almanac was an 
example of an early publication dealing with human's as components 
of their ecosystem.

1954 United States Housing Act of 
1954

Introduced principles of public participation in community planning

1972 Limits To Growth Arguably the most debated of the ’doomsday’ scenario bodes published 
around this time, the book focused public attention on issues of 
sustainability of the planet (per Br^ie, 1996)

1972 Stockholm Conference on the 
Human Environment

This UN conference first proposed and applied the term 'sustainable 
development* in discussions on global environmental issues

1981 Building a Sustainable Society Lester Brown wrote and published this early book on global 
sustainability issues.

1985 Lift In Jacksonville Quality 
Indicators

According to CESD (1997) Jacksonville was the first community to 
develop and implement a set of annual sustainability indicators

1987 Our Common Future This landmark report by the Brundtland Commission for the United 
Nations, established the concepts of sustainability and sustainability 
indicators in the public's view

1988 Liverman et al Global 
Sustainability: Towards 
Measurement

An early example of attempts to develop sustainability indicators, 
which proposed use of baseline indicators for global sustainability, 
including soils erosion, population growth, materials recycling

1989 Beyond The Limits To Growth hi this retrospective book, the Chib of Rome revisited its original 
Limits To Growth and reevaluated concepts of global sustainability.

1992 UN Earth Summit — Rio de 
Janeiro

The Earth Summit (United Nations Conference on Environment and 
Development) brought together over 100 heads of state and official 
representatives of 172 governments, along with 14,000 non- 
government organizations (NGO) and over 8000 representatives of the 
media to highlight global environmental issues (HCA, 1994)

1992 Agenda 21 (assembled directly 
after the 1992 Rio Summit based 
on the Earth Summit resolutions)

The United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development 
promotes the 40 chapter publication Agenda 21 via the Internet, 
promoting (among other items) the Agenda ’blueprint' for 
implementing and achieving community sustainability.

1994 The Earth Summit Eco92: 
Different Visions

The Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture published 
this response to the 1992 Rio Summit, representing a third world*, 
NGO perspective and response to the Earth Summit issues and 
resolutions.

1995 PICABUE Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald propose PICABUE, a methodological 
framework for community sustainability indicators development

1997 Internet sites-gwAvvy 
On sustainability

Over the last 3 to 5 years, as use of the Internet has rapidly expanded, 
’sustainable issues’ web sites have emerged in increasing number to the 
point that currently there exists an uncounted but thriving community 
of numerous related sites.
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A basic position of this research is that there exists a fundamental link between the sustainability of people 

in rural and other communities and the broader global context. Our Common Future (WCED 1987, 4) 

illustrates this position clearly by stating that "until recently, the planet was a large world in which human 

activities and their effects were neatly compartmentalized within nations, within sectors (energy, 

agriculture, trade), and within broad areas of concern (environmental, economic, social). These 

compartments have begun to dissolve. This applies in particular to the various global 'crises'...These are 

not separate crises... they are all one".

All information sources on sustainability examined during the research, agree to a greater or lesser extent 

that there is currently a real potential for global-scale crisis related dwindling non-renewable resources such 

as fossil fuels coupled with growing consumption (Wackernagle and Rees 1996, Harris 2000; Peterson 

1997). Second, the literature review research defines two distinct broad categories of issues that are 

currently being addressed. The current debate on sustainability focuses on issues of definition of 

sustainability, and / or issues of measurement of sustainability. These foci are discussed in detail below.

Sustainability Principles

Preliminary to the discussion of definitions of sustainability, several sets of principles for sustainability are 

listed in Table #3 below and are compared as follows. There are many frameworks currently available that 

address principles of sustainable development from different perspectives and for benefit of different 

interest groups. For example, the Telloires Declaration is a declaration of commitment to sustainability in 

education and practice that has, over the last ten years, been signed by University Presidents, Rectors, and 

Vice-Chancellors from all regions of the globe (IISD web site 1999). The literature review has revealed 

two sets of 'sustainable' principles that are directly relevant to the following discussion and have influenced 

the course of this research. To start the discussion on principles of sustainability, Richardson (2000) 

proposes a list of seven TCey Principles of Sustainable Rural Community*. These include the principles of 

empowerment of community members, strengthening of democracy, encouraging women to take leadership 

roles in community, involving children and adolescents in the community development process, 

encouraging innovation among rural community members, and fostering rural and urban links.
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TABLE #3 
Richardson's Sustainable Rural Community Principles (source Richardson 2000) 

/ Bellagio Principles (Source USD 2000)

Richardson's Sustainable Rural Community Principles:
l. Empowering community members
2. Strengthen democracy
3. Encourage women to be key leaders
4. Involve children and adolescents
5. Encourage systems thinking
6. Encourage innovation
7. Foster rural and urban linkages

Bellagio Principles:
1. Sustainable development assessment must be guided by a clear vision of sustainable development 

and the goals that define that vision.
2. Assessment of sustainable development must be undertaken in a holistic manner, based on a 

holistic vision.
3. Assessment of progress towards sustainable development should consider its essential elements, 

including equity and disparity, human rights, consideration of life-dependent ecological 
conditions.

4. Assessment should adopt timelines which are long enough to capture both human and ecosystem 
time scales, thus responding to needs of future generations.

5. Assessment should be based on a practical focus, such as limiting the number of issues and the 
number of indicators of issues of sustainability, to a size that is appropriate to the resources 
available to effectively utilize these tools.

6. The process of assessment of sustainable development should be open and accessible to all 
individuals.

7. The process of assessment and its results should be broadly and effectively communicated in plain 
language.

8. Assessment processes should be open to broad participation from across-the-board representatives 
of key grass roots groups.

9. Assessment of sustainability should be ongoing and repeated in order to determine trends and 
adjust goals.

10. Continuity of assessing progress towards sustainable development should be assured by 
supporting development of local assessment capacity and like measures, including ongoing 
support for the decision-making process.

In 1996 the Rockefeller Foundation assembled an international group of practitioners and researchers from 

around the globe who held a common interest in measuring sustainability. The group came together at the 

Rockefeller Foundation Study and Conference Center in Bellagio, Italy in November of that year to review 

and debate progress towards measuring and monitoring sustainable development (IISD web site 2000). 

The assembly jointly produced a set of guiding principles titled the Bellagio Principles.
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The Bellagio Principles are guidelines for the practical assessment of sustainable development They are 

intended for use in starting and improving assessment activities of community groups, corporations, 

institutions, and government / non-govcrnment groups. The Bellegio Principles include ten principles of 

sustainability. Principle #1 deals with establishing a vision and dear goals. Principles #2 through #5 

address content of any proposed assessment mechanisms and the need for a systems approach merged with 

a focus on current priority issues. Principles #6, #7, and #8 deal with key assessment issues, while 

Principles #9 and #10 deal with the need to establish and facilitate a continuing assessment process.

In the context of this literature review’s focus on issues of sustainability, public participation, and 

community planning both Richardson's (2000) Key Principles of Rural Community Sustainability' and the 

Bellagio Principles are influential in the following way. Richardson’s Principles primarily express ideals of 

social sustainability and reflect on ways to strengthen public involvement in the rural community decision

making process. In this manner they have a direct relationship to public participation and rural community 

planning for sustainability. They also address the process of defining rural community, primarily through 

strengthening of public involvement, in particular the involvement of women and adolescents. The Key 

Principles' provide a guiding framework...and can be used by community leaders as they begin to reassess 

development needs' (2000, 38). The Principles' also address systems thinking and conceptualize rural 

communities as living entities that function as integrated parts of larger systems, both cultural and 

ecological.

Whereas Richardson’s Principles' address defining sustainable rural community through reinforcement of 

social context, the Bellagio Principles address measurement of sustainability. The Bellagio Principles also 

balance Richardson's Sustainable Rural Community Principles by addressing the broader global 

perspective. For example, Principle #2 advocates a holistic whole-systems perspective on sustainable 

development that accounts for human and ecological systems. An appropriate scope of assessment of 

sustainable development is called for (Principle #4) that looks back historically and forward to the future. 

The Bellagio Principles prescribe a policy of accessibility and openness to sustainable information in the 

assessment process (Principle #6 and #7), and the embracing of broad participation of key grass-roots.
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professional, technical, and social groups, with specific emphasis on including youth, women, and 

indigenous people for purposes of achieving diversity (Principle #8).

In summary, while Richardson (2000) addresses local rural principles, the Bellagio Principles address 

principles applicable at a broader global level. Regardless, they both reinforce the concepts of openness 

and accessibility to information and knowledge, inclusion of all segments of society, and the embracing of 

a systems approach to sustainable community facilitation and assessment

A third set of principles is introduced at this juncture in the discussion, serving to substantiate the two sets 

of principles discussed above. Lyle (1994, 46-48) proposes twelve 'regenerative strategies' for sustainable 

development related to environmental design principles and practices. The book Regenerative Design for 

Sustainable Development by John Lyle (1994) proposes a 'regenerative systems approach’ to sustainability 

and seeks to advance the notion of sustainability by extending the argument to the level of physical systems 

design relate to resource consumption, and therefore, sustainability.

Lyle (1994, 4) states "the assumption of unlimited resources that prevailed for so long has now been 

entirely discredited. Therefore, things cannot go on as they are." He continues by proposing that 

regenerative design means replacing the present linear system of through put flows with cyclical flows at 

sources. . . "a regenerative system provides for continuous replacement, through its own functional 

processes, of the energy and materials used in its operation". Lyle accepts what, in his perspective, is the 

inevitability of development, stating that the health of the globe will depend on the character and quality of 

the development. He supports, and, in fact, strongly recommends, a systematic approach to environmental 

problems, stating "sustainability depends primarily on environmental design "(10).

Lyle proposes twelve distinct strategies for achievement of sustainable development through regenerative 

design. These are listed in TABLE #4 below.
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TABLE #4
Lyle's 12 Strategies for Achievement of Sustainable Development 

(source: Lyle 1994,38-45)
I. letting nature do the work
2. considering nature as both context and model
3. aggregating, not isolating
4. seeking optimum levels for multiple functions, not the maximum or minimum levels for any one
5. matching technology to need
6. using information to replace power
7. providing multiple pathways
8. seeking common solutions
9. managing storage as a key to sustainability
10. shaping form to guide flow
11. shaping form to manifest process
12. prioritizing for sustainability

Of specific interest to this research discussion is Lyle’s exploration of information. Lyle advocates use of 

information to replace power. He believes that often when faced with a challenge, we overcompensate, due 

to inadequate information, by utilizing inappropriate resources in larger-than-required quantities (point #6). 

This is Lyle’s 'butter and chainsaw’ theory. Information, he claims, is a tool for precisely describing a 

problem, and by being given access to adequate information we can achieve precise fits between system 

and function. This is a reinforcement of the position of this research that sustainability is systems-oriented 

with information flow as a fundamental basis for sustainable decision-making.

Definitions and Parameters of Sustainability

Our Common Future, (WCED 1987) which is referred to herein as the Brundtland Report, is often quoted 

for its definition of'sustainable development’. The Brundtland Report defines 'sustainable development' as 

development that "meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 

meet their own needs” (1987,8). A brief review of the history of sustainable development reveals that Our 

Common Future was not the original source of the term 'sustainable development' although the term has its 

roots in United Nations initiatives. According to Richardson (1996) the phrase 'sustainable development* 

was used explicitly for the first time at the Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment in 1972. 

Sustainable development was further defined in the United Nations (1972) World Conservation Strategy 

publication.



31

The debate about the definition of sustainable development commenced almost immediately after the 

publication of Our Common Future QNCED 1987). The main arguments of the debate centered on the 

vagueness of the Brundtland report’s definition of sustainable development, and second, on the vagueness 

of the Brundtland Report in recommending methods for achieving sustainability. Far from abating, the 

debate continues to grow. The need for definition and measurement techniques is motivated by the need to 

enhance credibility, testability, and usability of concepts of sustainability. Several respected researchers 

have provided substantiated definition and methods for measurement of progress towards sustainability 

over the last decade and a half (UNCED 1992, Mitchell 1995; Mitchell, Mays and McDonald 1995).

For example, Wackernagle and Rees (1996, 143) define sustainability in economic terms. "Sustainability 

requires that we reclaim the economy in the service of people and their communities." Expanding on this 

Maser, Beaton, and Smith (1998,26) define sustainability of community in terms of seeking "the synergism 

of ecology and culture, including economy, to promote a healthy, sustainable environment that enriches the 

lives of all its inhabitants - both human and nonhuman." Viewed as building blocks in the research 

process, these definitions begin to characterize sustainability in a holistic manner by embracing a 

combination of ecological, cultural and social issues.

In his book Sharing the Earth Peterson (1997,2) reinforces this holistic view in his statement "the meaning 

of sustainable development remains contested by diverse political elements”. Peterson lists the challenges 

of sustainable development, including exploration of the effects of current widely accepted perceptions of 

sustainable development that will possibly constrain future generations efforts at achieving sustainability. 

A second challenge includes the need to explore linkages between social and scientific norms, and their 

impact on sustainable development A third challenge identified by Peterson is the necessary promotion of 

multidisciplinary dialogue on sustainable development In the same vein Klauer (1999) offers a solution to 

clarify the ongoing discussion on sustainable development and address challenges identified by Peterson 

and others. He proposes steps to be undertaken in the process of achieving the goal of defining and 

operationalizing sustainable development
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From the perspective of this research there are several issues of importance in defining sustainable 

development. These are first, the issue of conceptualizing sustainability as an ideal and a goal, not 

necessarily achievable in the foreseeable future, and second, the significance of public involvement in 

facilitating sustainable community. Supporting this perspective, Richardson (2000, 136) characterizes 

sustainable development as "a process, not an end in itself., .it includes the concepts of collaboration and 

community, together with concepts of conservation.”

Establishing a benchmark for purposes of this research, a simplified definition of sustainable community 

has been initially adopted as follows. The article What Is Sustainability, Anyway? (Hart 1996) defines the 

term very clearly. ” 'Sustainability' means continuing without lessening. A 'community* is a group of 

people who live and interact in a certain area. A 'sustainable community' (or sustainable rural community) 

seeks to maintain and improve the economic, environmental, and social characteristics of an area so that its 

members can continue to lead healthy, productive, enjoyable lives there." This definition is revisited, built 

on and refined further on.

Measurements of Sustainability

There are several points related to measurement of sustainability that are of specific interest and importance 

to this research, and that are appropriate to introduce for discussion at this point First concepts of 

indicators (Liverman, Hanson, and Meredith 1988) were introduced prior to the Brundtland Report (WCED 

1987).’ Our Common Future (WCED 1987) adapted indicators concepts to measurement of sustainable 

development From the debate on growth-verses-sustainability and the related debate on economics-verses- 

sustainainlity (Harris 2000) came the evolution of concepts of 'natural capital', 'human capital', and 

'organizational capital' (Ekins, Hillman, and Hutchison 1992; Prugh et al 1995). Over the last few years a 

conceptualization of measuring sustainability as *weak sustainability* verses 'strong sustainability’ has been

9. For examples of this research refer to the article by D.M. Liverman. B. J. Hanson, and R.W.
Meredith Jr. (1988) titled Global Sustainability: Towards Measurement. Also refer to 
Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald (1995) article PICABUE: A methodological framework for the 
development of inthcators of sustainable development, and the article by Andrew McLaren 
and Slobodan Simonovic (1999) titled Data needs for sustainable decision-making.
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introduced (Wackernagle and Rees 1996) and debated (van der Hamsvoort, and Latacz-Lohmann 1998).

Discussion Of *Weak Verses Strong* Susta»'"ahilitv

The concept of 'weak' verses 'strong1 sustainability is described by Wackernagle and Rees (1996, 37) as 

follows: "Many economists believe that 'weak sustainability* is good enough. According to this view, 

society is sustainable provided that the aggregate stock of manufactured and natural assets is not 

decreased...'weak sustainability* allows the substitution of equivalent human-made capital for depleted 

natural capital". They go on to define 'strong sustainability' as a concept which "recognizes the 

unaccounted ecological services and life support functions performed by many forms of natural capital and 

the considerable risk associated with their irreversible loss. 'Strong sustainability* therefore requires that 

natural capital stocks be held constant independently of human-made capital". This discussion and its 

relationship to my research are continued further on.

Wackernagle and Rees (1996) illustrated the concept of 'weak' verses 'strong* sustainability (see Figure #4 

below). The *weak sustainability* approach does not account for the economic and non-economic value of 

natural resources. The 'strong sustainability* approach maintains that our stock of natural resources must be 

maintained at a constant level independent of human-made resources. The 'weak* verses 'strong* 

sustainability dialogue has been joined by van der Hamsvoort, and Latacz-Lohmann (1998, 99) in a recent 

article, Sustainability: a review of the debate and extension. The article adopts a systems approach in 

examining the debate between ecologists and economists, and concludes that "the only sustainability 

concept supported by theory is that of 'strong sustainability". In addition, van der Hamsvoort, and Latacz- 

Lohmann (1998) have argued that current debate on sustainability is obscured by misunderstandings, and 

that 'strong* sustainability is the only concept of sustainability supported by theory.

Concepts of 'Capital'

Concepts of'capital' are related to the discussion of defining and measuring sustainability, and in particular 

the definition of 'weak* verses 'strong* sustainability provided above. The terms *human capital', 'social 

capital’, and 'natural capital’ are used at various points in this research discussion and are linked back in the 
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concluding statements to concepts of'weak' and'strong* sustainability discussed in detail further on in this 

section.

FIGURE #4 

"Strong Sustainability** 
(Drawing credit: Michael Blackbum)

Prugh et al (1995, 54) states "the primary role of natural capital is life support. All the rest is secondary". 

The concept of 'natural capital' is defined as providing "very basic and fundamental life support systems 

that no other form of capital can provide... natural capital is the basis of all life, human and non-human: it is 

the world ecosystem that contains the economy, not the economy that contains the world ecosystem" 

(Neumayer 1998,27). Researchers vander Hamsvoort and Latacz-Lohmann(1998,100) further define this 

concept to embrace total natural capital* which is defined as being "sub-divided into Renewable Natural 

Capital and Non-renewable Natural Capital, the former being active and self-maintaining, using a flow of 

energy from the sun, while the latter is more passive and analogous to inventories. It neither maintains 



35

itself nor does it grow, instead it is subject to liquidation by use". An example of non-rencwable natural 

capital is fossil fuels.

The concept of *human capital* can be broadly defined as the knowledge and skills people need to be 

productive. The term 'social capital' is similar to the notions of human capital and refers to features of 

social organization such as networks and trust, elements that increase society's productive potential (USD 

Developing Ideas Digest 2000). Certain cultural traditions facilitate creation and growth of'social capital', 

as does education, higher income, new occupational opportunities, and increased access to information. 

Social capital can be defined by sectors, including the public sector which serves the third party interests of 

their citizens and maintains public order and security, the private sector within which profit-motivated 

economic organizations serve the third party interest of consumers, boards, and shareholders, and the civil 

sector within which associations and organizations are brought together to fulfill social needs.

Ekins, Hillman, and Hutchison (1992. 130) add the following footnote to the concept of'human capital'. 

They state "if human capital formation is the principle means through which human welfare can be 

achieved, such capital will be more productive if it is appropriately organized. They identify the product of 

this organization as 'organizational capital* and contend that 'organizational capital' provides an effective 

structure for making choices.

Sustainability Indicators

Indicators of sustainable development also enable effective choices to be made (Mitchell 1995). According 

to Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald (1995), sustainability indicators are currently the most effective methods 

for managing progress towards sustainable community development because they enable simplification of 

information making it available and usable as a basis for decision-making for community sustainability. 

Methods for giving meaningfill consideration to economic, environmental, and social factors of 

sustainability are important to the discussion of sustainability. Without measurement it is not possible to 

set sustainable goals, evaluate progress, or assess existing conditions of sustainability (McLaren and 

Simonovic 1999).
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Sustainability indicators theory is important to this research in that it contributes to the theoretical 

framework for proposing effective tools for analysis of the relative sustainability of communities. As 

measurements of sustainability indicators have been defined as "small bits of information that reflect the 

status of larger systems“(Mitchell 1995). Indicators are compared to a dash board on a car which indicates 

the amount of gas remaining in a vehicle's gas tank, the speed at which the car is traveling, and gives 

warning if the car is experiencing mechanical problems and malfunctions (IISD 2000). Indicators can also 

function as mechanisms enabling complex social, environmental, and economic systems to be more easily 

understood.

This linking of indicators to systems allows individuals and communities to make informed decisions about 

systems and facilitate implementation in a timely action. The idea of creating sustainability indicators for 

use as a tool for facilitating sustainable development has been proposed by different researchers for at least 

a decade and a half. This literature review has identified several early efforts at proposing sustainable 

development indicators, including the list of global indicators proposed by Liverman. Hanson, and 

Meredith (1988).

FIGURE #5
Sustainability Indicators as Measurement

(Drawing credit: Michael Blackbum)
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The article Why Sustainability indicators? People Need A Reality Check (Kline 1996) addressed the role 

of sustainability indicators as follows. "The role of an indicator is to make complex systems 

understandable or perceptible. An effective indicator helps a community determine where it is, where it is 

going, and how far it is from chosen goals”. Elizabeth Kline (1996) substantiates this definition by 

illustrating that sustainability indicators can provide a basis in theory as well as a more practical framework 

for measuring progress towards sustainable goals.

Both of the UN initiatives Our Common Future QNCED 1987) and Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992), called for 

development of sustainability indicators as effective tools for facilitation of sustainable development Our 

Common Future (WCED 1987) called for development of tools and methods for monitoring sustainability, 

including use of indicators and other methods for measuring and managing sustainable development The 

report specifically advocated empowerment of individuals and their communities by methods such as 

sharing knowledge and information as a basis for local decision-making related to sustainable development 

suggesting that use of indicators was an appropriate and effective method for achieving this goal.

These international-level efforts towards sustainable development have trickled down to the local 

community-level since the publishing of Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992). Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992) 

specifically called for development of methods of simplifying information as a basis for decision-making 

related to sustainable community development Agenda 21 contains a proposal to develop indicators for 

sustainable development with the objective of making available these indicators and related information at 

national government levels, enabling the dissemination of the information to local communities.

This research has examined a number of additional sustainable indicator development initiatives that have 

taken place over the past two decades and are currently underway in municipalities in North America, 

Europe, Australia, Africa, and other locations around the globe. With some exceptions the examples 

illustrated were initiated as part of Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992). Exceptions include Chattanooga 

Tennessee, and Jacksonville Florida, which are reportedly among the first municipalities anywhere to have 

developed a comprehensive set of sustainability indicators. Common indicators listed by a majority of the 
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selected communities include economics, environment, and health of individual and community. Public 

safety indicators are also listed by a significant number of the communities. Several communities list youth 

as indicators, and one, Cambridge, Massachusetts, lists agriculture as an indicator (CESD 1997).

On the research 'home front', the University of Guelph has a number of ongoing sustainability research 

programs funded by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Farming, and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA). Related 

topics investigate issues including Agro-Ecosystcm Research, development of social indicators of 

sustainability associated with fanners in Ontario, and farmers' views about sustainability policy (Filson 

1996).

In summary, Bryden (1994, 38) discusses sustainability indicators and suggests that in order to assess 

change we need to do more longitudinal studies, which involve examination of case studies of communities 

that have had both successes and failures in applying sustainability indicators as measurements of 

sustainable development Bryden raises a further cautionary note by pointing out that this is necessary 

because "there is an ever present danger that such indicators could be limiting, because they narrow peoples 

focus too much and limit their creativity and intuition". Kline (1996) however, reinforces the idea that 

sustainability indicators provide both theoretical and practical frameworks for defining 'sustainable 

community* and measuring progress, the reality check that facilitates progress towards that goal.

The P/C4BUE Model

PICABUE (Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995) is a method proposed for the construction of indicators of 

sustainable development The PICABUE model name is derived from the 7 basic steps in the method. 

These steps are Principles and definitions development by stakeholders, Issues selection, Construction and 

selection of indicators of issues of concern, Augmenting the indicators development step by mstainahte 

development principles identified earlier, modifying this by identifying Boundary issues, from this step 

develop 'Uncertainty' indicators, and finally, Evaluating and review of final indicator sets (Mitchell, May, 

and McDonald 1995).
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The significance of the PICABUE model from the perspective of this research is that it provides a 

theoretically based methodology for selection of sustainability indicators, as opposed to ad hoc methods 

proposed by others. The link between PICABUE and this research program is described in the first of the 

seven step process that calls for "stakeholders to reach a consensus on principles (the V in PICABUE) and 

definitions of sustainable development that are used and the objectives of the sustainability indicators" 

(1995, 105). The PICABUE model does not provide extensive details of how the stakeholders will reach 

consensus. This research seeks to address this gap by providing a substantiated process for development of 

publicly derived sustainability indicators for rural and other communities through application of the rural 

community analysis model discussed below. The PICABUE model also calls for augmenting indicators 

with sustainable development principles. As earlier discussed, since PICABUE was initially proposed, 

efforts such as the Bellagio Principles and Richardson's (2000) Key Principles of Rural Community 

Sustainability* have made progress towards this goal.

Goals Setting for Community Sustainability

Other forms of measurements and guidelines for facilitating sustainable community have also been 

proposed and employed. Indicators are a measurement of progress towards established goals. Specifically 

addressing rural community sustainability, the article Community and Society: Community in 17 Steps 

(Berry 1997) lists 17 goals that communities would pursue if the members wanted that community to 

cohere, to flourish, and to last Although not theoretically based, these suggested steps illustrate 

'conceptualizations* of sustainable community which are similar to those proposed by theoretically based 

researchers. The importance of'conceptualizations of sustainable community* to this research is rooted in 

the principle that cognitive and local knowledge has value and is important in achieving a comprehensive 

understanding of community context (Aberiey 1993). Berry's (1997) list is provided in TABLE #5 below.
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TABLE #5

An Illustration of Establishing Goals for Measuring Sustainable Community
(source: Berry’s (1997) 17 Steps to SmtabuMo Rural Coouiuuuty)

1. Ask of any proposed change or innovation: What win this do to our conununity? How will this affect 
our common wealth?

2. Include local nature - the land, the water, and the native creatures, within the membership of the 
community.

3. Ask how local needs might be supplied from local sources, including the mutual help of neighbours.
4. Supply local needs first (and only then think about exporting their products, first to nearby cities, and 

then to others).
5. Understand the ultimate unsoundness of the industrial document of "labor saving" if that implies poor 

work, unemployment, or any kind of pollution or contamination.
6. Develop properly scaled value-added industries for local products in order not to become merely a 

colony of the national or global economy.
7. Develop small-scale industries and businesses to support the local farm or forest economy.
8. Strive to produce as much of their energy as possible.
9. Strive to increase earnings (in whatever form) within the community, and decrease expenditures 

outside the community.
10. Circulate money within the local economy as long as possible before paying it out.
11. Invest in the community to maintain its properties, keep it clean (without dirtying some other place), 

care for its old people, and teach its children.
12. Arrange for the old and the young to take care of each other, eliminate institutionalized "child care" 

and "homes for the aged". The young must leant from the old, not necessarily and not always in 
school; the community knows and remembers itself by the association of old and young.

13. Account for costs that are now conventionally hidden or "externalized". Whenever possible they must 
be debited against monetary income.

14. Look into the possible use of local currency, community-funded Ioans programs, systems of barter, and 
the like.

15. Be aware of the economic value of neighborliness - as help, insurance, and so on. They must realize 
that in our time the costs of living are greatly increased by the loss of neighborhood, leaving people to 
face their calamities alone.

16. Be acquainted with, and complexly connected with, community-minded people in nearby towns and 
cities.

17. Cultivate urban consumers loyal to local products to build a sustainable rural economy, which will 
always be more cooperative than competitive.

Ecological Footprinting

Wackernagle and Rees (1996, 3 - 4) also proposed a tool for assisting communities in facilitating 

community sustainability. Ecological Footprinting Analysis is a planning tool that assists in translating 

sustainability concerns into public action. Ecological footprinting interprets the economic implications of a 

community's lifestyle as a Tootprint' of the land required to maintain that economic lifestyle. In this way 

the resources consumed by a community can be illustrated, evaluated, and theoretically adjusted to 
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facilitate long-term community sustainability. Ecological footprinting is a relatively involved approach to 

measuring sustainability that entails development of a community-based accounting system, requiring 

ongoing monitoring of resource input and output flows through a community system. Resource input 

includes the energy and materials required by a community to maintain or improve its lifestyle. Output of 

resources is primarily in the form of waste. Further, resource flows must be equated to the amount of land 

required by a community to provide sufficient resources, including trees, water, and fuels, to maintain the 

community lifestyle level (Wackernagle and Rees 1996).

Economic Development and Growth verses Environment and Sustainability

The concept of sustainable development has not been entirely supported since the term was proposed a 

decade and a half ago by the United Nations. Economists in particular have challenged the notion, stating 

in some cases that the concept of sustainable development is contrary to the doctrine of Free Trade, which 

it is assumed it is needed for continued prosperity (Wackernagle and Rees 1996). Some advocates of 

sustainable community also call for partial replacement of our monetary systems with systems of barter 

(see TABLE #5 above). Others sometimes view this later position as undermining established economic 

systems that bring prosperity.

During the course of this research economic issues and questions have been of concern. Rural communities 

in Ontario are generally less prosperous than urban municipalities, with the consequence that they are 

perhaps more sensitized to issues such as globalization and the current Provincial restructuring of 

municipalities that have negative impact on their local economies. Given this context, public 

conceptualization of community sustainability could possibly in some cases, be focused primarily on the 

issue of economic survival. Wackernagle and Elees (1996, 20 - 21) counter this economic argument by 

taking a position that concepts of sustainability are not against economics and free trade per se. The 

problem, they emphasize, is that the economy of free trade is based on flow of money and does not take 

into account the value of natural capital and the associated environmental consequences of free trade 

systems on the global ecology.
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In seeking substantiated answers to issues of economics, growth, and sustainability a number of significant 

books and articles on economics and sustainability have been reviewed. One source of contribution to the 

economic sustainability discussion contains several significant assertions made by its authors, which are of 

interest to this research. These comments on economic sustainability challenge the current conceptual basis 

of sustainability and, specifically, the position that the environment has moved beyond its capability to 

support continued sustainable growth and the concept of futurity.

The Economics of Sustainable Development (Goldin and Winters eds. 1996) is actually a collection of 

essays about sustainable economic development prepared by different authors with similar perspectives. 

The perspective is presented that growth does not necessarily exist to the detriment of sustainability and 

concepts of sustainable development. Maurice Scott (1996) in the chapter "What sustains economic 

development?" dismisses the argument that the effects of growth on the environment are such that growth 

must cease. He accomplishes this by stating that while environmental concerns must be taken seriously 

they are not believed to be the most important ones. In the same vein, Scott dismissed the concept of 

'futurity* by declaring that "nor is another (argument) mentioned in this context, namely, whether present 

generations are sufficiently interested in the welfare of future generations. The view that people save and 

invest only for themselves and not for their descendants is, to my mind, a caricature of the truth” (1996, 

83).

Taking a similar position to Scott (1996) Harris (2000, 2) discusses growth, and defines sustainable 

development as being morally indefensible because the concept limits growth when growth offers the 

world's poor their best chance to climb out of poverty, and additionally, growth offers the resources than 

can improve those environmental problems that most severely impact human health and well-being.

These viewpoints challenge the assumption of this research that the rural public accepts currently 

established concepts of sustainability, raising questions regarding the fundamental concepts of futurity, and 

’sustainable development* verses 'sustainable growth*.
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As a counter argument to that presented above, Wackernagle and Rees (1996) respond1* by asserting there 

is wide agreement that the Earth's ecosystems cannot sustain current levels of economic activity and 

materials consumption. Wackernagle and Rees (1996) continue by quoting economist Herman Daly's 

definitions of growth, stated as increase in size by material accreditation, and development, described as the 

realization of fuller and greater potential. They add, "for Daly then, sustainable development is progressive 

social betterment without growing beyond ecological carrying capacity. Indeed he regards sustainable 

growth as a nonsensical self-contradiction" (1996, 33). Ekins, Hillman, and Hutchison (1992, 40) also 

challenge conventional economic-based growth by providing a different perspective, stating "with the 

economic dimension supreme, it is not surprising that a prime characteristic of the modem world is the 

destruction of social and ecological values, and the wealth to which they give rise".

In conclusion, this research addresses the issue of how the rural community public conceptualize 

community sustainability. Based on the research assumption that the rural community public and related 

stakeholders accept the concept of community sustainability, it can be reasoned that rural community 

residents may be focused on economic issues, however, also accept that there exist valid social and 

environmental dimensions of sustainable community.

A further question also arises about the rural public perspective of sustainable community. Does the rural 

public view sustainable community as being built on a foundation of sustainable development or on the 

concept of sustainable growth? Again, referring back to the key research questions, what is the public 

conceptualization of sustainable community? This debate relates to, and challenges, the earlier sated 

assumptions regarding conceptualization of sustainability and illuminates the potential overriding 

importance of economic sustainability over other more balanced considerations that include environment 

and society. The discussion of Focus Group and Key Informant Interview sessions described in Chapter 

Six respond to these questions.

10. A point of clarification here is that this response was not directed at Scott's (1996) or Harris’s 
(2000) position, but rather is viewed as an appropriate counter argument to both.
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In the initial stages of this research program it has also been recognized that concepts of sustainability are 

viewed by segments of the public as pessimistic and depressing because they predict apocalyptic endings to 

a current lifestyle that many argue is not that bad (Wackernagle and Rees 1996,24-25). There was some 

concern that this view, if prevalent among selected participants, would negatively affect the process of 

dialogue and communication with rural residents. To address this the assumption was made that there were 

sufficient diverse perspectives among selected participants, which would allow a productive 

communication process to occur.

Social Dimensions of the Sustainability Debate

Numerous sources of literature reviewed herein, including Our Common Future (WCED 1987) take a 

strong social perspective on sustainability. In fact, this research indicates that this is the most common 

perspective presented in the literature base. For example, in the early 1980s Lester Brown, then head 

officer of United Nations World Watch Institute wrote the book Building a Sustainable Society (Brown 

1981) which examined civilizations both ancient and modem, drawing correlation between economics 

(over production in agriculture), and environment (soils and consequent erosion), and their relationship to 

societal collapse. In 1998 the City of Toronto Healthy Toronto 2000 Sub-Committee produced a report 

titled Healthy Toronto 2000 (Toronto 2000 Sub-Committee 1988), which promoted a holistic perspective 

on the health of society, defining societal health as involving physical, mental, and social well being, 

determined by many factors including environment, economics, and quality of life in communities.

In the introduction to Rethinking Sustainability Harris (2000, 3) discusser a characterization of sustainable 

development as "socially and environmentally just sustainable development". He adds, "when the existing 

social institutions are such as to deny many people access to the power and knowledge they need to effect 

the development process, sustainable development is impossible. These arguments find some validation in 

the literature review discussion further on in this Chapter, which addresses issues and problems related to 

public participation. Simply stated, universal public access to power and information is not a reality 

although many have conceptualized it as a highly desirable goal of community planning and achieving 

sustainability (Arnstein 1969; Baxter 1997; limes 1998, Hanis 2000).
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Summary: Su<tainahte Community

Again, a 'sustainable community* (or sustainable rural community) seeks to maintain and improve the 

economic, environmental, and social characteristics of an area so that its members can continue to lead 

healthy, productive, enjoyable lives there. In the following section on Community Planning, the links 

between 'sustainability* and 'community* are explored in more depth. In summarizing the discussion thus 

far it is appropriate to conclude with an overview of research efforts related to sustainable rural 

community. As a prelude to this exploration, it is advantageous to introduce selected research and 

publications that have established a theoretical framework for these further discussions.

Sustainable community has been characterized and defined in appropriate contexts within this research 

discussion through exploration of and reference to a range of sources. These have included information on 

related issues such as grass roots community involvement (Chimbuya 1996; Smith and McMurphy 1997) 

and related concepts such as eco-villages (Gillman 1999) and bioregional planning for settlements (Aberley 

1993). Many other sources of reference have substantiated the discussions and definitions related to 

sustainable rural community.

On a global level, Rachelle Alterman (1997) presents a comprehensive portrayal of issues of farmland 

preservation which impact directly on the rural case study sites selected for this research. Van Meyer 

(1994) also addresses broader international perspectives on rural sustainability with his discussion of the 

European perspective. Other agriculture-related sources of information have included more local 

University of Guelph sources such as Filson (1996), who addresses attitudes of farmers towards 

sustainability policies, Waltner-Toews (1996) who presents a discussion on ecosystem health issues, 

Caldwell (1992) who discusses rural characteristics of Huron County, a research case stucfy site, and Fuller 

(1994) who introduces the concept of 'arena society’ to characterize current rural communities. Felligi 

(1996), and Filkins, Allen, and Cordes (1999), contribute extensively to the discussion of statistical profiles 

related to the case study site context, and this discussion is presented in detail in Chapter Four.
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COMMUNITY PLANNING

Primary information sources on community planning which formed a basis for this research include the 

Journal of the American Planning Association, (published by the American Planning Association four 

times per year). Plan Canada, the professional journal published by the Canadian Institute of Planners, 

Towards Sustainable Rural Communities (Bryden 1994), Statistics Canada, particularly the Statistics 

Canada web site, and the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Farming and Rural Affairs, including both the 

OMAFRA web site, and a number of OMAFRA publications. A variety of articles and publications 

specifically addressing sustainable community planning issues have also been consulted. Hodge (1986) 

along with the above referenced Canadian journals and publications, brings to the discussion a uniquely 

Canadian perspective. Bryden's (1994) extensive contribution to this research has been discussed and 

continues to be referenced throughout.

Defining Community

Aldo Leopold in his classic conservation essay A Sand County Almanac, (Leopold 1949, 203) states, "the 

individual is a member of a community of interdependent parts". Leopold goes on to describe the 

individual's role in that community as a competitive role which also is cooperative simply so that the 

individual may yet have a place to compete over. Related to this community, Leopold discusses a land 

ethic' that defines land "to include soils, water, plants and animals" (204).

Bryden (1994) also defines the term 'community' with reference to rural communities in specific. Bryden 

states that the term 'community' is usually interpreted in two ways; there are communities of interest, and 

there are physical or social communities, which is typically how rural community is defined. Bryden offers 

a tentative definition of 'sustainable rural community* stating "a ’sustainable rural community' is one that 

has a capacity to reproduce itself and evolve in an economic, social, cultural and ecological sense without 

detracting fiom the possibilities of such reproduction in other communities” (2). Richardson (2000, 39 - 

40) addresses a different perspective in her definition of'rural community* as "complex systems with their 

own history and geography." Again, diverging fiom Bryden's (1994) definition of 'sustainable rural 

community* she discusses sustainable rural development, which she describes as "a collaborative process
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that strives to reconcile the promotion of economic opportunities and livable communities with the 

conservation of ecological integrity and biodiversity...the goal of those involved in sustainable rural 

development will be to help people help themselves."

This literature review has found a variety of definitions for the term ’sustainable community', a simplified 

version of which is provided in the preceding section. Many of the definitions for related terms are 

confusingly vague. As an example, in the article The Ecovillage Challenge, Gillman (1992) intermixes the 

terms 'eco-village* and ’sustainable community* defining them together as living in harmony with nature and 

with each other, and introduces a list of criteria for eco-village / sustainable community which includes 

human scale and "full-featured settlement in which human activities are harmlessly integrated with nature 

in a way that is supportive of healthy human development successfully continued into the indefinite future".

Ruano (1999,7) perhaps makes the most appropriate statement on defining sustainable communities when 

he states "nobody knows what a sustainable human settlement looks like or how it functions. Some people 

say that small European towns in the Middle Ages, or prehistoric hamlets for instance, were 'sustainable'. 

Both models, however, were based on the same non-sustainable paradigm: resources were extracted from 

the environment, while waste was thrown back."

Brief History of Planning Communities

Around 1760 the population of England began to expand rapidly, a pattern of growth that continued during 

and following the industrial revolution in Europe (Benevolo 1980, 1-2). Several significant factors 

contributed to the dramatic increase in population, including advances in medicine, improvements in 

agricultural practice, and new industrial technology that first made possible mass production of goods, and 

concurrently facilitated increased human extraction of resources and production of waste. From the 

consequences of these events grew the healthy community planning movement in England and North 

America. This historic perspective is provided as a basis for discussion of healthy community planning, 

and more recently, sustainable community planning in the United States and Canada
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Historic Perspective on Planning for Healthy Communities

In the United Kingdom, early notable examples of planned communities for purposes of benefiting the 

health of humans, include the *utopian' communities conceptualized by Robert Owen and proposed in 1816 

as part of his Institution for the Formation of Character* as a backlash against the deplorable housing 

conditions of industrial Great Britain’s workers (Benevolo 1980). Owen, a philanthropist, and himself a 

successfill industrialist, proposed a new type of community that was conceptualized as an institution that 

would ultimately be provided to all equally and benefit both health and spirit. The institute would provide 

educational opportunities in a dean, safe, and healthy living context for workers’ children. This initial 

concept grew eventually into a concept of an ideal village that could be home to several thousand workers, 

surrounded by 1000 to 1500 acres of undeveloped land (44 - 45).

By the mid 1800’s there was evidence in England of a growing awareness of the effects of the industrial age 

on conditions within the nation's communities. These conditions included poorly planned and badly 

constructed, seriously overcrowded, working class housing developments in most urban areas. As a result 

of the growing awareness of the plight of the cities, the first 'Society for Improving the Dwellings of the 

Labouring Class' was formed. During the 1851 Universal Exhibition in London, a block of model 'worker's 

homes’ was constructed under the auspices of Prince Albert, and that same year the first of two laws 

regulating subsidized housing’ were passed (116-117). In this manner, the concept of community and the 

concept of health began to be linked and be reflected in the planning and design of community.

In contrast to England, community planning is a relatively recent practice in the United States and Canada 

Birch (1980) points out that although planned cities have been part of the heritage of the United States for 

300 years, domestic city planning as a movement did not emerge until the early 20th century. In Canarfa 

formal town and city planning emerged around the same point in time. Regional-scale planning emerged in 

the late 1940s in Canada (Hodge 1986).
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Healthy Community Planning: United States

In the United States, there have been several significant examples of communities planned and developed 

as a demonstration of model community planning principles. Development of this type of 'model' 

communities has provided examples of methods for achieving healthy community goals through innovative 

community planning. One of the better-known early examples of this is Radbum, a suburban community 

in New Jersey. According to Birch (1980,424), Radbum was "so well designed and rationally organized 

that it became a permanent resource for planners who in every generation sometimes adapt it to solve 

contemporary problems". For this reason it is beneficial to briefly look at Radburn as a potential example 

to draw on for purposes of this research.

Radbum's history closely parallels the history of American community planning. The planning of Radbum 

was done by a multi-disciplinary team of professionals in the late 1920’s with construction commencing in 

1928, utilizing a site analysis / concept development / plan preparation process which has evolved into the 

basis for current planning methodology. Of significance to this research. Radbum is "the first tangible 

product of a new urban science that seeks to make the place of habitation and industry fit the healthy 

requirements of its daily life"(429). Radbum evolved from principles of community health initially 

addressed as issues in industrialized nations in the mid-1800s. A half-century after the Radbum 

experiment, the 'Healthy City* movement of the 1980s grew similarly from past examples and current 

issues. The point could arguably be made, so has the current sustainable communities movement

Healthy Community Planning: Canada

As in the United States, Canadian planning of communities has traditionally focused primarily on land use 

and social / economic issues at a community level, and more recently at a regional scale. In Canada, the 

earliest planned communities were 17* century French settlements (Hodge 1986). In the late 19th century 

those communities that were destined to become Canada's cities began to expand rapidly. Growth was 

stimulated by several factors including new technological innovations in rail transportation and industry. 

Canadian communities were not un-planned, they were rather "a collage of planning decisions made at 

different times in the past for all or part of the community". (40).
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An early example of community planning in western Canada is the development (dan for the City of 

Regina, the Capital of the Province of Saskatchewan. This plan was titled Regina: A Preliminary Report 

on the Development of the City (City of Regina 1910) and was prepared by T.H. Mawson and Sons, 

Planners with offices in London and Lancaster, England, and Calcutta, India. This ambitious plan proposed 

a system of parks for the health of the population and the beautification of Regina, a community element 

that is still evident today. Even before Regina's community plan was prepared, towns and cities in eastern 

Canada were planning for the health and attractiveness of their community. Examples include the 1877 

plan for Mount Royal Park in Montreal and Toronto's High Park, originally purchased from its owner, Mr. 

John Howard in 1870 (Wright 1984).

Healthy Community Planning in the Late 20th Century

The present 'Healthy City* movement started half a century after the conceptualization of Radburn and is 

mentioned herein for its advocacy of the holistic concept of community health and its importance as a 

precursor to the current ’sustainable communities' movement The Healthy Cities’ concept was developed 

in the mid 1980s. The City of Toronto was an active leader in the promotion of the concept of 'Healthy 

City', defined as a city which recognizes the challenges to health and mobilizes its forces to meet them by 

addressing a comprehensive set of prerequisites which include food, shelter, work, education, income, 

peace, ecological stability, resource sustainability, equity, and social justice (Healthy Toronto 2000 Sub

committee 1988,4).

The Healthy City movement is illustrated in a conceptual model called the *MandaIa of Health*. At the 

central focus of this model is the conceptualization of humans (body, spirit and mind) surrounded by 

human -made environment, which is in turn surrounded by culture and the biosphere (see Figure #6). The 

Mandala of Health is a model for conceptualizing a community which is balanced and focused on all three 

aspects of sustainability, including social aspects (culture), economic aspects, and environmental, in terms 

of human relationships with the biosphere. The fundamental departure point between Healthy City and 

Sustainable Community concepts is the focus. The former construct is focused on human spiritual and 

physical well being as a central point in a healthy community, whereas the latter construct is focused on 
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achievement of a balance between social, economic, and environmental concerns, with humans being 

considered a sub-system of the environment

FIGURE #6 

The Mandala of Health 
(source: Healthy Toronto 2000. Healthy Toronto 2000 Sub-Committee. 1988.4)

The mandAla of health
A Model of the Human Ecosystem
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Planning Sixtainahle Community

Prior to addressing sustainable rural community planning, this research discussion examines the broader 

topic of sustainable community planning. A great number of case studies on planning for community 

sustainability are currently available. These include examples illustrated and discussed below from Canada 

and abroad. However, due to the large number of these case studies reviewed during the process of this 

research, only a selection of the more significant examples are discussed.

As an example of recent State-level efforts in the United States, the State of Florida Department of 

Community Affairs produced a web-based report to the Florida State Legislature titled Sustainable 

Conununities Demonstration Project (State of Florida 1998). The report discusses a number of recent case 

studies involving comprehensive, sustainable community planning demonstration projects in combined 

rural / urban settings, including a joint City of Tampa / Hillsborough County project and a project in Martin 

County Florida.

In the case of the Tampa / Hillsborough County sustainable community demonstration project, both the 

urban and rural community governments worked cooperatively to create a plan that restricted urban sprawl, 

focused on pedestrian / transit friendly design criterion, and addressed affordable housing issues. The plan 

also addressed quality of life issues, ecosystem management, and water quality. Use of extensive public 

involvement was a key feature of the plan, reinforcing the use of public participation in the sustainable 

rural community analysis process tested in this research. The Martin County Plan for sustainable 

community was based on a 'visioning' process. The program was also designed to create a public 

participation process intended to effectively reach consensus on goals and objectives. These two examples 

are of importance to this research as an illustration of current planning focus on issues of sustainable 

community and issues of increased urban-rural integration.

The Cities of Jacksonville, Florida and Chattanooga, Tennessee are well know for their early efforts in 

developing sustainable community planning approaches. In fact Jacksonville's efforts date back to 1985 

before the publishing of the Brundtland Report (WCED 1987). The City ofPortland, Oregon has produced 
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a list of Sustainable City Principles that addresses many of the issues incorporated in the analysis model 

discussed herein. These include encouraging and developing connections between environmental quality 

and economic vitality, commitment to equity, efficient use of resources, and acting locally to reduce 

adverse global impact of rapid growth.

The city of Seattle, Washington has produced a Community Indicators Handbook that grew out of its long 

running sustainable city initiatives. This work is discussed further herein. The significance of Seattle's 

award winning conununity efforts towards evolving a more sustainable community planning process is due 

to the recognition that these efforts have received internationally. Seattle has documented this extensive 

process of developing community sustainability indicators. This documentation has served as a basis for 

much debate among researchers and among other communities regarding positive and negative aspects of 

Seattle's approach to community indicators development and, on a broader level, achievement of 

community sustainability (Redefining Progress 1997).

A recent Canadian example of sustainable community planning comes from the City of Guelph, Ontario, 

which has recently undergone an extensive planning process to produce a City of Guelph Green Plan (City 

of Guelph 1998). The Green Plan is comprehensive. Its preparation involved citizen participation on 

many levels. The report is somewhat unique in its exclusive use of quantitative indicators of sustainability. 

Seattle, for example, relied on both qualitative and quantitative indicators as its basis of decision-making.

Guelph's Green Plan considered specific quantitative indicators of social and economic health, including 

employment, income level, stable healthy families, recreation, environmental education, public safety and 

level of public participation in local government. The goal of the plan is to utilize quantitative indicators 

that would provide objective measurements that could then be compared to baseline data. The purpose of 

this method was to integrate the examination of the environment with the City of Guelph's economic and 

social sustainability as a whole (1998,3).
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The city's approach to development of a comprehensive plan for community sustainability is impressive. 

Regardless, fiom the perspective of this research there are several discrepancies between the Guelph 

methodology and the methodology and process used by the research program discussed herein. For 

example, the sustainable community analysis methodology proposed and tested by this research relies to a 

large extent on qualitative survey techniques to gather data. To emphasize a point through reference to 

Innes’ Communicative Planning model (Innes 1998), many types of information count in different ways in 

the planning process. Science-based technical knowledge has its place but is not privileged. The 

qualitative research process is discussed in more detail at a later point.

The book Ecourbanism Sustainable Human Settlements: 60 Case Studies (Ruano 1999) was introduced 

earlier in this discussion. It is appropriate at this point to specifically discuss several of the examples of 

innovative approaches to sustainable community planning provided by Ruano. Puchenau Garden City, 

Austria is an ambitious community development project that was the result of three decades of planning, 

research and development Planning principles for this sustainable community include creation of a 

people-friendly settlement that protects resources while at the same time, providing high density, small 

scale structures and individually designed, usable open spaces. Transportation was also a key focus of 

community planning. The result is a sustainable, cost-efficient high-density residential community within 

easy reach of downtown by pedestrians and bicycle (Ruano 1999, 26 - 29).

From Malmo, Sweden comes the example of a unique experiment in public participation for sustainable 

community planning. Labeled Time, People and Houses, this community development is an experiment in 

user participation undertaken by the Swedish Government (Ruano 1999,85). Residents of the community 

are organized in groups that address three levels of community, from the dwelling structures, to the 

neighborhood, to the overall community level. These community groups interact on an ongoing basis as 

co-participants with architects and planners, in the process of community planning and development

From Australia conies the example of an ecologically based mixed-use redevelopment community site in 

the center of Adelaide, a larger urban area. The Halifax EcoCity Project is designed to function as an 
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integral component of the broader context of Adelaide's 'EcoCity* as opposed to becoming an isolated 

■Ecovillage'- This development seeks to address community-planning issues in a manner that is as much a 

balance of human society as it is a balance of humans and nature. Key features of Halifax EcoCity include 

"genuine community participation in shaping urban settlements as well as economic systems which both 

reflect ecological realities (i e. The real cost of fuel use) and promote social equity" (Ruano 1999, 90).

Discussion and Comparison of Sustainable Community Examples

A. comparison of the examples of sustainable community planning discussed above, reveals several 

commonalties. First, public participation is a common factor in all of these sustainable community 

examples. Many of the communities reviewed such as Seattle and Malmo, applied sustainability indicators 

as tools in the community planning process, and most commonly the indicators were developed through 

public participation. Goal setting is also a commonly used tool applied to sustainable community planning

Some of the more interesting approaches to sustainable community planning incorporated innovative 

design features that address economic, social, and ecological issues in a sustainable manner. For example, 

the Halifax EcoCity project is built on a 2.4 hectare contaminated industrial site. The challenge of the 

project is to create a development that in effect, sustains the site’s ecology through ecological rehabilitation, 

rather than have the ecology of the site sustain the development The rehabilitation process is supported by 

public involvement and becomes an educational feature of the community as well (Ruano, 1999).

Sustainable Rural Community Planning

Research was conducted on rural communities in the Ontario context as a primary focus for this research. 

Although a select core of relevant examples have been reviewed below and their contribution to this 

research program identified, it was found that research on rural community planning was less evident and 

available for review than was literature on urban planning Consequently both urban and rural community 

planning examples have been reviewed, and the sections on urban planning that have relevance to rural 

community planning have been incorporated into this discussion.
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SnOainahle Agriculture and Rural Community Health

Chapter Fourteen of Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992) focuses on sustainable agriculture and sustainable rural 

development The document proposes to create the conditions for sustainable agriculture and rural 

development It states that major adjustments are needed in agriculture, environment and macroeconomics 

policy at both national and international levels. The major objective is to increase food production in a 

sustainable way. Further, there is a need to integrate sustainable development principles with agriculture 

policy analysis and planning in all countries. Chapter Fourteen Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992) illustrates the 

research position that there is a strong link between agriculture and rural community development

Additional to the topic of rural community and agriculture, sustainable agriculture topics reviewed herein 

focus on agriculture and its impact on the environment Literature resources and associated examples of 

sustainable agriculture reviewed during this process include the article Ecosystem Health ■ a framework for 

implementing sustainability in agriculture (Waltner Toews 1996) which addresses the relationship between 

rural communities and agriculture, stating that "agro-ecosystems exist because people create them to 

achieve nutritional and socioeconomic goals” (689). Most significantly, the role of public participation in 

development of indicators of sustainability is addressed by this article, which takes the position that "most 

searches for indicators of sustainability appear to have deliberately excluded stakeholder (public) 

negotiations".

Several other articles on sustainable agriculture reviewed, have contributed to this research in similar ways, 

including the article Measuring Ecosystem Health (Schaeffer. Herricks, and Kerster 1988), which relates 

ecosystem health (agriculture-related) to human health (rural community-related) in addition to suggesting 

measurements (indicators) for both. Similarly, the plenary paper Sustainable Land Management For The 

21“ Century (Goss 1993) contributes to this research in areas of sustainable indicator development and, 

most importantly, as a theoretical link to rural community. Goss calls for development of indicator-based 

models, which would evaluate and predict impacts on environment, local economy, and farm productivity.
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Examples of StfflyinaNe Rural Community Planning

The book Rural Environmental Planning for Sustainable Communities (Sargent et al 1991) proposes a 

model for rural planning called Rural Environmental Planning (REP) which incorporates a method for use 

by citizens, rural towns, and rural areas to plan their own future. This model assumes that the primary 

social value held by rural people is the belief that long-term community viability will be significantly 

enhanced through respect for the natural environment. The REP model derives its strength from direct 

participation of the people of rural communities who are affected by the plan. The term 'environment' is 

used in its broadest sense to include social, cultural, physical, and economic context (1991,3). The overall 

intent of the REP model is to assist rural people in managing a sustainable rural environment.

The book explains in detail the three basic steps of the REP process, including start-up, creating a plan, and 

following up on the plan. Components of REP include discovering goals, inventory of resources bases, 

protecting natural areas, keeping land in agricultural use, watershed planning, planning for rural quality, 

recreation, and historic preservation, and equality and evaluation relating specifically to social planning and 

public input into the planning process.

The REP model has been applied to a number of diverse rural community planning projects with a degree 

of success. There are some distinct correlation's between the sustainable community analysis model 

proposed by this research and the REP model. Specifically, both models address processes related to 

facilitating sustainable rural communities planning. There is also a link related to principles of public 

involvement in the rural planning process, although the REP approach is more broadly defined than the 

analysis methodology proposed by this research. Other comparisons are made further on in this discussion.

A second example of planning for sustainable rural communities comes from Richardson (2000) who was 

referenced earlier in relationship to her definition of sustainable rural community, and also her Xey 

Principles of Sustainable Rural Development*. Richardson (2000, 42) identifies a comprehensive and 

integrative approach to rural community development, calling for a new paradigm in rural development and 

rural community research. She described the Environmental Programs / Partnerships in Community
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(EPIC) model, an approach to rural community planning involving conununity citizens, community 

development practitioners, and multi-disciplinary academics who strategically guide rural development.

Richardson (2000, 231-232) also suggests *Rural Community Indicators of Stress’ including evidence of 

small and / or decreasing percentage of population engaged in agriculture; higher-than-average levels of 

unemployment...; school amalgamation; consolidated and centralized health care facilities; farm loss and 

increase in large 'factory* farm businesses; limited or completely lacking public transportation; regional 

rural depopulation; loss of a sense of community; loss of local history; and loss of children moving to the 

bigger centers."

A third example of planning for rural community sustainability comes from the book Rethinking 

Sustainability (Harris 2000) that calls for a strategy to promote sustainability that must focus on the 

importance of local participation and control over the way in which people live and work. Stating that 

sustainability is a process, not the achievement of a set of goals, the book continues by making a point that 

"sustainability is not simply about environmental preservation. It is about the active participation of people 

in the understanding of the dynamics of natural systems” (103). Rural communities are characterized as 

being engaged in a diversity of productive activities that assure the subsistence of the community. A 

Typology of Participation' in rural community planning is offered and is discussed in more detail in the 

final section of this chapter.

Discussion

Rural communities are a good illustration of Leopold's description of "a community of interdependent 

parts” (Leopold 1949). Leopold proposes a land ethic* that defines land as including soils, water, plants 

and animals, which collectively make up 'the land* with humans as a component of the land. Rural 

communities seem to exhibit the existence and complexities of these interdependent parts more so than do 

urban communities. Rural communities and rural residents appear to be more directly connected to the 

land, again due in part to the historic links between rural communities and agriculture Waltner-Toews 

1996; Richardson 2000). This distinction has unique implications for rural residents, and the issues they 

deal with in terms of facilitating community sustainability
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This research has uncovered examples of this uniqueness, including distinct rural attitudes towards 

preservation of agricultural land and reduction in services. Further, the examples provided above that 

address sustainable rural community planning, reinforce the unique character of rural community. To 

illustrate, Richardson (2000) identifies a series of principles uniquely applicable to sustainable rural 

communities, and Harris (2000) illustrates a distinct Typology of Participation' in rural community 

planning processes. Common issues do exist as links between urban and rural communities, the most 

obvious being urbanization of rural lands. In the article on Rural Planning in the Township of Langley, 

Crawford (1993) identifies two important issues related to urban - rural planning. These were preservation 

of agricultural land and rural communities, and second, changing character of rural populations.

To summarize, lessons for sustainable rural community planning can be learned from other sustainable 

community planning efforts. Historic and current examples include Radbum and local Ontario examples of 

facilitating sustainability and community health such as Toronto and Guelph, Ontario, in addition to 

several of the more well known examples from the United States (Chattanooga, Tennessee. Seattle. 

Washington, and Jacksonville, Florida). A common theme in these examples is the use of some form of a 

model framework, often utilizing indicator tools that incorporate public participation as a prevalent and 

integral part of the planning process. These lessons have been utilized as a basis for the development and 

application of the sustainable rural community analysis model introduced and discussed at the conclusion 

of this chapter.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The conceptual basis for the proposed sustainable rural community model tested in this research process, 

relates to public participation in community decision-making from a public and community planning 

perspective. In addition to the above points reviewed, additional research interest and emphasis has been 

placed on:

1) issues of information flow and public sharing of information (what information is available, what 

quality is it, and what are the barriers to accessing information),
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2) approaches to social research and public participation theory (how best to gather information as a basis 

for undertaking research precesses and reaching conclusions), and

3) a search for examples and precedents that serve to illuminate, inform, and reinforce the methods and 

processes selected.

Following is a discussion of the literature base related to these findings.

Information Sharing and Communication

Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992) has been discussed in several contexts within this literature review. The 

document contains 40 chapters arranged in four sections. These sections are Section I: Social and 

Economic Dimensions, Section II Conservation and Management of Resources for Development* Section 

III: Strengthening the Role of Major Groups, and Section IV: Means of Implementation. A major 

significance of 21 to this research is the advocacy position taken by the document related to 

information and related sustainability indicators development. Chapter Forty: Information For Decision- 

Making deals extensively with these two related topics and constitutes a fundamental building block for the 

research process. It outlines four important objectives as follows:

1) To achieve more cost-effective and relevant data collection and assessment by better identification 

of users, in both the public and private sectors, and of their information needs at the local, 

provincial, national and international levels;

2) To strengthen local, provincial, national and international capacity to collect and use multi-sectoral 

information in decision-making processes and to enhance capacities to collect and analyze datum 

and information for decision-making, particularly in developing countries;

3) To ensure that planning for sustainable development in all sectors is based on timely, reliable and 

usable information;

4) To make relevant information accessible in the form required and at the time required to facilitate 

its use.

The Agenda 21 document (UNCED 1992) further calls for improvement of methods for data assessment 

and analysis by methods of "making use of geographic information systems, expert systems, models, and a 
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variety of other techniques for the assessment and analysis of data" (section 40.9). Related to production of 

information in a format usable for decision-making, the document suggests governments should "review 

and strengthen information systems and services in sectors related to sustainable development at the local 

level, by transformation of existing information into forms more useful for decision-making, suitable for 

both planning and public information”.

Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992), Chapter Forty also addresses issues related to sustainability indicators 

development, calling for all levels of government to participate in development and implementation of 

indicators of sustainability for purposes of simplifying and making available information to the public on 

issues related to community sustainability. Capacity building is also addressed by calling for establishment 

of local information services.

Richardson (2000) described a process for information sharing appropriate to the EPIC model. This 

process includes three component vehicles, these being word of mouth, local newspapers, and community 

gatherings. She describes 'word of mouth* as a very common and effective method of communication and 

information sharing in rural communities. The local content and focus on local rural issues, which 

characterizes locally owned and operated rural community newspapers, is described as ‘inspirational* to the 

rural community public. Rural community gatherings, described as *vital', are described as places where 

information and ideas can be shared between rural community citizens.

In the book Setting the Stage for Sustainability: A Citizen's Handbook, Maser, Beaton, and Smith (1998, 

31) state "Communication is perhaps one of the most difficult things we do as human beings, and yet it is 

simultaneously one of the most important things we do." The book defines communication of information 

as the basic elements of 'sender* of information, 'symbols' of information (word and /or sound), and 

'receiver' of information (the listener or recorded of the communicated information).

Further, Maser, Beaton and Smith (1998, 160) describe citizen participation as a "very important 

component of sustainable community development...the goal (of which) is to improve the quality of 
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popular participation instead ofmatiy its quantity." This can be accomplished through 'joint ownership' of 

the process of community participation and decision-making related to sustainable community planning. 

Maser, Beaton, and Smith also describe information as a 'fundamental ingredient in the sustainable 

community development process, and call for mechanisms that will facilitate information flow through the 

political system as a method for focusing and directing sustainable changes.

Peterson (1997) also addresses the role of information and knowledge in the book Sharing The Earth. 

Stating that there are contrasting attitudes towards objectivity in sharing of knowledge and information 

between the various players in the community decision-making process, Peterson makes the point that 

information quantity, precision, and correctness were the most basic concerns in the community 

information sharing process (103).

To illustrate the links between sustainable theory, community planning, and public participation it is 

advantageous and appropriate to briefly mention one other research effort that has had some influence on 

the course of this research. This source specifically advocates the importance of information at a local 

level as a basis for decision-making. Wall (1995) holds the conviction that providing clear and 

understandable information to the public in a format that relates directly to the public's experiences and 

context is an essential basis for community sustainability. This belief is based on the premise that local 

knowledge is a valuable community resource. Aberley (1993, 1) describes a form of this information 

gathering and sharing as "mapping for local empowerment”.

Ellen Wall in her Discussion Paper #15: Resources Model For Agro-ecosystem Health (Wall 1995, 8) 

takes the position that "community is a healthy system when it has a reliable and rich pool of cultural 

resources that is easily accessible so that they can be transformed into community resources". She 

reinforces the point by saying that information as 'social capital’ is a critical element of a healthy 

community that can assist the community in overcoming stress.
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The position taken by this research is that information flow (communication) and exchange of accessible 

and usable information at a rural community level is a primary factor in community sustainability. 

Information is viewed as a major component of rural community sustainability in as much as usable and 

accessible information is the foundation for sound decision-making in the process of facilitating sustainable 

community. Related to this, information communication establishes the link between sustainability, 

community planning and public participation, and the three components of knowledge examined during 

this literature review.

Specifically, information is a key ingredient of effective decision-making during the community planning 

process (Maser, Beaton, and Smith 1998). Community sustainability is dependent on a balance of 

information as a basis for decision-making. Meaningfill and effective public participation within the 

community planning process is enabled by effective information sharing between all actors in the process 

(Peterson 1997). Effective information can become available in an accessible and usable format through 

development and application of publicly based indicators of rural community sustainability (UNCED 

1992). To summarize, there is much substantiated evidence that facilitation of sustainable community and 

sustainable rural community is dependent on the existence of several conditions. First, information must be 

made available and accessible in understandable form (UNCED 1992). Second, information must be 

grounded in the local community context (Richardson 2000). Third, information must be communicated 

clearly, and information flow between the community stakeholders must be facilitated, especially between 

the community public and the municipal politicians (Maser, Beaton and Smith 1998).

Theoretical Approaches to Public Participation in Communitv Planning

During the process of this research, it was revealed that public participation in planning in the United States 

dates back to the United States Housing Act of 1954 (Glass 1979). At that time citizen participation was 

viewed as an end in itself justified by principles of democracy. Since that time citizen participation has 

evolved to become "a means to other ends, not just an end in itself* (180). Glass describes two views of the 

purpose of public participation including utilizing citizen input as an instrument for achievement of 

administrative goals and, conversely, providing citizens with an effective policy decision-making role. He 
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states that information exchange can bring public and experts together for purposes of sharing ideas and 

discussing issues; however, this does not imply that the public is involved directly in the planning process. 

Glass concludes that there must be a strong relationship between goals and techniques if the participatory 

program is to succeed.

Bolan (1969) takes a different perspective on the importance of citizen participation. He considers the 

"community decision arena” as the "culture of planning" since, in Bolan’s view, the rules, customs, and 

actors determine the fate of community planning. John Forester (1989), in the book Planning in the Face 

of Power and in the earlier published article on the same title,11 supports Bolan's view and links citizen 

empowerment with planners use of information stating that information is a source of power, and planners 

need to understand how relations of power work in order to structure the planning process and empower 

citizen and community action. In Bolan's estimate, planners influence the conditions that enable citizens to 

participate. Forester suggests five definable categories of use of information by planners. These categories 

include technical use, incremental use, the liberal-advocate style of use, the structuralists approach to use of 

information, and the progressive approach to use of information by planners. He elaborates on these 

categories as listed below in TABLE #6. Bolan (1969) concludes that community planning is judged by its 

results, not its logical processes. Regardless, results and logical processes are inextricably linked by the 

social milieu in which they operate (309).

11. This article is as follows: John Forester, "Planning in the Face of Power", Journal of the 
American Planning Association 48 (winter, 1982).



65

TABLE #6

Forester's Categories of Planners Use of Information
(Source: Forester 1989,29-31)

• the technician supposes power lies in technical information,

• the incrementalist approach proclaims that information is a source of power because it responds to 

organisational needs,

• the liberal-advocate approach to information use is that information is a source of power in that 

unorganized public groups can use it to enable more effective public participation in planning 

processes.

• the structuralist's role is contrary in that information is a source of power that serves first, to 

legitimize and rationalize maintaining the existing structure.

• the progressive's attitude is that information is a source of power because it only enables participation 

by those affected by the planning process, while at the same time, calls attention to barriers in 

information exchange that may unnecessarily distort information.

Burke (1968) suggests a conflict between participatory democracy and professional expertise. He proposes 

five strategies for participation that are designed too directly fit the role and resources of a given planning 

organization. These five strategies include education therapy, behavioral change, staff supplement, co

optation, and community power. He describes them in Table 7 below. Burke sums up his argument by 

stating that some dilemmas at least can be resolved by recognizing and adopting a strategy, which is 

particularly suited to the organization and its resources (277).
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TABLE #7
Burket Five Strategies for Public Participation

(Source: Burke 1968, Citizen Partidpa&m Strategies)

• education therapy strategy as "the participants becoming clients who are the objects of treatment" (p. 

288). He elaborates, stating that this implies using participation therapeutically as a means of 

developing confidence and self-reliance.

• behavioral change strategy is changing individual behavior through group participation in order to 

enable the individual to more readily accept group-made decisions.

• staff supplement strategy is a method used to supplement the expertise of staff with the expertise of 

certain public individuals with the objective to "exploit the free time, and / or the expertise of the 

individuals to a desired goal (p. 290).

• co-optation strategy is involvement of individuals in an organization in order to prevent anticipated

obstructionism. In this case "citizens are viewed as potential elements of obstruction or frustration 

whose cooperation and sanction are found necessary" (p. 291).

• community power strategy is defined as centers of power which exist outside of the formal political 

structure of a community, and which are influential in shaping community decisions. The strategy is to 

either co-opt these centers of power into the formal power structure, or to challenge these external 

power sources.

Klosterman (1980) argues that the public interest is often rejected as a source of input into expert decision

making because the application of that information cannot be rationally defended or empirically verified. 

He claims that the concept of'public interest* has come under attack in planning and political practice due 

to its lack of objectivity as a basis for planning decision-making. Klosterman defines three fundamental 

objections to using public participation results as an information basis for the planning decision process. 

These include the vagueness of public interest and input which leads to multiple possible interpretations; 

secondly, claims that a given policy is in the public interest are only value judgments and need not be taken 

seriously; third, that the notion of public interest appears to be contrary to the idea of representative 

government (277).
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Klosterman (1980) recommends a common agreement of the definition of the term "public interest', which 

will then enable a meaningful criterion for identifying policies and actions in the public interest, a usable 

criterion that can be related to empirical value systems, and a criterion that is appropriate for use in 

evaluating public policies and can be rationally defended. He suggests a set of definable components of the 

public interest that can be rationally or empirically verified as a framework for combining expert technical 

information with the publics’ reasoned discussion of issues, based on both individual and collective public 

interests. The first step, he argues, is to seek out and agree on a definition of the term "public interest’, 

which is meaningful, empirically verifiable, and appropriate as an evaluation criteria (324).

Friedmann (1969) identifies a framework model for evaluating and improving social guidance systems. He 

discusses "appropriate channels of communication", claiming that effective dialogue between planners and 

their clients does not exist Friedmann calls for a shift in planning from decisions to actions, based on the 

assumption that deliberate action is planned action. He coins the term "societal action" to refer to deliberate 

actions. Friedmann defines the classical planning decision-making model as containing 4 steps (312). 

including:

1. preparation of alternative plans.

2. adoption of one of these plans,

3. implementation of the chosen plan, and

4. recycling the information for plan revision.

Friedmann (1969,314) proposes a model framework for societal action that is termed the "societal guidance 

system*. He clarifies that many actors participate together or in relative isolation within a "societal guidance 

system". He further states that the "relationship of a guidance system to societal performance is mediated 

through communication...lead" is the amount of information generated by changes in a given system. "Lag* 

refers to the time it takes the guidance system to respond with adequate actions to new information. "Gain" 

is the amount of actual change in behavior that results from such actions”. Friedmann concludes with the 

statement that society appears to be faced with increase in national and community-level disorders brought 

about by the collective inability to bring environmental turbulence under control.
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Friedmann's (1987, 181) 'social teaming model' stands as "the sharpest possible contrast" to the political 

analysis model. Friedmann explains that, whereas political analysis is focused on decisions as a form of 

anticipatory decision-making, social teaming "begins and ends with action, that is, with purposeful 

activity”. He describes four elements that constitute a form of social (planning) practice. These include 

action, political strategy and tactics, theories of reality, and values that inspire and direct the action (see 

Figure #7 below).

FIGURE#?

Friedmann's 'Simple Model of Social Practice and Learning
(Source: Friedmann 1987,182, Figure #13)

C actor’s cognitive aspects of learning
A actor’s experiential aspects of learning
d actor’s decision process
1| learning process 1: problems and intentions
12 learning process 2: actual change 

in action, strategy, theory, and values

A simple model of social practice and learning.

Judith Innes (1998) has been referred to several times in this discussion. Two decades after Friedmann's 

proposal of a 'societal guidance system* based on communication between planner and client and a decade 

after his 'social learning* model, Innes proposed a 'communicative planning* model which builds on the 

evolution of theoretical frameworks of public participation proposed by Friedmann and others over the last 

30 years. Innes (1998) states that information is a tool for policy makers used to make choices, and that 

communication of information is considered separate fiom and of little concern to the actual facts heing 

communicated.
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In defining 'communicative planning*, Innes proposes an alternative way to view information and its role in 

planning, stating that by proposing this she is not dismissing 'experts' as unnecessary or quantitative 

information as unimportant She does argue that in the 'communicative planning* model, information 

gradually becomes imbedded in the collective understanding of the actors in the community, to the point 

where all participants, including the public and planners, rely on and utilize all types of information, 

including qualitative and quantitative information combined, as a basis for decision-making

Richardson (2000, 54) discusses the EPIC (Environmental Programs / Partnerships in Community) model 

that draws heavily on local citizens, community development practitioners, and academics. Ten Key 

Elements of the EPIC Rural Community Development Model' are provided Five of these ten key model 

elements directly involve public participation. These include problem and issues identification by the 

public participants, the development of a shared 'vision' of sustainability by the community, engaging the 

community in priority setting strengthening the knowledge base of the community, and community-driven 

goal setting and implementation planning Within the EPIC model the community is viewed as a whole 

system with all components of the system encouraged to participate in the process of facilitating 

sustainability. The goal is community empowerment through cooperation and collaboration within the 

community.

Harris (2000,192) proposes a Typology of Participation (see Figure #8 below), and "suggests that the term 

'participation' should not be accepted without appropriate clarification". The Typology* proposed by Harris 

(2000) has similarities to Arnstein's (1969) *Ladder of Public Participation' referenced further on in this 

discussion. As Figure #8 illustrates, there are six categories of participation in the model, ranging from 

'passive participation' to 'self motivation and connectedness*. Harris claims that the problem with the first 

three participation categories is that any achievements resulting from these approaches will not likely have 

a positive and lasting effect on peoples’ lives. He asserts, however, that applying categories #4 to #6 will 

produce a lasting positive effect because they involve building of social and human capital (193).
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FIGURE #8

Harris* ♦Typology* of Participation

(source: Harris 2000,192, Table 8.1)

Typology Characteristics of Each Type

1. Passive Participation People participate by being told what has been 
decided or has already happened. Experts'share* 
their information.

2. Participation by Consultation People participate by being consulted or answering 
questions. People do not share decision-making and 
experts are not obliged to utilize the public input

3. Bought Participation People participate in return for food, cash, or other 
material incentives. Public have no stake in 
continuing to participate when incentives end.

4. Functional Participation Participation is seen by 'experts’ as a means to 
achieve goals. People participate by forming groups 
to meet predetermined objectives.

5. Interactive Participation People participate in joint analysis, development of 
action plans, and formation of local groups or 
institutions. Multiple perspectives are sought and 
groups determine how available resources are used.

6. Self-Mobilization and Connectedness People participate by taking initiatives 
independently to change systems. They develop 
contacts with 'experts' but retain control over how 
resources are used.

Peterson (1997) discusses the Environmental Impact Analysis (EIA) model in conjunction with several 

First Nation (Cree and Dene / Metis bands from North Western Canada) public participation case study 

reviews presented in his book Sharing the Earth. Peterson (1997, 89) describes the Environmental Impact 

Analysis model "(as) the process local residents were required to use if they desired to participate in the 

decision about what sort of development would be sustained in their home". He goes on to describe the 

EIA model process as emphasizing synthetic rather than analytic problem solving. Referencing a 1982 

study of the EIA model, Peterson concludes that public input in the EIA process was not viewed by 

officials using the model as particularly helpful, and in fact, public participation was considered as 

inevitable and was incorporated in the EIA process reluctantly by government officials. Peterson's 

conclusion was that "environmental assessments derived from public perceptions, environmental 

perceptions derived from expert perceptions, and the dichotomies between them are problematic social 

constructions” (91).
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To bring an Ontario perspective to the discussion of the EIA model, Nigel Richardson addresses 

environmental assessment and the Province of Ontario, Environmental Assessment Act of 1976, which was 

modeled after the example of the U.S. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Richardson 1994, 18). 

Richardson evaluates the Planning Act of Ontario, referring to this act as "the basis of modem municipal 

planning, ...intended mainly to give municipalities a means of exercising some control over urban growth" 

(18).

At the time of publication of the article Moving Towards Planning for Sustainability: Integrating 

Environmental Assessment and Land Use Planning in Ontario (Richardson 1994), the environmental 

assessment process was entirely controlled by the Provincial government whereas the Official Planning 

process was operationalized at a municipal level, in much the same manner as it currently is. Richardson 

proposes that the municipal Official Planning process, and the Environmental Assessment (EA) model be 

combined to address both economic and environmental planning issues at a municipal level in Ontario. 

Stating that the two planning processes are entirely complimentary, Richardson specifically proposes a 

seven-step process for implementing the EA model at a municipal level in conjunction with the Official 

Planning process. Steps 1, 2, and 3 proposed by Richardson involve issues and problems identification, 

information gathering, and goal setting. Step 4: Developing and Evaluating Options, and Step 5: 

Preparation of Draft Plan and Plan Approval recommend involvement of the public in plan preparation and 

plan options review.

The article Citizen Participation as Professional Collaboration by Theresa Baxter (1997) argues for much 

more extensive involvement of the public at a municipal level in the planning process. Theresa Baxter is a 

planner with the City of Calgary, Alberta whose interests are focused on public participation and the 

balance between public knowledge and interests and 'expert' knowledge and interests in urban 

communities. Her paper's position is that planning processes involve both manipulation and tokenism, or 

partnership arrangements, for shared power. She advocates the latter approach. This research borrows 

from this experience base and draws on her research in these areas to substantiate conclusions discussed 

further on.
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Seleefad Examples of Public Participation in Sn<aainahle Cnnununitv Planning

Following are several selected examples of public participation processes. These examples are wide 

ranging in their context; however, each is focused on issues related to sustainability, and specifically, 

public participation in the process of planning for sustainability. Second to this, each has had some 

influence on the research program discussed herein.

Examples From Canada

In the article The Practice Behind the Theory: Co-Management as a Community Development Tool (Witty 

1994), David Witty proposes the concept of 'co-management' as a development tool for first nations 

planning initiatives. Witty defines 'co-management* as "the co-operative resource management that will 

facilitate First Nations self-government and land claim planning through the implementation of the 

principles of environmental sustainability and culturally appropriate economic development" (22). 

Emphasizing different world perspectives, Witty states that co-management should ideally be founded on 

principles of fairness, integration, inclusiveness, wholeness, and governance of diversity. Witty describes a 

unique co-management effort involving the Wabaseemoong Independent Nations, which employs a 

combined self-management and joint management approach, giving First Nations significant input into 

resource management and land use decision-making.

Atkinson (1995) examines Strategic Planning approaches and compares their effectiveness at involving the 

public in the planning of Canadian municipalities. Atkinson defines 'strategic planning’ as "a process for 

determining long-range goals and objectives, and the actions to be undertaken to achieve these" (17). She 

states that the trends towards strategic planning have been fueled by the recognition that communities are 

comprised of complex systems of related parts. Planning of Canadian municipalities is divided into four 

generalized categories, including 'Expert City Plan* (no public involvement), 'Public Agency Critiqued City 

Plan' (no clear place for public input in the planning process), Interagency City Plan’ (an approach rarely 

used in Canada, however, based on the US example of Rockhill community, there is no place in the process 

for public involvement), and 'Community Public Plan* (total public participation is invited). On reviewing
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and discussing pros and cons of each planning approach, Atkinson concludes that it is premature to assess 

the validity of a given planning approach in light of the evolution of strategic planning in Canadian Cities.

Australian Examples of Aboriginal Community Development Planning

In the discussion paper The Atsic Aboriginal Conununity Planning Program in Northern Australia: 

Approaches and Agendas, (Wolfe May, 1993) examines planning principles for Australia's aboriginal 

communities. Drawing from Canadian examples of planning in First Nations communities, Wolfe 

discusses 'bottom-up* planning principles, including optimizing community participation, competent 

technical planning principles, and effective bargaining and negotiation principles. Principle #1 'optimizing 

community participation' would involve all community groups in all community planning steps applying 

processes that mirror community values, custom, and priority. Wolfe states that all three principles in 

combination are important guides for how Aboriginal community planning is done, in that they make the 

link between knowledge and action, referring to Freidmann's construct Wolfe concludes that 'bottom-up' 

planning approaches produce improvements to community, "but do not substantially change community 

life as long as the critical decisions continue to be made for people from above" (17).

Zimbabwe District Environment Action Planning Process (D.E. API

One example of a successful attempt at incorporation of an effective public input mechanism within the 

process of sustainability indicators construction is the *DEAP Process' (District Environmental Action 

Planning Process) which the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) had initiated in 1995 in 

Zimbabwe. The DEAP Process is a local domestic initiative developed and implemented in response to 

Agenda 21, with emphasis on community-driven and community-based action planning which occurs from 

grass roots communities upwards. The basic premise of DEAP is that local knowledge is valuable and 

directly supportive of sustainable development and, second, that community-based initiatives directed 

towards sustainable development have the best chance of achieving long term success.

The general program objective is to develop 'participatory methodology* guidelines through process of 

community-level capacity building facilitated by partnership arrangements with government agencies and 
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non-government organizations (NGOs). The 'participatory methodology* approach is applied with the goal 

of achieving a genuine level of public participation, which in turn fosters ownership of the initiatives 

(Chimbuya 1996). DEAP is based on the principle that a society is only sustainable if both the human 

condition and the ecosystem are estimated to be good or improving. DEAP employs a conceptualization 

tool called the 'egg of sustainability, which enables effective simplification and communication of complex 

sustainability indicators and sustainable development concepts. Other tools employed include a 'barometer 

of sustainability', which is prepared by the community who select their own unique and appropriate social 

and ecological criteria, and also maps prepared exclusively by the community as a graphic representation 

and analysis tools.

Public Participation in Sustainable Seattle. Washington and Jacksonville. Florida

The Community Indicators Handbook: Measuring Progress Toward Healthy and Sustainable Communities 

is perhaps the best-known example of an overall effective method of public involvement in the process of 

development of sustainability indicators as a basis for facilitating community sustainability. Three 

associated groups authored the publication. Redefining Progress is a public policy organization "with a 

goal of stimulating discussion focused on desired futures for the American public and best methods for 

achievement of these desires” (Redefining Progress 1997). Tyler Norris Associates are 'healthy and 

sustainable community* consultants. Sustainable Seattle is a volunteer-driven organization with a mandate 

to promote sustainable business, government, community, and individuals.

The City of Seattle underwent extensive public participation processes in the early 1990's in an effort to 

develop sustainability indicators as a basis for facilitation of a more sustainable Seattle. These groups were 

involved in this process that won several national and international awards12. This research has examined 

that process and drawn several valuable conclusions as follows. The Handbook is conveniently ordered 

12. for example, the United Nations "Best Practices in Community Indicators” award presented at 
the Habitat II conference in Istanbul, 1996.
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into sections that define the basic terms associated with sustainable development, provide a step-by-step 

process for public / community-based indicators development, and provide details of indicators criteria and 

information on where to track down data as a basis for indicators development.

The relevance of the Sustainable Seattle Community Incticators Handbook (Redefining Progress 1997) to 

this research on rural community sustainable development is related to issues of scale and resource 

availability. What resources are available at a rural level? How might these best be spent? Elements of the 

Community Indicators Handbook have strong potential to be modified for application to the rural 

community context, although limitations will be imposed on the success of this by the availability or lack 

of availability of resources.

In the case of Jacksonville Florida, also well recognized for its sustainable community efforts, 140 

members of the public participated in the process of developing indicators. In Seattle's case, due to a 

similar large number of participants, a tremendous amount of debate was entered into and much related 

information was assembled. Due to information management problems. Seattle's progress was slow, 

unfolding over several years.

Rural communities do not have the luxury of resources that Jacksonville and Seattle have. Rural 

communities must compensate for scarce resources by effective organization and management of process. 

As stated above, a primary goal of the proposed sustainable rural community analysis framework is to test 

and demonstrate the feasibility of an effective mechanism that can assist communities in organising and 

managing the process of facilitating progress towards community sustainability.

Examples of Public Participation in Sustainable Communities in Europe

Ruano (1999) provides several European examples of public participation processes in sustainable 

community planning in Europe. The first example is the Theological Housing Geroldsacker’, fiom 

Karlsruhe, Germany. The planning of this project involved a citizen's association, and 40 private parties 

who came together with a focus on ecological building methods. The group participated in and made 
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collective decisions regarding all aspects and issues of financial, legal, architectural, and planning concern. 

The result of this collaboration is the development over the last ten years, of a unique ecological village that 

is characterized by innovations in building technology, and most importantly, a strong central focus on 

human dimensions of conununity.

Ruano (1999) provides an additional example of a unique sustainable community development that has 

occurred in Scotland, and that involves significant public participation. Aberdeen is a thriving community 

on Scotland's North Sea coast Due to the development of off shore oil production rigs, the community had 

a pressing need in 1994 to provide an additional 3,300 new homes in Aberdeen. The local public was 

invited by the Architects and Developer to participate in workshops and related sessions, to make decisions 

on a range of issues including appropriate building form, and appropriate economic activities in the new 

community. The public participation process was continuous throughout the planning and design phases of 

community development

Selected Examples of Public Participation in Sustainable Rural Community Surveys

Following is a review and discussion of four rural community surveys that are considered relevant to this 

research. They include three examples of rural community surveys from Canada, and one additional 

example of surveys and related research on rural communities from the State of Nebraska. Key findings of 

the four surveys are cross-referenced and discussed in this section and further on.

The Department of Geography at Mount Allison University currently offers the Rural and Small Town 

Program of Study. Paul Jordan, a researcher with that academic research program, conducted a survey

based study of rural communities in eastern Canada in 1998. The resulting publication, Living in Atlantic 

Canada, 1998: Perceptions About Life in Rural and Small Towns (Jordan 1998), has influenced this 

research in two ways. First, the report provided a general model of methods and format for conducting and 

documenting rural community surveys which has been applicable to both the OMAFRA survey discussed 

below and the Focus Group / Key Informant Interviews research. Second, it was helpfill as a general guide 

and as a Canadian example of similar research.
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Although much of Jordan's research addressed topics such as rural resident’s use of information technology, 

which were outside the scope of this research, several sections of the results of the Mount Allison research 

were of more specific interest The research report addressed findings related to rural community 

characteristics and attitudes towards community in the rural Canadian context and several of these findings 

have been referenced in this discussion. For example, using a self-administered survey instrument it was 

concluded that:

• The primary reason that people live in rural communities and small towns is quality of life.

• Employment-related issues are of major importance to rural residents.

• 60% of rural respondents to the survey were employed full/part tune, 10% unemployed, 25% were 

retired.

• 29% of respondents had upgraded their education in the last year.

• In 1998 33% of respondents preferred to live in rural communities compared to 29% in 1992.

• Over 70% of the respondents agreed that rural communities provided a strong sense of community.

• Approximately 95% of respondents agreed that rural communities were a good place for children.

• The same amount of respondents agreed that rural community residents are friendly.

• Almost 25% of respondents felt that the most important factor in choosing a place to live was 

proximity to family and friends.

Extensive information was uncovered during the research relating to rural quality-of-life issues. The 

Center for Rural Community Revitalization and Development, University of Nebraska, has produced a 

number of papers, which have direct relevance to the findings discussed herein and so are addressed in this 

literature review.

One paper of note is titled Qualify of Life ofRural Nebraskans: Results From The 1997Annual Nebraska 

Rural Poll (Allen et al 1997), which has provided some sound background references related to issues of 

measuring well-being in relationship to community structure and attitudes, and level of public satisfaction 

with rural community. That discussion is in some ways overlapping and relevant with this research and its 
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investigation of the research questions and assumptions. These findings have been addressed at the 

conclusion of the research discussion in Chapter Six and Chapter Seven.

A second paper by John Allen, University of Nebraska (1999), has also been a helpful cross-reference to 

this research, primarily as a checklist for the findings discussed in the conclusion. This article and a third 

paper have been referenced in the discussion of research results and conclusions. There are several 

findings of the Nebraska research that are worth noting due to their comparison with the Mount Allison 

University study. For example, the third paper, Pretticting Community Satisfaction Among Rural 

Residents: An Integrative Model (Filkins, Allen, and Cordes 1999), reviewed social ties within rural 

communities as an indicator of community satisfaction levels. Findings, which compare with the Canadian 

study from Mount Allison University, included the following:

• As people age they become more satisfied with their community.

• Social dimensions of community are important determinates of community satisfaction.

• Most satisfying to respondents were communities they considered to be friendly.

• Quality of life was another important factor in level of community satisfaction among respondents.

Crawford (1993) references results of a survey of rural community residents that closely compare to the 

survey findings undertaken in eastern Canada and the United States, discussed above. Specifically, the 

finding was that rural residents preferred to live in rural communities primarily because of the 'rural* 

atmosphere. This reason was given by 42% of those surveyed. Reinforcing these findings, in response to 

the question of what would cause residents to move from Langley, 44% responded that loss of rural 

character due to over population and development would be the main reason. Rural residents appear to be 

just as concerned over issues of health of the land and its inhabitants as their urban neighbors are. For 

example, the Langley survey also revealed significant support for protection of ground and surface water 

and protection of environmentally sensitive areas, to which 99% respondents agreed (19-20).
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To conclude this section and as an introduction to the following discussion of social research techniques, 

the results of an Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Fanns, and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA)-funded survey of 

Information Needs For Sustainability (Taylor and Smith 1999) are presented. In 1998 as part of a funded 

research grant, quantitative surveys were sent out to participants who were identified as being active in 

their rural community. Each participant was asked to complete and return the survey to the University of 

Guelph using enclosed self addressed stamped envelopes. Names selected individuals were drawn from 

a list of names and contact information provided by OMAFRA through their web site, the Credit Valley 

Conservation Authority, and from several rural Ontario municipalities including Huron County, the Town 

of Erin, and the Town of South Bruce Peninsula.

Of the list of 150 individuals who were asked to participate, 51 responded to the mail survey representing a 

34% response rate. The following is a brief synopsis of the major findings of the survey relevant to this 

research (see Appendix 'A* for the complete Technical Report).

1. A majority of respondents were male between 40 and 59 years old, well educated, and long-term 

conununity residents employed in agriculture-related jobs. This appeared to be the dominant profile of 

rural community leaders, at least within the sample examined.

2. Approximately 2/3 of respondents were of the opinion that their community was somewhat to very 

sustainable', however, almost all believed that sustainability was still an issue which was limited 

primarily by lack of information, public awareness or adequate public participation.

3. Social information was perceived to be of greatest importance to participants and environmental 

information was perceived to be of secondary importance. Participants ranked information on 

community and local culture, water quality, and local government as being most important to 

community sustainability.

4. Participants stated that the most important information sources were local community newspapers and 

the Internet. Most participants had a home computer, which was used regularly and was the most 

common method of accessing the Internet for information on social, environmental, and economic 

issues of importance to the user.
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5. A majority of participants were aware of the local Official Planning process, and those who had been 

involved in that process in the past most often participated as a member of a local public interest 

group. However, only about half of the respondents had been involved in the process and less than 

half of the participants felt that the Official Planning process dealt effectively with issues of 

sustainable development in their rural community.

Comparison of Examples of Public Participation in Municipal Planning

In the preceding discussion, a range of theoretical approaches were reviewed that propose incorporating 

public participation in municipal planning. Following this review, selected examples of actual public 

participation approaches were examined. Several issues related to public participation are identified 

through this discussion. Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992) calls for a 'bottom-up' approach to public participation 

in planning for sustainable community, a view strongly supported by Wolfe (1993), and Baxter (1997). 

Innes (1998) proposes a 'communicative planning* model that includes all participants, the public, and 

planners, in community decision-making. Richardson (2000) offers the EPIC model as a basis for this type 

of planning wherein the rural public are key players in planning for rural community sustainability, 

facilitated by academics and other professionals. Harris (2000) advocates a strong public participatory 

process in planning for sustainable community, and proposes a Typology of Participation' as a guide.

From the examples reviewed several pitfells have been revealed in the public participation process. 

Although quite successful overall, Seattle's Sustainable Seattle planning process became encumbered by 

too many unguided voices and too much data to assimilate effectively into the decision-making process 

within a reasonable time frame (Redefining Progress 1997). Wolfe (1993, 13) discusses the case of 

Aboriginal community planning in Australia and concludes that the potential effectiveness of bottom-up 

planning can be negatively impacted by critical decisions made independently from above. She proposes 

the principle of effective bargaining and negotiating procedures that will enable communities to effectively 

negotiate with agencies beyond the community. Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992) proposed the development of 

community-based sustainability indicators as tools to assist the community public in sustainable 

community decision-making. As a publicly-derived decision-making and negotiating tool, sustainable 
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community indicators have the potential to effectively serve as a tool in community decision-making 

(Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995) and negotiations with external agencies. This research tests the 

potential for sustainability indicators to provide a framework for sustainable rural community decision

making.

Social Research Techniques

The topics of social research and publication are addressed at this point in the discussion due to their 

relevance to the continuity of the literature review discussion. Three primary sources of techniques were 

utilized as a basis for social research and Focus Group design within the context of this research program. 

The exploration of public participation theory reviewed research publications, as well as articles from the 

Journal of the American Planning Association, and Plan Canada, the Canadian Institute of Planners 

Journal.

Of the social research techniques sources used, the first utilized in the research process was Babbie, The 

Practice of Social Research (Babbie 1995). This book had a fundamental effect on the perspective of this 

research, the reasons for this being that this book was a comprehensive and effective social research 

resource, and additionally that it provided easily referenced and understood clarification and direction.

The manual How To Conduct Focus Groups (Einsiedel et al 1996) is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 

Three. The basic influence of this document on this research process is that the work of Einsiedel et al 

(1996) assisted in creating the framework for, and adding the details to, the pivotal Focus Group process 

discussed in Chapter Three and elsewhere. There are several points of note here. The manual recommends 

eight steps in the process of designing and implementing Focus Groups, which have been adopted for 

research purposes, listed in TABLE #6 below:
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TABLE #8 

Einsiedei*s Eight Steps in the Focus Group Process 
(Source: Elnsicdcl et al 1996)

Step#l: Focus on the objectives

Step #2.: Choose a moderator

Step #3, Design the interview guide

Step #4.: Focus on the participants

Step #5.: Schedule the sessions

Step #6.: Recruit the participants

Step #7.: Conduct the Focus Group interview

Step #8.: Analyze and use the results

Einsiedel et al (1996) provides important benchmarks as reference points for this research, for example, 

suggesting that up to four Focus Groups should suffice for most research. For purposes of this research, a 

total of two sets of five Focus Group sessions were held (ten in total). The Focus Group session process, 

and especially the follow-up Key Informant Interviews described in detail in Chapter Three, were 

influenced and informed by Grant McCracken's The Long Interview (1988) due to its informative focus on 

qualitative research techniques. Specifically, the book outlines nine key issues related to conducting 

interviews as part of the qualitative social research processes. Those most relevant to this research are 

listed as follows:

1. Differences Between Oialitative And Quantitative Research Approaches

McCracken (1988) states that "the quantitative (research) goal is to isolate and define categories as 

precisely as possible before the study is undertaken, and then to determine, again with great precision, the 

relationship between them. The qualitative goal... is often to isolate and define categories during the 

process of research. The qualitative investigator expects the nature and definition of analytical categories 

to change in the course of a project" He elaborates on this by stating that quantitative research "uses a lens 

that brings a narrow strip of the field of vision into very precise focus. The qualitative researcher uses a 

lens that permits a much less precise vision of a much broader strip" (16). Hie also provides highly 
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understandable and adaptable steps for write-up of interview results, a quality that has been highly valued 

and much appreciated during the process of this research.

2. Investigator As Instrument

McCracken (1988, 18) calls this metaphor useful because "it emphasizes that the investigator cannot fulfill 

qualitative research objectives without using a broad range of his or her own experience, imagination, and 

intellect in ways that are various and unpredictable”.

3. Multi-Method Approaches

McCracken (1988, 28 - 29) asserts that qualitative research methods should not be used in isolation. The 

qualitative interview approach (herein referred to as the Key Informant Interviews') should and can be used 

in combination with several options, including observational methods, focus group techniques, and case 

study approaches, all of which have been used in combination herein

Richarson (2000, 287) states "there is no perfect format (for interviews). She compares four different 

interview styles, noting that none of the four are without weaknesses ranging from lack of flexibility in the 

interview process, to omission of salient topics caused by a guided interview structure. Richardson does 

however, note that the 'interview guide approach* in which topics to be discussed in the interview are 

provided before hand, creates a comprehensive and systematic data collection process. In addition, 

Richardson also discusses the 'standard open-ended interview' in which all participants are asked the same 

questions, thus increasing comparability in the analysis process. These two interview techniques are 

utilized in the sustainable community analysis process proposed and tested during this research.

Peterson (1997) applies qualitative analysis techniques in his research on sustainable community. Similar 

to the analysis process proposed and tested herein, Peterson (1997, 132) seeks to determine how rural 

communities conceptualize 'sustainable rural community*. In investigating this research question Peterson 

integrates "conceptual foundations drawn from rhetoric, with a growing segment of communication 

literature which advocates qualitative research to investigate the meaning of systems within communities".
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From this experience Peterson concludes that the qualitative interview sessions provided one of the most 

powerful methods applied to the understanding of how people order and assess their everyday world.

FOUNDATIONS FOR FARMS MODEL

Peterson integrates McCracken's (1988) long interview protocol into his qualitative interview process. The 

FARMS (framework for analysis of rural municipal sustainability) model also draws from McCracken’s 

protocol, integrating qualitative interview processes and building on examples of public participation 

research offered by investigators such as Peterson (1997), Richardson (2000), and Harris (2000). This 

research adapts the essential elements of the social research framework addressed above to the 

development of FARMS sustainable rural community analysis framework.

Following is a discussion of FARMS development and foundations in the literature base. FARMS is the 

primary analysis tool of this research. The FARMS model conceptual basis draws heavily on issues of 

public participation in sustainable community decision-making from a public and a municipal planning 

perspective. The primary goal of FARMS is to make available an effective mechanism that can assist 

communities in organizing and managing13 the decision-making process as a method of facilitating 

progress towards community sustainability, a need identified as a priority in the process of facilitating 

public participation in decision-making for sustainable rural community development (UNCED 1992; 

Sargent et al 1991; Mitchell 1995; Peterson 1997).

13. The term manage as used herein describes the actions of community stakeholders related to 
implementation, monitoring measuring and refining tools and methods of facilitating 
sustainable development (primarily including but not limited to sustainability indicators).

The FARMS model seeks to accomplish this by utilizing proposed indicators of sustainable development 

derived from the public input process and, specifically, the Focus Group sessions. Agenda 21 (UNCED 

1992) constitutes a fundamental building block for the approach, and specifically, for the development of 

the FARMS model, through its focus on information and decision-making. The theoretical basis for 

FARMS and its application within the research process is discussed in detail as follows.
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Some Examples of Models and Processes as a Found?y™» for FARMS

FARMS facilitates testing of the effectiveness of public participation in sustainable rural conununity 

planning through utilization of publicly derived indicators of community sustainability in the process of 

analysis. Public input into the process is obtained via the Focus Group and Key Informant Interview 

sessions that provide the basis for proposing conununity-based sustainability indicators. The intention of 

FARMS is to provide a usable method for the public to utilize on a continuing basis as a means of 

managing the municipal planning process in facilitating sustainable community development

The development of the FARMS analysis model was preceded by a review of similar examples of models 

and methods of data analysis that contributed to its construction. Examples of models that had similar 

goals and performed similar functions as the proposed FARMS analysis model were examined for their 

relevance to the development of the FARMS model. These model examples were assembled from all three 

areas of the literature review and are discussed as follows.

Several analysis models were found that approximated the FARMS model in its intent and process of 

application. Becker (1999) proposes a 'model of sustainable development factors and components’, which 

is based on principles of sustainability endorsed at the Rio Earth Summit in 1992. Similar to FARMS, 

these principles include futurity, equity, public participation, and the integrity of the natural environment 

Becker's model was proposed for use by landowners in determining the extent of progress being made with 

land use operations towards sustainable development

Becker’s model utilizes a set of attribute components and associated attribute characteristics expressed as 

sustainability indicators, which represent the aforementioned principles of sustainable development The 

model further defines the social, economic, and environmental sustainable development principles in terms 

of primary factors that are all integrated into sustainable development secondary factors that derive from 

these, and passive factors that are effected by both primary and secondary factors. The landowner wishing 

to determine the extent of progress being made towards sustainable development of his / her land use 
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operation must simply complete a land use assessment form box that rates each component as representing 

a high, medium or low indicator of sustainable development (Becker 1999).

The Becker model is related to the FARMS model through its use of sustainability principles and 

definitions of sustainability. Further links between the two models include Becker's use of sustainability 

indicators as decision-making tools for facilitating sustainability and his model’s combining of expert and 

non-expert local knowledge as a basis for sustainable development decision-making Information 

communication is a key element in the FARMS model. Similar to FARMS, Becker’s model of factors and 

components relies on flow of information made possible through use of sustainability indicators that 

clarify, simplify, and present information in an accessible and usable form for sustainable decision-making

Klauer (1999) proposes a second model similar to FARMS. Specifically, a three-step hierarchy of political 

goals for sustainable development model is the foundation of Klauer's model. This model is based on two 

similar but different approaches to defining and achieving sustainable development These include 

economic and scientific approaches to operationalizing sustainable development which generally lead to 

proposed management rules, and to an ethical approach to sustainability that is based on an interpretation of 

sustainability as an ideal for fair play.

Klauer identifies three problems that occur when attempts are made to operationalize sustainable 

development These difficulties on the route to sustainable development include first the scientific- 

technical-economic problem of 'operationalizing*, which is related to the fact that the complex 

interrelationships between environment and economy are only partly known, second, the social problem of 

agreement on necessary measurements of sustainable development, and third, the social problem of 

implementation that entails members of society accepting and obeying instructions and laws which will 

enable successfill implementation of sustainable development (60).
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Klauer defines the three-step model as follows:

• Step 1, the overall goal or ideal of sustainability,

• Step 2, the intermediate goal of a precise definition of sustainability, and

• Step 3, the concrete political goals that are a result of scientific, technical, and economic 

operationalizations of sustainable development

These steps, he claims, are a flexible mechanism of decision-making, which indicate a route for the 

political realization of sustainability. In this approach, the scientific-technical-economic route and the 

ethical route towards sustainable development become compatible parts of a whole. Klauer concludes that 

only through combining the scientific-technical-economic approach to achieving sustainability with an 

ethical approach can true sustainable development be achieved. This combination of expert knowledge 

with public input is reflective of the FARMS approach. Further links between the two models include the 

common basis of communication of information from public (society) to decision-makers (politicians).

The community of Bamberton, British Columbia has recently undertaken a model sustainable community 

planning evaluation process. This model process is based on principles, methods, and processes that are 

similar to those employed by FARMS. Specifically, Bamberton is being redeveloped along healthy 

community’ principles in which it is assumed that social structures that empower people also encourage 

sustainable development; although, as Gurstein and Curry (1993) point out, this is not always the case. 

They do state that the definition of healthy community is based on a holistic consideration of social, 

economic, and environmental principles of sustainable development

In discussing the Bamberton project, Gurstein and Curry (1993) initially defined eight components of 

sustainable communities that were derived from a review of sustainable development literature. These 

criteria (see TABLE #9 below) form the basis for an analysis model for evaluating the sustainability of 

community. The criteria include incremental planning processes, public participation processes, and 

principles of local governance, regional resources stewardship, community economic development, social 

equity, environmental management principles, and built form within the community.
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TABLE #9

Gurstein and Curry's Eight Principles of Sustainable Community Planning
(Source: Gurstein and Curry 1993, adapted from Table #1,14)

Process Criterion:

1. Incremental Planning

2. Public Participation

Substantive Criterion:

3. Local Governance

4. Regional Resources

5. Community Economic Development

6. Social Equity

7. Environmental Management

8. Built Form

This analysis model was initially applied to the Bamberton planning process with some difficulties. 

Gurstein and Curry (1993) acknowledge that the Bamberton planning process, based as it is on their 

sustainable community evaluation model, does not meet many of the accepted criteria of community 

sustainability. Regardless, it is a significant attempt to redefine community planning for sustainability in a 

more holistic manner. Due to the magnitude of the development proposal, attempts to evaluate the 

sustainability of the community and the effectiveness of the assessment model were turned over to the 

Provincial government in 1992. The Bamberton experience serves as a comparable example for the 

FARMS model with several lessons to be learned. Several fundamental principles of the model are 

comparable to underlying principles of the FARMS model. These include, most significantly, public 

participation and open flow of information as a basis for sustainable community planning. Regardless, 

based on Gurstein and Curry’s discussion the sustainable community analysis model appears to lack 

theoretical underpinnings that would make it more rigorous and testable (14).

Sargent er al (1991) discuss the Rural Environmental Planning (REP) sustainable rural community planning 

model in the book Rural Environmental Planning for Sustainable Development. The REP model is based 
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on several assumptions and values, which are comparable to those on which the FARMS model is based.

These include the following:

1. Rural people place a high value on self-reliance and self-determination.

2. Rural people have experience with techniques for cultural and economic survival and can make 

decisions on their long-term interests that include carrying out processes and evaluating their long-term 

results.

3. Rural people value cooperation, an attitude that has evolved over generations of experience with rural 

living where cooperation is a major tool of survival and community sustainability.

4. Land ownership sustains a rural way of life.

5. Long-term sustainability of a rural environment is achieved when citizens guide economic 

development according to the economic carrying capacity of the ecosystem. This assumes that 

physical and natural resources are finite.

6. Increasing self-reliance of residents of rural community can be a basis for community sustainability. 

Self-reliant communities possess knowledge, skills, resources, and vision to manage sustainability 

within the community.

The REP model (Sargent et al 1991) is similar to DEAP and other models including FARMS in that it 

enables expert facilitation of local resident's efforts to plan and manage rural community’s progress towards 

sustainable community. REP is described as a partnership between three participants in the rural 

environment and community planning process: the client (public), the planner, and the technical team. The 

model enables involvement of as many members of the public as possible in the planning decision-making 

process. A similar decision-making partnership is proposed for FARMS.

The book addresses several examples of the application of the REP model to case study sites. These 

included creation of a future development plan for the village of San Ysidro in New Mexico, which was 

driven primarily by publicly derived goals, and a second example of an evolutionary rural planning process 

for Essex, Vermont that has proven to be durable in its positive long-range effects.
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San Ysidro is a predominantly Hispanic settlement of two hundred people, which has survived in New 

Mexico for nearly two hundred years. The village has experienced recent disruptions from expanded 

highway systems, which prompted it to secure resources to develop a long-term community plan based on 

the REP model. Most significant in this process is the fact that public participation was a key element of 

the long-term community planning process. Public input into the planning process included workshop 

sessions, conducting a survey of local issues, problems, and opportunities, and participation in local 

planning decision-making as facilitated by the REP planning model process (Sargent et al 1991, 58 - 62).

In this process the ultimate client (in these cases, the rural community public) is the end user of the plan, 

and the clients determine the direction of the planning process in partnership with professional planners by 

forming REP committees. Participants of the REP committees set goals, perform research, conduct 

inventories, and assist in preparing drafts of the community plan. In the case of San Ysidro, strengths were 

identified, including availability of a wealth of local knowledge and expertise that proved to be a valuable 

resource for the community. Problems identified included lack of local jobs and need for better health 

services. Publicly based goals were set, including reduction of migration from the community through an 

increase in local job opportunities, and balanced growth that would not sacrifice the special rural qualities 

of the community.

The case of Essex, Vermont illustrates the long-term benefits of public participation in planning for 

community sustainability. In 1970 this village and the surrounding county faced unprecedented growth. 

With the introduction of new industry in the area many new residents arrived. Utilizing the REP model, a 

committee of public participants was set up with appropriate sub-committees to develop and assist in 

implementing a long-range community plan. Provided with planning and technical assistance from the 

county, the committee researched and wrote planning-related reports on social, environmental, and 

economic conditions, problems and potential opportunities. The final product was presented to the local 

planning board for consideration. Most recommendations were gradually implemented and benefits 

realized over the following years. For example, by 1989 twenty-six of the plans’ seventy-six specific 
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recommendations, had been realized. In 1991, based on a recommendation from the 1972 plan, 

$288,000.00 was also allocated for the construction of a bicycle pathway system in the community (11-12).

FARMS Theoretical Foundation

Building on these examples of similar models and approaches, FARMS is proposed as a primary analysis 

tool for application within the research process. Table #1 in Chapter One illustrates the steps in the 

research process and the application of FARMS within that process. Following is a discussion of the 

theoretical basis of FARMS as a prelude to a discussion of FARMS analysis results. The literature review 

completed in the initial steps of the research program revealed that although much research-based literature 

on sustainable urban community was currently available, comparatively little research had been published 

on rural community sustainability. Bryden (1994) and Mitchell (1995), in specific, support that conclusion. 

However, a significant body of research-based literature has emerged over the last decade on sustainable 

agricultural theory, including agro-ecosystem research. Given a social, environmental and economic 

relationship between agriculture and rural community, the FARMS analysis model theoretical basis draws 

ftom sustainable agriculture theory in combination with sustainable community theory as well as human 

ecosystem theory.

In defining 'agro-ecosystems' Conway (1991) lists the following concept properties, which he argues, when 

assessed together, indicate the social value of an agro-ecosystem. These properties include: productivity 

(output of valued product per unit of resource input); stability (constancy of productivity in the face of 

small disturbing forces (stress) due to normal environmental fluctuations and cycles); sustainability (the 

maintenance of productivity in the face of a major disturbing force or shock); and equitability (the 

evenness of distribution of production among human beneficiaries. Conway notes that there are no 

associated analogous ecological properties for 'equitability*.

FitzGibbon (1992) has defined goals similar to Conway’s (1991). FitzGibbon proposes the Human 

Ecosystem Planning model, (HEP) which is based on the following objectives; biological and human 

physical-intellectual productivity, diversity (referring again to biological diversity and human diversity;
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the opportunity for creative activity and for social and cultural differences within human community), 

stability (the ability of the system to cope with stresses resulting from normal environmental fluctuations 

and cycles), and resilience (the ability of the ecosystem to regain function after disturbance or shock, and 

for the socio-economic system to recover from and adapt to change).

Sadler and Jacobs (1990) proposes a systems perspective on sustainable development as illustrated in 

Figure #8 below. Figure #8 illustrates a conceptualization of sustainability wherein social, economic, and 

environmental goals overlap to define 'sustainable development' as a 'commonwealth of values'. The 

FARMS model also seeks a 'commonwealth of values' in a manner similar to Sadler's systems perspective 

on sustainable development This is accomplished through an evaluation of information obtained from 

public input during FARMS Focus Group session information gathering process (see Figure #9 below for 

comparison).

To conclude, Sadler’s 'commonwealth of values' is adapted to the FARMS conceptual basis. Further, the 

objectives defined by FitzGibbon are adapted as the primary functions of rural community sustainability, 

with the addition of the objective of equitability as defined by Conway. Within the conceptualized FARMS 

model, these functions are related to selected indicators of community sustainability, which are derived 

from the public participation process.
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FIGURE #9

Sadler's Systems Perspective on Sustainable Development
(Source: Sadler 1990)

Sowck SMsr (1990f

Summary: FARMS and a Comparison to Model Examples:

In summary, the examples discussed above provide a basis for discussion of the FARMS model and its 

application to the rural community planning process. In these examples public participation in planning for 

rural community sustainability is demonstrated to be an effective method for facilitating sustainability. In 

the review of these examples, information communication is identified as a common factor for model 

building for sustainable community. Similar to FARMS, principles of sustainability, including futurity, 

equitability, public participation, and environmental integrity are incorporated within the basic model 

framework development
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Several models such as Becker’s (1999) model of 'sustainable development factors and components' and 

Klauer’s (1999) *thrce step hierarchy of political goals’ model are in the process of being tested and refined. 

In many cases the testing of the model has to date, revealed some successes as well as problems. In other 

examples such as the REP model, a history of proven success is revealed, which provides a basis for 

substantiation of the viability of the proposed FARMS model. Of note is the fact that the REP model as 

shown in Table #10 below exhibits all of the primary components of the FARMS conceptual basis. Table 

#11 further illustrates the links between FARMS and the examples discussed above.

TABLE #10

Comparison of FARMS to Other Model Process Examples

Models and 
Model 

Application 
Examples

Components of the Conceptual Basis of FARMS

Public 
Participation 

as 
Fundamental 
Component

Information 
Flow as 

Critical to 
Process

Model/ 
Example 
Built on 

Principles of 
Sustainable 

Development

Sustainable 
Community 
Planning by 
Partnership

Local 
Knowledge 
as Resource

Model 
Tested and 

Found 
Effective 

Over Long 
Term

Becker's 
'factors and 
components' 

model

Yes: rural land 
owners

Yes: from 
expert to land 

owner

Yes No Yes No: testing and 
refinement to 
be undertaken

Klauer’s 
'three step 
hierarchy* 

model

Yes: community 
society

Yes: from 
public to 
political 
decision
makers

Yes No No No: not tested

Gurstein and 
Curry's 

'community 
sustainability 

analysis* 
model

Yes: community 
public

Yes: via 
public 

participation 
in planning 

and decision
making

Partially No Yes No: tested with 
significant 

problems of 
scale

REP planning 
model: San 
Ysidro. NM

Yes: rural 
community 
residents

Yes: via 
public goal 

setting

Yes, primarily Yes Yes Yes

REP plaooiwg 
model: Essex, 

Vermont

Yes: community 
residents

Yes: Via 
public 

development 
nf planning 

proposal

Yes, primarily Yes Yes Yes

Richardson's 
EPIC model 

for sustainable 
rural 

community 
planning

Yes: rural 
community 

residents

Yes: As 
facilitated by 
academic and 
professional 
interaction 
and advice

Yes Yes Yes Yes
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PiOTicrinn of Stens in Arnstein's t

Amstein (1969, 216) suggests that "the idea of public participation is a little like eating spinach: no one is 

against it in principle”. Amstein describes citizen participation as a term for citizen power and a 

redistribution of power, which enables have-not citizens to be included in the political decision-making 

process. She proposes a ’Ladder of Citizen Participation' as a model for evaluating citizen participation, 

which consists of a typology of 8 'rungs’ of public participation, progressing from the manipulation stage 

through informing, and, at the top of the ladder, concluding with citizen control. These specific steps in the 

ladder are discussed and illustrated in Figure #10 below.

Step #1: Manipulation - In this step Amstein states that people are placed on rubber-stamp advisory 

boards for purposes of educating the individual or for manipulating them to support a goal or a program.

Step #2: Therapy - In this step it is assumed that the powerlessness of the individual or group is 

synonymous with mental illness, and so, under masquerade of involving the public in planning, the experts 

subject citizens to group therapy.

Step #3: - Informing - In this step citizens are informed of their rights, responsibilities, and options. 

However, problems can arise when information flow is one way.

Step #4: Consultation - In this step citizen's opinions are invited through surveys, meetings, and public 

hearing. Regardless, this rung of the ladder can still be a sham due to the fact that no guarantee is given 

that the information will be utilized in decision-making.

Step #5: Placation - In this step tokenism is still apparent; however, some degree of influence by the 

public can still result Placation can involve appointment of members of the public to formal boards and 

political advisory groups.

Step #6: Partnership - In this step power is in fact redistributed through negotiation between citizens and 

power holders. As long as both partners find it useful to maintain the partnership, this step in the ladder 

can result in effective public involvement.

Step #7: Delegated Power - In this step citizens achieve dominant decision-making authority to ensure 

accountability of the process.
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Step M: Citizen Control - In this, the top step of the ladder, citizens demand and are given a significant 

level of self control and autonomy in community planning decision-making.

FIGURE #10 
Arnstein*s Ladder of Citizen Participation 

(Source: Arnstein 1969)
Step #8: Citizen Control Citizen Empowerment

Step #7: Delegated Power Citizen Empowerment

Step #6: Partnerships Citizen Empowerment

Step #5: Placation Tolkenism

Step #4: Consultation Tolkenism

Step #3: Informing Tolkenism

Step #2. Therapy Non-Participation

Stepfl: Manipulation Non-Participation

Although I can generally agree in principle with Arnstein's comments on the first four classifications of the 

ladder, I think that her own critique of the last two steps in the ladder most appropriately reflects my 

evaluation of the problems associated with the last two steps in the Ladder of Citizen Participation. 

Arnstein’s comments that, "among the arguments against community control are: it supports separatism; it 

creates txilkanization of public services; it enables minority group hustlers to be just as opportunistic and 

disdainful of the have-nots as their predecessors" (Arnstein 1969,224).

Comparing the various approaches of public participation discussed herein to the Arnstein tackier of 

Public Participation’ is a useful exercise for this research process as it provides an analysis tool by which to 
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evaluate the pros and cons of a given public participation approach. This is accomplished in Table #11 

below.

TABLE #11
Comparing Public Participation Approaches to the Arnstein Ladder of Public

Approach to public 
participation

Description/type of community- 
level public participation

Corresponding Arnstein's 
Ladder step and analysis of 
level of public participation

Burke's (1968) Citizen Participation 
Strategies Approach

Separation of role of citizens from 
role of planner / experts, in process of 
decision advisement f decision- 
making by politicians)

Primarily Step #1 (manipulation) and 
Step #2 (therapy) - non participatory 
public involvement

Friedmann’s (1969) Societal 
Guidance System Model

Many actors participating in decision 
advisement, in isolation or together, 
linked by a distinctive pattern 
(decision-making by politicians on 
advisement)

Primarily Step #3 (informing), and 
Step #4 (consultation) - tokenism

Friedmann’s (1987) Social Learning 
Model

Cognitive and experiential-based 
Model involving decision-making 
based on discussion, learning, and 
action by ’social actors’ in the process 
of planning

Step #7 (delegated power), and 
possibly in some applications, Step 
#8 (citizen control).

Bolan's (1969) Culture of Planning 
Approach

Many actors participating in decision 
advisement, facilitated by defining 
specialized roles for actors (decision
making by politicians on advisement)

Primarily Step #3 (informing), and 
Step #4 (consultation) - tokenism

Klostennan’s (1980) Public Interest 
Criterion Approach

Public as providers of meaningfid, 
rationally defensible criterion for 
evaluating public policy in decision
making processes

Somewhere between Step #5 
(placation) and Step #6 (partnership) 
- between tokenism citizen 
empowerment

Forester's (1982) Planning in the 
Face ofPower Approach

Citizen participation ’enabled* by 
planners through ‘information 
strategies'

Somewhere between Step #5 
(placation) and Step #6 (partnership) 
-tokenism and citizen empowerment

Baxter's (1997) Citizen Participation 
as Professional Collaboration 

Approach

Citizens as equal participants with 
planner I experts and politicians in 
decision-making

Primarily Step #6 (partnerships) and 
Step #7 (delegated power) - degrees 
of citizen empowerment

Innes’ (1998) Communicative 
Planning Approach

Communication between planners, 
decision makers, and public as basis 
for shared decision-making- 
infixmation as "intellectual capital*

Primarily Step #6 (partnerships) - 
degrees of citizen empowerment

Richardson’s (2000) EPIC Approach Public participation in all aspects of 
rural community planning, as 
facilitated by academics and 
practitioners

Step #6: Partnerships

FARMS analysis model Public participation in proposing 
indicators, and evaluating expert 
decisions

Primarily Step #6 (partnerships) - 
degrees of citizen empowerment
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A comparison of the FARMS model to Arnstein's (1969) ladder would place FARMS at the sixth rung 

level - partnership, in that FARMS seeks to develop a mutually beneficial partnership between all players 

in the sustainable community decision-making process. The intent is to establish a balance between public 

participation and expert evaluation of information gathered for decision-making purposes. Achieving this 

balance will, it is anticipated, result in more equitable sustainable decisions being made. FARMS is 

developed through process of connected goals and techniques. FARMS is intended to facilitate publicly 

based sustainable community decision-making, and to operate in a 'social milieu' in which public 

participation and information communication are defining characteristics of community decision-making.

CONCLUSIONS

Research gaps have been identified through the process of review of the literature base related to 

sustainability, community planning and public participation. These gaps include the lack of substantial 

focusing of research interest on rural community sustainability, absence of methods of public participation 

in sustainability indicators development, and relatively few public participation processes that combine 

public and expert decision-making in a balanced and effective way. This discussion also extends to the 

relatively unexplored but potentially rich connection between rural community theory and sustainable 

agriculture research. Other gaps and research needs addressed herein include development of methods for 

publicly derived indicators of sustainable rural community. A review of the literature has substantiated 

these gaps, and a summary discussion of this 'gap* analysis is provided in the final chapter.

In conclusion, the FARMS model has grown directly from this literature as illustrated in Table #12 below. 

Three separate but linked literature categories have been drawn from as a method of constructing the 

FARMS model, with information flow as the essential linking element that drives the FARMS model. 

Table #12 illustrates the literature-based theoretical foundation of FARMS. Chapter Three, following, 

addresses the research methods and processes in further detail, illustrating the importance of the FARMS 

model in generation research conclusions.
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TABLE #12
Contributions of Literature to Research Theoretical Basis

12 Most Significant 
Contributing Literature 

Review Sources

Contribution to FARMS
Sustainability Public Participation Community Planning

Mitchell, Mays, and 
McDonald, 1993

Sustafaability fadirarnrs 
development and suuafaability 
indicators theory

AmMefa(1969) Relative value of public 
participation. and as a 
boKhmark far effective public 
partidpation partnerships

fanes (1998) As a model for public 
participation and information 
during betweal public and 
expert fa a collaborative and 
communicative manner

Brydm (1994) Focused source of reference 
on rural community 
suManability

Provided exangriea of rural 
public participation

Provided exartfatea of rural 
community planning processes

UNCED (1988) Our Common 
Future

faformation communication 
and overview of tesuea of 
suMainability - fatroduoed 
concept of sustainability 
fadicators

faformation communication 
and need for community level 
public partidpation

faformation communication 
and need for community level 
public partidpation

UNCED (1992) A^nda 21 faformation communication 
and discussion of rationale for 
sustainability

faformation oommunication 
and discusaion of rationale for 
public partidpation

Wacfcemag|e& Rees (1996) "Weak verses urong 
sustainability'concept

Lyle (1994) Information as resource
Goes. (1993); Waknw-Toews 
(1996), Filson (1996) and 
others quoted heron on 
sustainable agriculture

Building a'sustainable rural 
community theoretical base

Emphasized lack of and need 
for public partidpation in rural 
community planning

Emphasized lack of and need 
for public partidpation fa rural 
community platmmg

Redefining ftopeaa(1997) Sustainability indicators Model for sustainable 
community public 
participation process

Leopold (1949) Humans as part of the broads' 
ecosystem

Defining community related to 
ecosystems

Aberlcy (1993; Wall (1995) Communicatfag information 
and cognitive / local 
knowledge

Relating human community to 
natural ecosyuems
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODS

INTRODUCTION

Collective results fiom the review of core literature provide strong support for the statement that 

information flow, or the communication of information to stakeholders14 within the community, is critical 

to community sustainability13. The review of core literature has been cross triangulated with other methods 

including a structured review of municipal Official Planning and related documents, and the employment of 

focus group and qualitative interview methods in selected municipal case study sites14. This triangulation 

has been undertaken as a basis for addressing key research questions and arriving at conclusions. FARMS 

is applied as a primary method of research investigation. Literature review and municipal Official Plan 

document review have been facilitated using the '12 Key Words' analysis framework method.

14. Stakeholders are defined for research purposes as the public and special interest groups. 
Facilitators are defined as community planers, and decision-makers in the community are defined 
as the elected representatives (politicians).

15. In the publication Agenda 21 (1992), UNCED is a strong proponent of information 
communication as a fundamental factor in sustainable community. Mitchell, Mays and 
McDonald, in the article PICABUE (1995), strongly support this perspective on sustainability.

16. The term 'case study site' as applied herein refers to communities selected as research sites, based 
on their suitability as defined by the predetermined selection criteria discussed in this chapter.

FARMS and the Key Word analysis framework utilizing criteria derived fiom the core literature review 

have evaluated the results of the assembled research data. As illustrated in the previous Chapter, these 

criteria incorporate key concepts of community sustainability, including achieving balance between social, 

economic, and environmental factors (WCED 1987), effective communication of information (Peterson 

1997; Harris 2000; Richardson 2000), and importance of public participation in sustainable community 

decision-making (Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995). They also incorporate the fundamental construct 

of 'weak verses strong' sustainability (Wackernagle and Rees 1996) as a reference point for measurement of 

the degree of sustainability of the community planning process.
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The following discussion provides an overview of research goals and objectives, linking these with the 

methods utilized during the research process to achieve the research goals and objectives. In this Chapter 

the role of FARMS as a primary data analysis tool, and its function in providing a structure for assessing 

research goals and objectives, are also discussed. Steps in the research process are then identified, 

accompanied by a description of data collection methods employed.

RESEARCH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goal of the research is to test the theory that rural community sustainability can be facilitated by 

effective public participation in community decision-making (Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995; 

Richardson 2000). The Ontario Round Table on Environment and Economy (ORTEE 1999) has stated that 

"governments can help a community to move towards sustainability, but the initiative and the continuing, 

cooperative effort must come from within, reflecting the character, the determination, and the consensus of 

the community itself."

Each community is unique, as will be the collective efforts of the community in pursuing sustainable 

community needs, goals, objectives, and interests. Given that a primary purpose of the Official Plan is to 

promote sustainable development (Province of Ontario 1999) an effective public role in decision-making 

during the municipal Official Planning process is viewed herein as being an essential element of sustainable 

rural community. This publicly driven approach to decision-making enables the unique and varied 

perspectives found within each community to be voiced, and facilitates community diversity.

Research of the global literature base identified key characteristics and criteria for ‘sustainable community'. 

The literature review formed a primary basis for addressing the research objectives. The research 

objectives can be divided among the three categories utilized during the core literature review and are 

discussed as follows.
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Objectives Related to S««*M"?hnitv toms

1. To define dimensions and parameters of rural community sustainability.

2. To identify the observable characteristics of community sustainability and determine how can they be 

monitored, measured and managed.

3. To determine public conceptualization and attitudes towards sustainability of community and compare 

these perceptions and attitudes against the existing body of research and case studies.

4. To conceptualize sustainable development, rural community sustainability, and public involvement in 

the rural municipal planning process and the achievement of rural community sustainability.

Objectives Related to Issues of Public Participation and Information Flow

I. To determine public perceptions of information needs related to rural community sustainability.

2. To investigate and describe barriers to the public and other community stakeholders in terms of 

information access and sharing.

Objectives Related to Issues of Community Planning

1. Specifically, to illustrate a potential process for sufficient and effective public input during the 

municipal Official Planning process, through application to the case study sites.

2. To evaluate the effectiveness of applying FARMS as a tool to measure, monitor and manage the 

Official Planning process sufficiently to enable significant progress to be made towards community 

sustainable development.

3. To investigate and evaluate a reinforcement of the concepts of public involvement and community 

sustainability sufficiently within the Official Planning process, which has potential to enable progress 

towards sustainable development to occur.
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METHODS STATEMENT

Methods derived fiom the core literature review have been selected, which most appropriately addressed 

the stated research goals and objectives. Four primary research methods were employed to address the 

above research objectives and investigate research questions. These methods included undertaking a 

literature review, selecting municipal case study sites, conducting of Focus Group sessions with rural 

Ontario municipalities, and conducting Key Informant Interviews with selected representatives of each of 

the five case study municipalities. Table #13 below links research objectives to research methods.

TABLE #13
Linking Objectives to Methods Within the Research Process

Research Objective Primary Method of Goals Achievement
I. Define dimensions and parameters of rural community 

sustainability.
Literature review (gap analysis / 12 Key Words).

2. Establish conceptual / theoretical baseline related to rural 
community sustainability, and public involvement in the 
planning process and the achievement of rural community 
sustainability.

Literature review (gap analysis / 12 Key Words).

3. Identify the observable characteristics of community 
sustainability and determine how can they be monitored, 
measured and managed.

Qualitative interview process (Focus Group and Key 
Informant Interview sessions), and results analysis.

4. Determine critical information needs related to rural 
community sustainability, and how these information 
needs are conceptualized.

Qualitative interview process (Focus Group and 
Interview sessions), and results analysis.

5. Define and address current barriers to public and other 
community stakeholders to information access and 
sharing.

Qualitative interview process (Focus Group and 
Interview sessions), and results analysis.

6. Measure public conceptualizations and attitudes towards 
sustainability of community, and test these attitudes 
against the existing body of research and case studies.

Expert Analysis of Focus Group Key Informant 
Interview session results.

7. Test public perceptions of the Official Planning process 
(Official Plan), and specifically, the effectiveness of the 
FARMS rural municipal sustainability model applied to 
the OP process with a goal of effective facilitation of rural 
community sustainability.

Focus Group B' sessions and Key Informant 
Interviews.

8. Evaluate the FARMS' model as a tool to measure, 
monitor and manage the Official Plan planning process 
sufficiently to enable significant progress towards 
community sustainable development

Focus Group B’ sessions and Key Informant 
Interviews.

9. Reinforce the existing underlying premise of community 
sustainability sufficiently within the Official Plan to 
enable progress towards sustainable development to 
occur.

Development and application of FARMS, and 
drawing conclusions from results analysis.

10. Specifically, enable sufficient and effective public input 
during the Official Plan development process and the 
process of producing subsequent Official Plan-related 
daciairms

Development and application of FARMS, and 
drawing conclusions from results analysis.
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Description of Primary Research Methods

Primary research methods are identified as follows and are discussed further under 'data collection 

methods'.

Review of current literature: An examination was undertaken of precedence, accomplished 

through a review of current literature and research related to issues of public perceptions, attitudes, and 

involvement within the rural Ontario municipal planning process. On a global basis, sustainable issues 

were examined, including issues of community sustainability; sustainable development within the rural 

municipal context, and specific issues related to development of effective publicly derived sustainability 

indicators.

Case Study site selection: Case study sites were selected based on predetermined criteria. The 

process of identifying appropriate case study sites is described in detail below. Almost 50 rural 

municipalities were originally targeted for review, being narrowed down to five selected rural Ontario 

municipalities that were determined to be the most appropriate case study sites for research purposes.

Focus Group sessions: Research-based development and application of a qualitative Focus Group 

process, was completed.

Key Informant Interview process: The Key Informant Interview sessions grounded the results of 

the Focus Group sessions and the associated expert analysis process. Specifically, the participants in the 

Key Informant Interview sessions were requested to comment on the FARMS analysis results and the 

overall effectiveness of FARMS, and by doing so provide indications of the relative effectiveness of the 

analysis model.

Application of FARMS: The literature-based development and testing of FARMS involved

application of FARMS to the case study site process and subsequent evaluation of FARMS as a mechanism 

for managing the Official Planning process and thereby facilitating community sustainability.



105

Following is an expanded and more detailed discussion of methods employed during the research process, 

as methods to achieve the identified research objectives focused on the FARMS model method.

The FARMS Model and its Application Described

The United Nations states that methods and processes are needed that will facilitate public involvement in 

sustainable community indicators development (WCED 1987). First, these processes must be built on 

theoretical underpinnings, which make them rigorous, and testable (Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995). 

FARMS, developed fiom the literature review, incorporates sustainable rural community indicators as a 

primary analysis took However, to be effective, sustainability indicators must first be grounded in an 

effective public participation process (UNCED 1992; Mitchell 1995).

Application of FARMS involved two Focus Group data gathering sessions, concluding with Key Informant 

Interviews that validated the Focus Group findings. Klauer (1999) states that a process is needed to 

develop publicly derived indicators that are based on public perceptions of, and attitudes towards, 

sustainable community. FARMS accomplished this through the Focus Group and Key Informant Interview 

sessions. Finally, methods and processes must be based on availability of clear, accessible, and usable 

information (WCED 1987; Klauer 1999). FARMS informed the public in the Focus Group sessions, 

through dialogue and provision of information on relevant findings at key stages.

As an analysis model framework, FARMS represents an 'ideal concept' of rural community sustainability 

within which the model principles of sustainable community, including productivity, diversity, equitability, 

stability, and resilience (Conway 1991; Sadler and Jacobs 1990; FitzGibbon 1992) function as a structure 

for comparison and evaluation of conditions, attitudes and perceptions towards issues of sustainability, 

community planning and public participation found within each rural municipality. The FARMS model 

performed two primary functions in this research process. FARMS was the main data analysis tool 

functioning as a framework for assessment of datum. FARMS has been grounded in the reviewed literature 

and is based on similar proposed and tested models, which provide precedence, therefore estaNRhing a
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rigorous and testable data analysis structure17.

17. Specifically, see TABLE #10: Comparison of FARMS to Other Model Process Examples, and 
also TABLE #12: Contributions of Literature to Research Theoretical Basis. Both of these 
tables are located in chapter two. In addition, within this discussion the term 'model' is defined 
as a framework of a research process that can be applied to and tested against several different 
scenarios.

Second, FARMS as an evaluation framework, provided a structured method to evaluate the achievement of 

research goals in the final analysis stage. During the FARMS process, the publicly derived sustainability 

indicators were selected as part of the analysis of Focus Group 'A* results, being derived directly from the 

documented public response to the questions as a product of the 'expert analysis’ stage. Based on the Focus 

Group input, the selected sustainability indicators in effect described or defined the characterization of rural 

community sustainable development in terms of its dimensions and parameters, as conceptualized by the 

rural community public during the Focus Group sessions. Further, these were then used to measure 

sustainable rural community characteristics.

An example is, the second question tabled during Focus Group’A* asked quite directly "what...are the key 

elements (characteristics), which constitute a sustainable community". 'Community diversity' was a 

common response received to this question during the five case study Focus Group 'A* sessions. 

Community diversity can be described or measured by the extent to which differences within the 

community are not only accepted but also encouraged and celebrated (Hart 1996).

Focus Group 'A* was requested to respond to six questions as discussed in Chapter Six. Resulting 

responses formed the basis for selection of the publicly derived community sustainability indicators that 

were then applied to the FARMS model. As an outcome of the 'expert analysis’ of the Focus Group 'A* 

responses, the identified sustainability indicators were incorporated within the FARMS’ matrix on a 'best 

fit* basis. To emphasize, the purpose was not to slot sustainability indicators into all potential categories 

but rather fit them in the matrix slot best suited for the sustainable indicator, and so in some cases, blank 

matrix slots do occur without negative effect on the analysis process.



107

This was a qualitative analysis process in the sense that, for purposes of analysis, a non-weighted value 

system (yes / no response) was assigned to the individual sustainability’ indicators as discussed in more 

detail herein, in order to assess the municipal Official Plan responsiveness to the conununity-derived 

sustainability indicators.

Within this qualitative analysis process a straightforward quantitative method of evaluation was applied, 

involving counting the number of sustainability indicators in each matrix slot1*. Based on this, conclusions 

were drawn related to general areas of public focus and priorities on social, economic and environmental 

issues related to community sustainability, as well as public priorities regarding specific aspects 

(characteristics) of sustainable community.

Once applied to the collected data, FARMS produced results that could then be compared to the originally 

stated research objectives as discussed in Chapter Seven. This resulted in a credible final assessment of the 

degree of achievement of these objectives. To be specific, the Focus Group questions that produced 

responses, which were then interpreted as indicators, addressed the three categories of objectives identified 

above resulting in responses that were directly linked to the stated objectives. The final assessment of 

objectives was further facilitated by the categorizing of indicators within the FARMS matrix, a process that 

gave indication of public perceptions and attitudes.

RESEARCH STEPS

Following is a summary discussion of the five consecutive research steps illustrated in Table #14 below. 

The research process has been organized in a series of steps that commenced with the core literature 

review. FARMS was applied to the Focus Group data collection results and the municipal Official

18. McCracken (1988,28) advocates multi-methods approaches, substantiating qualitative 
methods with quantitative methods.
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Planning process of each case study site, enabling conclusions to be drawn related to public perceptions of 

community sustainability. These research steps have resulted in the evaluation and recommendation of 

refinements for public participation within the Ontario rural municipal planning process as a means of 

facilitating rural community sustainable development

Detailed Disoicciftn of Research Stens

A systematic approach to datum analysis was utilized, involving a three-pronged data collection process, 

including literature review, review of municipal and provincial municipal Official Planning documentation 

and Focus Group sessions and Key Informant Interviews. The literature and municipal documentation 

reviewed was first categorized in three literature components, including literature on sustainability, 

community planning, and public participation.

The datum was next analyzed by applying a framework for this analysis, consisting of a list of '12 Key 

Words’, which were applied to a search of the documents as described in Chapter Two. This Key Word' 

method facilitated focusing the review of key literature on the research area, and in enabling effective 

organizing of the data gathered from this process for later reference. The use of a Key Word' framework 

was also applied to identifying gaps in the literature base that were then addressed by this research process. 

In addition to the Key Word* framework, the FARMS analysis model was applied in the process of 

analyzing data gathered from the Focus Group sessions and the Key Informant Interviews. Following is a 

discussion of the steps in the research data collection and analysis process leading to research conclusions.

Step #1: Literature Review

Step#l involved the literature review discussed in Chapter Two. The primary research method employed 

in Step #1 was again the content analysis using the *12 Key Words' analysis framework, enabled a 

comprehensive review of the literature base and a focusing of the results. The review of relevant literature 

on public participation, community planning, and sustainability, was undertaken in order to substantiate the 

research process and results.
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Based on the literature review, the '12 Key Words' framework and FARMS analysis framework established 

a research basis for sustainability indicators development (UNCED 1992; Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 

1995; Redefining Progress 1997), providing a systematic structure for indicators identification and 

selection. Question responses and resulting indicators were organized in relation to the three primary 

research information categories (see Figure #3, Chapter Two).

The literature review also provided a theoretical basis, and identified ‘model’ examples of methods and 

processes of public participation utilized in the research data-gathering phase (Sargent et al 1991; 

Richardson 2000). Further, a baseline ‘sustainable development’ concept (WCED 1987; UNCED 1992) 

was established through the literature review and applied as a reference point in this research for 

determining public perceptions, attitudes and conceptualizations of sustainability. Case study site selection 

criteria were drawn from the literature review, with specific focus on sources such as Statistics Canada 

(1999) and OMAFRA (1999).
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TABLE #14

Steps in the Research PrJj’-Gt.lLL

m.j FirBBMrrfc Irffrirr
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Step #2: Development of FARMS

Step #2 involved the evolution and application of the FARMS model, the primary analysis tool of this 

research process. As discussed, the FARMS model was a pivotal component of the data gathering and 

analysis process as demonstrated by the discussion below. The theoretical framework for FARMS derived 

from the literature review was further substantiated through examination of similar methods, processes, and 

models from which FARMS evolved (Sargent etal-, Becker 1999; Klauer 1999; Richardson 2000).

Case study sites were selected for purposes of conducting Focus Group sessions. This selection process is 

discussed further on. The case study sites were selected based on the criteria established in Step #1. 

Research subjects were then drawn from lists of public representatives and stakeholder groups within each 

community. The main planning or administrative contacts of the subject municipalities provided these 

lists. Further, the first Focus Group sessions in each of the five rural municipalities (Focus Group ’A*) were 

conducted with results of the first Focus Group sessions analyzed through application of FARMS.

Step #3: Expert Analysis of Focus Group Results, and Application of FARMS

Step #3 involved detailed ‘expert’ analysis of the FARMS model results. The ‘expert’ analysis step 

provides a balanced ‘partnership’ arrangement in the municipal planning decision-making process 

(Arnstein 1969). As a result of Step #3, preparation and implementation of a set of community-specific 

publicly derived sustainability indicators within the FARMS model framework, was facilitated. The 

FARMS model analysis framework was applied to the case study municipal Official Planning processes, 

and the results were analyzed as a basis for drawing preliminary conclusions (the 'expert analysis') on the 

effectiveness of the Official Plan process in facilitating rural community sustainability.

Step #3 drew extensively on the literature review to substantiate 'expert analysis' of the Focus Group 

results. The literature review research process informed and enabled 'expert analysis' of Focus Group 

results through reference to similar examples of methods and precedence. In addition, during Step #3 the 

Official Plan documents of each case study municipality were reviewed with reference back to the results 

of the core literature review, further substantiating and facilitating 'expert analysis'. This review process 
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specifically involved an analysis of the content of municipal planning documents, again, applying the *12 

Key Words' analysis framework. The municipal documents analysis focused on the effectiveness of these 

documents in addressing sustainable development issues and issues of public participation in the 

community planning process.

Step #4: Kev Informant Interviews

Conducting Key Informant Interviews was a method employed to test the relevance of the FARMS- 

generated results and conclusions. Key Informant Interviews confirmed the 'expert analyses of the data 

obtained through Focus Group *B' sessions, providing an opportunity for the key informant participants to 

respond to findings to that point The interviews were unstructured interviews carried out individually.

Focus Group participants were asked to respond to preliminary research conclusions. Following Focus 

Group *B* sessions, a group of individuals were selected fiom the overall Focus Group participants who 

were representative of the different interests of the community, including the public, municipal 

administration, and the politicians. These "Key Informant Interviews* discussed public perceptions and 

attitudes on community and sustainability that had been determined through application of FARMS to the 

initial data gathering Focus Group sessions. As part of this discussion the interviewees were also asked to 

evaluate the effectiveness of FARMS as an analysis tool and as a potential tool for managing the Official 

Plan and facilitating rural community sustainability.

Sten #S: Analysis and Conclusions

Step #5 drew extensively on the literature review and research results to propose and substantiate research 

conclusions derived from the FARMS analysis process. Assumptions, goals and objectives initially 

established early in the research process were analyzed utilizing FARMS as a reference point, and 

conclusions were then drawn. Based on the overall conclusions, recommendations for further areas of 

related research needs were prepared, and the results were documented.
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Data Analysis Methods

Two types of data were collected using the methods discussed above. The first of these included global- 

based information primarily focused on theory and precedent related to sustainability, community planning, 

and public participation. The second type of datum collected related to sustainability, community planning 

and public participation at the regional and local level. Specifically, local datum was collected on 

practices, attitudes, opinions and perspectives related again to sustainability, community planning and 

public participation.

The two primary methods for data analysis were the T2 Key Words’ framework and FARMS. Both of 

these analysis techniques have been described in detail to this point in the discussion of the research, and 

substantiated illustration has been provided. The relationship of these primary data analysis techniques to 

the data collection methods is an important point to clarify and restate at this time in the discussion. The 

T2 Key Word analysis framework focused the literature review data collection process and enabled key 

information on sustainability, community planning, and public participation to be first grouped (see Figure 

#3, Chapter Two) then defined in more detail based on the list of T2 Key Words'. This analysis framework 

was also applied to the municipal document analysis presented in Chapter Five with the same purpose in 

mind.

The FARMS framework for analysis of rural municipal sustainability also served to focus data collection. 

FARMS, as a credible and substantiated analysis structure, provided a technique for synthesizing and 

interpreting datum collected from the first Focus Group session and further enabled the analysis to be 

presented in a comprehensible manner. To be specific, FARMS classified datum according to categories of 

human ecology and sustainable principles and, based on this, interpreted the collected data as simplified 

sustainable rural community indicators. FARMS enabled these analysis results to be dearly communicated 

to the second Focus Group sessions and, in turn, the Key Informant Interviews. The communication of 

these results then formed the basis for public decisions to be made and opinions to be offered on issues of 

sustainability, community planning, and public participation.
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Data Collection Methods

McCracken (1988) states that in cases where the research demands a level of rigor in investigating matters 

of belief it is advisable to augment qualitative research methods with other methods such as interviews. 

Focus Group sessions, participant observation, and case study techniques. Given this, data collection 

methods included a literature review, which established a baseline of relevant current information, a review 

of municipal Official Plan documentation, which gave insight into the ’official’ perspective of each 

municipal case study site regarding key issues, and Focus Group sessions, providing insight on the public 

perception and attitudes towards key issues.

The literature review data collection method was conducted in two parts, including a review of 

global literature sources and a review of municipal Official Planning documentation. This review 

discussed the global literature including an examination of current thinking on issues, embodied in a range 

of selected sources, representative of the current body of knowledge related to the subject areas within the 

scope of this research process. Specifically, literature sources were examined related to core areas of 

interest including sustainable development, sustainable community, sustainability indicators, public 

participation and related social research methods, and human ecology. Literature sources on related areas 

of research interest, including ecological footprinting (Wackernagle and Rees 1996; van der Hamsvoort. 

Uwe Latacz-Lohmann 1998) and regenerative design (Lyle 1994), were also reviewed for their relevance to 

the research focus. This literature review has informed the process and, where appropriate, substantiated 

the findings discussed herein. The review of literature also identified gaps in current thinking and in 

current theory, the most significant of which have been addressed by this research process.

The municipal cue study site data collection method was employed as a means of collecting 

data for analysis within the FARMS analysis framework. Case study sites that were representative of rural 

Ontario municipalities as defined initially, were selected prior to the case study data collection process. 

Case study sites provided research subjects for data collection, consisting of participants in the Focus 

Group sessions and Key Informant Interview processes. In addition, case study sites provided relevant 

research information in the form of municipal Official Plan documentation. Collecting data from five 
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different case study sites enabled detailed comparisons between sites to occur. Issues related to case study 

site selection are discussed as follows.

Municipal Selection Criteria Issues Disc»»y*

A lengthy discussion of the approach to definition of'rural community* has been provided in Chapter One. 

Briefly, the approach of this research is not to attempt to concisely define 'rural community* for reasons 

stated earlier, but rather to identify criteria which will define a range of municipalities that more or less 

exhibit characteristics which are substantiated by accepted reference sources such as Statistics Canada 

(1999) as being identifiable with 'rural community*.

Primary statistical research sources from OMAFRA and Statistics Canada utilize the following statistical 

categories to defining 'rural community / municipality*:

1. Population characteristics

2. Economic characteristics

3. Social characteristics

Table #15w adapts these categories as an analysis framework and provides a break down of definitive 

details for each category (population by density, population by size, and so on). For purposes of analysis, 

one defining characteristic in each category in TABLE #17, which are identified in bold, has been selected 

as the most appropriate defining characteristic.

An example is population sizes fewer than 20,000 permanent residents. The appropriateness of this 

defining characteristic is judged on the basis of how concisely it defines a rural characteristic. To illustrate, 

trends may apply in varying degrees to each municipality - a value judgment may be needed to assess this.

19. Table #15, Defining Characteristics of 'Rural Conununity As a Basis For Case Study 
Selection Criteria, Table #16, Municipal Site Selection Review Applying Criteria, Table #17, 
Final Municipal Site Review Applying Criteria, and Table #18, Final Municipal Site Selection 
Based on Criteria, are appended > see Appendix *B'.
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On the other hand a comparison of numbers or percentages is a dearer indicator of the rural characteristic 

of a municipality - the community either has more or less than 20,000 permanent residents.

The logic tree’ approach to case study site selection was applied as illustrated in TABLE #16. 

Specifically, a simple *yes* (Y) or 'no' (N) designation was assigned each municipality in relationship to 

each category of selection criterion. Categories were not value weighted. Criteria definitions for rural 

community case study sites selection are provided as follows.

Pre-Determined Geographic Catchment Area

A pre-determined geographic catchment area will be utilized to define a reasonable location for a group of 

potential case study communities. The catchment area has been defined as that portion of Southern 

Ontario, which is geographically located south of Georgian Bay and west of Highway 400.

The rationale for this initial step in the process is based on: 

a.) available research resources (primarily time and money),

b.) estimated feasible time frame for the undertaking of the data collection component of the research

(3-4 months), and

c.) centralized location of the research 'home base' (University of Guelph, Ontario).

Communitv Characteristics

Communities were examined for evidence of a range of rural characteristics from near-urban to rural, based 

on the literature review as discussed above, and in compliance with social and geographic characteristics 

which foil within the range of a statistically-based set of criteria defined by government and agency 

descriptions of rural community. In the early stages of the research a further definition of rural community 

was undertaken through a review of government and agency compiled data, specifically, Statistics Canada 

and Agriculture Canada. which provided a further statistics-related basis and substantiation for definition 

and selection of rural community case study sites.
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Community Involvement

Communities were selected based in part on their willingness to participate in the research process. This 

list included the following.

a) Active presence within the community of public interest groups and other stakeholder groups, such as 

institutes, businesses, government and non-government agencies, politicians

b) Availability of, and willingness of municipality to supply information, such as Official Plans and 

related documents

c) Willingness of municipal officials or facilitators such as Administrative and Planning staff, and 

decision makers such as elected political officials, to cooperate with and become involved in the 

research program.

Official Plan Process Status

Initially, communities were selected that currently have an approved Official Plan in place as opposed to 

those municipalities that are in the process of Official Plan review and updating. Again. Table #16 

provides details on the defining characteristics of rural communities, which were utilized as a basis for rural 

community research partners / case study site selection criteria.

As illustrated above, in addition to the ten categories of ‘population', 'economics’, and 'social* 

characteristics, four other 'arbitrary and circumstantial' categories were incorporated into the 'logic tree' 

process because they were viewed as being of personal relevance to the researcher or of relevance to the 

facilitation of the research process. These categories include the following:

1. Pre-defined research catchment area

2. Willingness of the municipality to participate in the research

3. Current status of the Official Plan

4. Current availability of Official Plan and supporting documents for research review purposes



118

in combination with the initial three categories mentioned above, these formed the basis of the 'logic tree'. 

Steps in the process of selection of municipal research sites were as follows.

Stcp#l:

A current map of Ontario was consulted. An initial ad hoc selection of forty-five municipal sites was made 

ftom all County and District jurisdictions in Ontario that are located within a day’s drive of the research 

home base, the University of Guelph. This arbitrary distance criterion was imposed as a simple method of 

project resource management based on the rationale that the selected geographic area would provide a 

sample base of municipal sites, which would be both representative of the entire province and be accessible 

within the scope of research resources.

Step #2:

The initial selection of 45 sites was not biased by any condition beyond that mentioned above. These 

sites2* included municipalities that are designated by Statistics Canada as Cities. All forty-five municipal 

sites were reviewed within the framework of categories one to four21. Categories were not weighted. 

Compliance with the category’s selected 'rural characteristic' was designated with a capital ’Y’ (yes), and 

non-compliance was designated with a capital rN’ (no). The results of the review are provided in Table #16. 

with summary of sites selected provided in Table #18.

20. As listed in Table #16, see Appendix B'
21. The "population', 'economics’, and ’social’ categories, plus the catchment area criterion

Step #3:

Of the 45 initial sites reviewed, two sites complied with all four Categories. An additional twelve sites 

complied with two or more of the first three categories, as well as category #4 (Catchment Area). Given 

that they complied with the majority of statistically supported categories, it was viewed as being logical 

that these sites should be short-listed for further review and are listed as follows:

1. Carden Township

2. Townof Dunville

3. Township of East Zora-Tavistock

4. Erin Township (now part of the Town of Erin)

5. Township of Guelph (now Township of Guelph / Eramosa)
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6. Town of Leamington

7. Town of Mount Forest (now Township of Mount Forest I Miw I West Luther)

8. Township of Oro-Medonte

9. Township of East Garafiaxa

10. Township of Ramara

11. Town of Simcoe

12. Township of Usborne

13. Township of West Lincoln

14. Town of Wiarton (now Town of South Bruce Peninsula)

Step #3 discussed above, involved contacting the fourteen short listed municipalities and reviewing them 

against categories #5, #6, and #7“. Based on this review a 'final' list of five sites was drawn up, 

representing the selected municipal research sites. These included the following:

1. Erin Township /Town of Erin

2. Township of Oro-Medonte

3. Township of Usborne

4. Township of West Lincoln

5. Town of South Bruce Peninsula

Once the final list selection had been undertaken, a problem occurred. The next step of arranging the Focus 

Group sessions was initiated and it was shortly revealed that one selected case study site, the Township of 

West Lincoln, was inappropriate for research purposes. Specifically, the site gradually became unwilling 

and uncooperative in facilitating the Focus Group and interview process. More importantly, it was revealed 

that contrary to initial commitments, the municipality was reluctant to provide information on the Official 

Plan and related documents.

22. These being willingness to participate, status of the Official Plan, and availability of support 
documents and background planning municipal documentation.
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Due to this the case study site selection process was revisited and a final case study municipality, the 

Township of Puslinch, was selected as a substitute for the Township of West Lincoln. This process is 

illustrated in Table #17 appended.

The municipal Official Plan document analysis data collection method was facilitated by the' 12 

Key Words* analysis framework. The municipal document analysis involved a review of literature 

associated with municipal case study sites, including Bill 20, the Land Use Planning and Protection Act of 

Ontario (Province of Ontario 1996a) Provincial Policy Statement (Province of Ontario 1996b) and Office 

ConsolidatioPlanning Act (Province of Ontario 1999), as well as municipal case study site documents 

related to the Official Planning process in Ontario. The purpose of this local case study background 

material review was to determine the current perspective of the official municipal planning process and 

related documents regarding issues of community sustainability and public input into the Official Plan 

process. Second, the purpose was to determine municipal planning strategies directed towards facilitation 

of public involvement in planning and facilitation of rural community sustainability. Third, the local 

documents review provided an overview of municipal context, and a basis for analysis of the current 

effectiveness of the municipal planning process.

The Focus Group and interview process focused on three target groups as follows; the public at 

large including public individuals and interested and effective public interest groups, selected decision

makers from each municipality, and selected facilitators, consisting primarily of planning and 

administrative personnel from each municipality. Each municipal case study site was requested without 

bias to select and provide a list of contacts from each of these three groups.

In a broad sense the Case Study process utilizing a focus group technique (EinsiedeL Albert, Lilias Brown, 

and Frances Ross 1996) with a goal of answering the questions:

1. Does the municipal Official Plan effectively promote community sustainability?

2. Does the municipal Official Plan effectively promote the involvement of the public as a way of 

achieving community sustainability?
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Objectives of the Focus Group process included identification of the observable characteristics of 

community sustainability and determining processes for the measuring, monitoring, and managing of those 

characteristics. Other objectives included determining public perceptions of information needs and of 

barriers to information access, measuring public perception and attitudes towards sustainability of 

community, and further, testing these attitudes against the existing body of knowledge and other 

precedence.

Public opinions and perceptions of the official planning process and the FARMS evaluation model 

application were solicited. Public attitudes about sustainability of community and the effectiveness of the 

municipal planning process were evaluated through documenting and analyzing public perceptions. The 

Focus Group data collection process provided a basis for evaluating the public's perception of the municipal 

Official Planning process and specifically, an evaluation of the municipal Official Plan itself and related 

documents. By testing the FARMS analysis model utilizing Focus Group session results, the effectiveness 

of the FARMS model as a sustainable community 'management tool' was also tested, and adjustments made 

as required.

Addressing the Focus Group goals and objectives facilitated the conceptualization of sustainable 

development through identification and documentation of public perceptions of community sustainability 

and the observable characteristics of rural community sustainability, in an effort to determine how they can 

be monitored, measured, and managed. Focus Group questions were drawn from the three categories of 

information of primary interest to this research, including sustainability, public participation, and 

community planning. In consequence, publicly derived indicators were identified, which responded to 

these areas of research interest

Related to this, sustainability indicators are appropriate and effective tools to guide the process of achieving 

community sustainability by simplifying and making available usable 'sustainable' information on 

environmental, economic, and social issues (Becker 1998; McLaren and Simonovic 1999). To emphasize, 

the basic research assumptions were that the rural community public and related stakeholders accept the 
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concept of conununity sustainability, and second that information communication, and, specifically, shared 

information that is provided in an accessible and usable format, is key to sustainability of community. 

Such informatian provides an informed basis for sustainable community decision-making (Mitchell, Mays 

and McDonald 1995).

The Focus Group method used in this research process involved conducting a series of ten Focus Group 

sessions in five rural municipalities across Ontario. Specifically, in each case study site Focus Group 'A' 

was conducted initially, and the results were analyzed utilizing the FARMS model. The analysis results 

were then presented to Focus Group *B* who were requested to respond by providing their opinions about 

the FARMS analysis results. The concluding interviews provided further perspective on the Focus Group 

process, a process illustrated in Table #14 above.

’ How To Conduct Focus Groups" (Einsiedel, Brown, Ross 1996) recommends eight steps in the designing 

and implementing Focus Groups (see Table #19 below), which have been adopted with some modification 

to this research process. Regardless, the Focus Group design, implementation, and analysis process relied 

heavily on these steps, and for that reason, it is of interest to this discussion to briefly list these below.

TABLE #19

EinsiedeFs 8 Steps in Conducting Focus Groups

Step#l: Focus on the objectives

Step #2.: Choose a moderator

Step #3. Design the interview guide

Step #4.: Focus on the participants
Step #5,: Schedule the sessions

Step #6.. Recruit the participants

Step #7.: Conduct the Focus Group interview

Step #8.: Analyze and use the results
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The function of demonstrating a viable method for public involvement in the municipal Official Planning 

process by establishing a tested procedure for public development of sustainability indicators is essential 

for gaining public support. Arnstein (1969,217) identifies this type of public involvement as a "partnership 

that enables them [the public] to negotiate and engage in trade-offs with traditional power holders" (see 

discussion in Chapter Two, page 90 - 93, and Table #11). Through this partnership process and 

additionally by researching, testing, and applying publicly derived indicators of community sustainability 

as a primary tool for managing the Official Planning process and the facilitation of community sustainable 

development, public participation can, in theory, be sufficiently incorporated within municipal planning to 

enable effectual facilitation of rural community sustainability.

Key Informant Interviews were conducted following the completed Focus Group sessions. 

Klauer (1999) proposes a three-step model for facilitating the planning and design of sustainable 

development The first step is achieving general consensus in society on sustainable ideals through public 

involvement and the second step involves a more focused discussion of the precise definition of 

sustainability, which serves to make concrete the social consensus achieved in step #1. Specifically, in this 

research process, interviews were conducted with selected individuals fiom each of the Focus Group 

sessions who were representative of the composition of the Focus Groups.

These interviews were conducted following Focus Group B' sessions and included selected individuals 

who had participated in the Focus Group sessions including representatives of the municipal public, the 

municipal facilitators and municipal decision-makers. Three members fiom each case study site were 

interviewed by telephone. Prior to the interviews a set of interview questions were provided to the 

participants in order that they might have the time to reflect on the questions and formulate opinions and 

comments. As with the Focus Group sessions these interviews focused on public attitudes and perceptions 

of community sustainability and the facilitation of rural municipal sustainability within the framework of 

the Ontario rural municipal planning process. They specifically attempted to validate the findings and 

conclusions resulting fiom the Focus Group sessions.
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The qualitative interview process provided substantiation and validation of the public and municipal 

conceptualization of rural community sustainability, and served to reinforce the conceptual research 

baseline initially achieved through the focused literature review. The interviews further provided 

identification of the observable characteristics of community sustainability and enabled an effective 

evaluation of how these characteristics could be monitored, measured and managed. Finally, the interviews 

substantiated the identification and characterization of critical information needs related to rural community 

sustainability, and the determination of how these information needs are conceptualized including 

identifying barriers to access to information.

SUMMARY

FARMS and the other methods employed in this research process are directly related to the stated research 

objectives. The methods employed were selected for their appropriateness in achieving the research 

objectives and their effectiveness in collecting data for testing of the research model. This has been 

accomplished as follows.

First, the objectives were grouped relative to the three primary information categories of interest to this 

research, these being sustainability, public participation, and community planning. The literature review 

method was also based on categorizing information in these three categories, for purposes of cross

reference with the objectives and substantiation of findings related to the achievement of the stated research 

objectives. The '12 Key Words' analysis framework also was developed fiom these three information 

categories. As with other methods of this research, the Focus Group questions were drawn from these 

categories of research information. FARMS utilized sustainable community indicators that were derived 

fiom the Focus Group question responses, again establishing a common link between methods as well as a 

common basis for comparison, and enabling an effective analysis of the relative success of the research 

process in achieving the stated research objectives.
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FARMS is a particularly valid research method for the following reasons. FARMS represents an ideal 

model of rural conununity sustainability in which the model principles function as a structure for 

comparison and evaluation of conditions, attitudes and perceptions towards issues of sustainability, 

community planning, and public participation found within and each rural municipality. The FARMS 

analysis framework is applied for purposes of determining the degree to which this ideal model exists in a 

selected rural community and also the degree of applicability of the model within each community context. 

This facilitates a comparison of one municipality to another, as well as a final evaluation of the 

achievement of stated objectives.

By applying FARMS as a primary analysis technique, attitudes and perceptions of the community public 

can be evaluated and interpreted as relative perceived conditions of sustainability in that community, and in 

addition, can be interpreted as sustainability indicators. The identified indicators define a community 

profile that indicates how sustainability is characterized by community officials and public, the degree to 

which sustainability is facilitated by the Official Planning process, and the degree to which the Official 

Planning process effectively facilitates public involvement in community planning for sustainability, a 

stated key function of the municipal Official Plan (Province of Ontario 1999). Once a 'community profile’ 

has been established that community can be evaluated with respect to degree of sustainability of the 

community based on the characteristics defined from the results of the application of FARMS.
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CHAPTER FOUR

CASE STUDY CONTEXT

INTRODUCTION

In order to apply FARMS to the process of gathering information ftom the rural community on their 

perceptions and attitudes related to community sustainability, it was important to first select community 

case study sites that most closely addressed the selection criteria established through the literature review. 

Located in different areas of Southwestern and Central Ontario, the rural municipalities selected for this 

research had characteristics in common with and, at the same time, different ftom each other. Following is 

a discussion of the issues, similarities and differences of these rural communities and the impact that 

common factors and variances of municipal context has had on the research process and results.

The selection of case study sites initially involved a broad review of rural municipalities in southern and 

central Ontario. Based on this, 45 municipalities were identified as potential study sites. These candidates 

were later narrowed down to five final sites based on a predetermined set of selection criteria.23 The five 

municipal case study sites, which hosted the ten Focus Group sessions, were selected on the basis of their 

rural characteristics defined by criteria and statistics provided primarily by OMAFRA and Statistics

23. see Appendix B'for Tables #15, #16, #17, and #18.

Other selection criteria included geographic location of sites related to the University of Guelph, the status 

of the rural municipality Official Planning processes, and willingness of the municipality to cooperate in 

the research project The social, economic, and environmental context of these municipalities was 

established both through a review of local municipal planning documents and presentation of the case study 

data collection results, and is provided as contextual background for an examination of the local municipal 

planning context
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Although it is recognized that the case study sites are related to the global context and the broader Canadian 

and Ontario context, each local site presents unique perspectives on social, economic, and environmental 

issues discussed herein. This locally unique perspective is important for its implications to the research 

findings. Following is an overview of the broader global rural context as it relates to the Canadian and 

Ontario rural context and, more specifically, the local rural context The links between global perspective 

and local perspective are fundamental to rural community sustainability (UNCED 1992). The links are 

illustrated with reference to the core literature review, and a connection is made in the discussion to the 

final presentation of results and conclusions.

Issues -Global to Local

Globalization is the name given to the dynamics at work in the present stage of the development of 

civilization. The phenomenon of 'globalization' is in itself, global in scope. It is a material / economic 

phenomenon with profound social / cultural significance. Globalization is the 'new economic reality’ in 

which 'national economy* is rapidly becoming a subset of'global economy* (Madison 1999). The effects of 

globalization are being felt on national, regional, and local levels of economic activity. There are positive 

and negative repercussions of this.

Agricultural food production is an example of this for-reaching effect In a global market expanded world 

trade leads to increased flow of global resources with resulting economic prosperity. Conversely, the 

economic prosperity realized by globalization is not always equitably distributed between have and have- 

not nations. There are further negative consequences in that people become increasingly spatially and 

psychologically disconnected from the resources that sustain them. Further, they tend to loose direct 

incentive to conserve local resources (Wackernagle and Rees 1996).

Take, for example, bananas grown in Africa or South America for North American consumption. Gold 

(1999) raises concerns about the effects of shifting from a local agriculture focus to a global focus. The 

shift in Uganda from cooking banana production to cash crop banana production forexport is a cause for 

growing concern regarding that action's negative effects, including depletion of soil nutrients with resulting 
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long term permanent loss of soil resources, a factor which will negate any short term local economic 

benefit Globalization in the United States and Canada is also impacting regional and local economics 

through loss of jobs for example. This trend win increasingly have a significant effect on rural towns and 

villages in Canada, particularly in terms of causing a decline in primary agricultural production as the main 

form of local employment in rural communities (Fuller 1994).

A regional and local issue that is being experienced internationally is the issue of farmland preservation. 

Preservation of agricultural lands from urban encroachment, and industrial / commercial development is an 

issue in many nations, as is the related issue of preservation of rural areas for their own sake. In a cross 

comparison study of 6 nations, Alterman (1997) addressed this topic as a method of gaining a more in

depth understanding of these issues, how they are addressed at a national level, and the associated 

successes and failures of these efforts. In this exercise Alterman examined agricultural land preservation 

policies of Canada, United States, Great Britain, Netherlands, France, and Israel. It was concluded from 

this study, that formland protection is a global issue affecting our capability to address the increasing 

problem of hunger in third world countries. Second, the best way to preserve agricultural land is not to 

protect farmland but, rather, to control urban sprawl.

Von Meyer (1994) addresses the issue of agriculture's impact on rural environments, referencing the 

European experience. He argues that the environmental losses caused by agricultural structural changes 

and unsustainable modem forming practices are tremendous. He points out, for example, that in many parts 

of Europe more than a third of all known plant species are either extinct or seriously in danger due to 

elimination of habitat by forming. Von Meyer calls for a modification of current functional approaches to 

agriculture with a more traditional and local 'rural' approach that enables proper integration of agricultural 

practice with environmental preservation. This argument is punctuated with his example of pre-modem 

European agricultural practices, which he claims, for centuries created a greater bio-diversity than nature.

Bryden (1994, 7) responds to Von Meyer by concluding "the quest for sustainable agricultural practices 

will form an important element in the search for sustainable rural community". Bryden states, however, 



129

that the trend in rural economies is away from agriculture with more and more individuals seeking off-farm 

income?4, which raises another issue of importance for rural communities in the Ontario context As the 

local rural economy changes, so does the local rural population. Rural communities in Ontario are 

experiencing the impact of 'arena society* (Fuller 1994), a concept that is directly connected to 

globalization. An arena society is characterized by complexity and is strongly associated with uncertainty. 

This characterization produces new dynamics, flows and linkages, as well as disconnections.

The changing composition of rural Ontario community populations raises issues and problems. A 

significant issue is whether new rural dwellers will become interested and involved in local rural 

communities, particularly in terms of local volunteerism. These new rural dwellers are often individuals 

whose roots and work places, such as in the case of commuters, are located in urban areas. In some cases 

this results in 'urbanites' becoming involved in local politics and changing political agendas to reflect a 

more urban perspective and lifestyle preference. As discussed further along, the changing population of 

rural Ontario communities has become an issue that is heatedly debated, a point that was clearly identified 

through the review of results of the research data collection process.25

24. This statement is supported by Statistics Canada and OMAFRA figures presented herein.
25. For further details see Appendix *D* containing responses to the Focus Group and Key Informant 

Interviews sessions

Rural Ontario Municipal Restructuring Issues

The issue of Provincially driven municipal restructuring is of particular importance to this research effort. 

Municipal restructuring under Bill 26 has been ongoing in Ontario since 1997. The map of municipal 

Ontario has literally been redrawn with a total of 831 urban municipalities, town, villages, and townships 

targeted for review. As of January 1999, (just prior to the selection process described below) 394 Ontario 

municipalities had been reviewed by the Provincial government and had been affected in one form or 

another by the restructuring process. A conclusion of this research is that this process will have a direct 

and significant impact on the existing and future municipal Official Planning process in Ontario.
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Admittedly, the issue of municipal restructuring had a direct impact on this ongoing thesis research process. 

On the negative side this caused a degree of uncertainty during the initial research steps which needed to be 

addressed, particularly in light of the fact that the Provincial restructuring process was only approximately 

half way to completion at that point The conclusion, however, was that restructuring of municipalities will 

fundamentally change their existing agendas and focus of municipal management thus directly impacting 

the Official Plan process. Although the potential existed that this would make the research process more 

difficult it was ultimately concluded that conversely, the restructuring issue would make this research 

more relevant and timely.

In fact the ongoing municipal restructuring process offered an opportunity for this research program. For 

example. those municipalities that had not been through restructuring as of January 1999. potentially 

viewed participation in this research as an opportunity to prepare for restructuring. Second, it was initially 

suspected and later validated that those municipalities that bad recently been restructured most probably 

bad not had time to update their Official Plan. As a result it was presumed they would also view 

involvement in this research process as an opportunity. Confirmation was given during the Focus Group 

and interview sessions during which comments were made on several occasions that participation in this 

research program was a timely opportunity for the selected municipalities.

The Provincial municipal restructuring process has continued throughout the course of this research. It is 

obvious that, in years to come, restructuring will change characteristics of municipalities; however, during 

this research process restructuring of Ontario municipalities was in its preliminary stages. The foil impact 

of restructuring is yet to come. Changes resulting from restructuring to date, have had minimum to no 

impact on this research program. The point is that Paris, Ontario is still the community of Paris as defined 

by the 1999 Statistics Canada census data, regardless of its subsequent name change to City of Brant-On- 

The-Grand.

A second issue of great importance to rural communities in Ontario is a downloading of services from the 

Provincial government to Ontario municipalities. The Province of Ontario maintains that municipal 
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restructuring saves Ontario taxpayers money and that it benefits communities by bringing greater focus on 

local services and making communities become more competitive in order to attract jobs and investment.“ 

Regardless, restructuring and downloading significantly impact rural community quality of life in terms of 

availability of local health services and provision of other services, including those related to local 

education, welfare subsidization, and subsidization of local infrastructure improvements.

Rural Ontario Context

Given the issues and changing dynamics of rural Ontario communities, it is important to this research to 

establish an understanding of the current rural community context in Ontario. Statistics Canada and 

OMAFRA provide descriptive and statistically based discussions and descriptions of the rural context in 

Ontario. Statistics Canada data was used as a primary source to draw on as a basis for determining 

selection of case study sites, providing a reference source for a statistical definition of'rural community’ 

based on population and density per square kilometer. Statistics Canada also provided a statistically 

based profile of rural community that was utilized as a factor in defining 'rural community'.

In addition to statistical data other valuable information was obtained. For example, in September. 1996. 

Dr. Ivan Felligi, Chief Statistician of Canada prepared a presentation on rural community statistical 

profiles,27 subsequently published on the Statistics Canada web site titled Understanding Rural Canada: 

Structures and Trends. The presentation provided insights into the rural Canadian context, and by 

association and for purposes of this research, has contributed significantly to a broad understanding of rural 

communities in Ontario. Dr. Felligi graphically identifies key structures and trends in rural Canadian 

municipalities affecting the rural social, economic and environmental context, as discussed below.

26. The source of these comments is a news conference on municipal restructuring given by the 
Honorable Steve Gilchrist, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing, Monday, August 23,1999. 
The content of this news conference was obtained fiom the Province of Ontario web site.

27. See Appendix 'C for details
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A second reference source was more regionally focused that Statistics Canada. OMAFRA. (Ontario 

Ministry of Agriculture, Fanns, and Rural Affairs) has provided further statistical and contextual definition 

of rural Ontario Communities as interpreted fiom Statistics Canada data. For example, OMAFRA provides 

a series of graphs specific to rural Ontario, again based on Statistics Canada data.

Appendix 'C contains both Statistics Canada and OMAFRA graphs and charts referred to herein. These 

charts and graphs are derived fiom OMAFRA sources and provide analysis of rural Ontario communities 

regarding social issues, (for example, rural farm and non-farm population as a percentage of total rural 

population ), economic datum ( off-farm income as a percentage of total farm family income), and 

environmental issues (such as types of predominant rural industries which may impact on environmental 

condition). With specific reference to environmental issues in rural areas, the OMAFRA information has 

been augmented with additional research sources, for example, University of Guelph researcher David 

Waltner-Toews (1996).

Rural Ontario Social. Economic, and Environmental Context

From a social perspective the Canadian rural community context is defined by Statistics Canada as being 

characterized by low population density and, on a Canada-wide basis, experiencing net population loss in 

rural areas due to out-migration to urban areas, particularly of rural youth. Other rural Ontario social 

characteristics include demographic indicators such as significantly fewer occurrences of assaults and other 

crimes of personal victimization in rural areas compared to urban areas. Also, rural residents are half as 

likely to feel unsafe while walking alone in their neighborhoods. From an education perspective, rural 

residents are half as likely to have obtained a university degree compared to their urban counterparts. 

Felligi (1996) backs this last finding up indicating that, by comparison, in 1991 16% of rural population 

had university degrees compared with 24% of populations in urban areas.

Regardless of overall net out-migration fiom rural areas, some rural municipalities gained employment 

opportunities at a fester rate than urban areas. Further, virtually all of Southern Ontario is experiencing a 

net gain and growth in family income, including rural municipalities. OMAFRA indicates a shrinking of 
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farm-related population in rural areas. Between 1961 and 1991 rural populations in Ontario, which had a 

direct connection to farming, declined significantly. Specifically the decline was from 35% total rural 

population in 1961, to 12% rural population in 1991 (see Figure #11). This indicates a significant 

economic shift in the Ontario rural context over a 30-year time frame away ftom the agricultural roots of 

rural communities.

Further substantiation of this is provided by comparing off-farm family income as a percentage of total 

family farm income in 1989 (at 45% total farm income) to off-farm income in 1995 (at 53% total). This is 

illustrated in Figure #12 below. Further, in 1991 agriculture and related services were ranked fourth in size 

in rural areas by OMAFRA (based on Statistics Canada data), behind Manufacturing in 1“ place. Retail 

Trade in 2nd place, and Health and Social Services in 3rd place2*. Related to this. OMAFRA illustrates that 

family income is significantly lower in rural areas than in urban areas, increasing, but staying 

proportionately lower as the population of the municipal entity increases. ”

The results of an OMAFRA-funded quantitative survey of rural community’ attitudes and perceptions30 

indicate that the majority of respondents (73%) perceived their rural community as being 'somewhat to very 

sustainable' in terms of a social / economic / environmental context. Environmental information was 

perceived to be of importance, second only to social information and ahead of economic information in 

importance. Participants in the survey ranked information on community and local culture, water quality, 

and local government as being most important to community sustainability.

28. See chart Rural Ontario Employment Industries Ranked by Size of the Labor Force in 1991. In 
Appendix'C

29. See Appendix'C, AfenSan Family Incomes in Ontario by Size of Municipality in 1986 and 1991.
30. See Appendix 'A* Communicating Sustainability Survey Results.
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FIGURE #11 
Rural and Non-Farm Population 

(Source: OMAFRA web site - January, 1999)
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Bryden (1994) points out that the state of environment in rural areas is making people anxious; however, a 

sense of impassable distance between rural residents and broader environmental issues coupled with 

pressures from economic globalization have minimized the effectiveness of pro-environmental efforts at a 

rural level. This attention to environment among rural community residents is possibly linked to strong 

historic and current ties between rural community and agriculture, which itself has more recently been 

characterized as unsustainable in its current form (Waltncr-Tocws 1996). Concepts of sustainability are 

ambiguous when applied to agriculture due to the fact that agriculture is partly dependent on manufactured 

inputs of fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, and fuel that deplete natural resources and have harmful effects 

on natural systems and processes such as watersheds.

There have been indications in recent years, of a de-emphasizing of the importance of agriculture in rural 

areas in favor of an increased emphasis on more comprehensive rural development and increased rural 

quality of life (Bryden 1994; Felligi 1996). An examination of this potential shift in emphasis focuses 

attention on several questions related to environmental issues within the current and future context of rural 

communities. For example, will this change, coupled with an apparent elevated level of interest and 

concern in environment among rural residents, result in a search for more environmentally responsive 

economic development as a replacement for agriculture?

The effects of this shift in focus on rural municipal sustainability could be of significance to this research if 

it influences the attitudes of the rural community public, especially if this attitude shift is away from 

traditional rural values towards more recent urban perceptions and expectations. This potential shift in 

attitude and related questions has a direct impact on this research, and the relevance of this is examined 

further along in this discussion.
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CASE STUDY SITES IN CONTEXT

Following is an examination of the ratal context of the five selected case study sites including Oro- 

Medonte, Erin, South Brace Peninsula, Usborne, and Puslinch, relating the contextual characteristics of 

these sites to the broader context of Ontario as a basis for comparison and analysis.

Township of Oro-Medonte

As the first of five selected rural municipal research sites, Oro-Medonte has functioned in part as a 

'research test site*. As such, the results of Oro-Medonte Focus Group 'A* and Focus Group B' have been 

documented herein as a ’benchmark' study for the overall research program. Oro-Medonte is located 

approximately 300 kms. north of the City of Toronto, Ontario on Lake Simcoe. The township had a 

permanent population of 16,000 in 1996, which expanded to 22,000 during summer months (The Planning 

Partnership 1997).

During the selection process, Oro-Medonte was compared to 1996 Provincial statistics in areas of 

education, percent employment in agriculture-related industry, average family income, and population 

density. The percent of population of Oro-Medonte over age 25 who have complete University is 12.4%. 

lower than the Provincial average of 15.7%. 7.3% of the population is employed in agriculture-related 

industry, compared to 3.1% provincially, and the average individual income is $26,771 compared to 

$27,309 per individual in the Province. Oro-Medonte is characterized by low population density.11

During the case study site selection process all 45 sites including Oro-Medonte were examined by 

comparing the site selection criteria to the individual municipal contexts”. As illustrated in Table #18, 

Appendix B', Oro-Medonte matches all social, economic, environmental, and other predetermined 

selection criteria except social. Oro-Medonte is the most northerly of the five selected case study sites (see 

Figure #13 below).

31. Low density is defined by Statistics Canada (1999) as less than 100 population per square mile.
32. See selection criteria, Table #15, Appendix *B*
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Oro-Medonte has been pro-active over the last decade in its planning efforts and has won a Provincial 

award for its efforts at integrating public involvement in an innovative manner into the Official Planning 

process. This factor alone makes the township a valuable study site for this research. Additional to this, 

Oro-Medonte has also taken proactive measures towards social, economic, and environmental 

sustainability. Communication with the public has been especially important to the staff and politicians of 

the municipality as demonstrated by the publishing of a regular council newsletter*3 that provides locally 

based community information of value to the community. These factors have made this site a 'benchmark’ 

case study area for this research as indicated above.

FIGURE #13 
Oro-Medonte Location Mao 

(source: Geographic Division, Statistics Canada, 1999)

33. Chapter Five presents a more detailed discussion of the Oro-Medonte Township Newsletter.
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Oro-Medonte Social, Economic, and Environmental Context

According to the Township of Oro-Medonte Official Plan (The Planning Partnership 1997), the township 

has an excellent quality of life created primarily by the rural character of the municipality. The township's 

open countryside, its farmlands and extensive wooded areas, the proximity of Lake Simcoe, and the 

presence of a number of small settlement areas that comprise the municipality define this character. From 

the Oro-Medonte Focus Group sessions, (May / June, 1999) it was revealed that the residents of Oro- 

Medonte generally have a sound knowledge of community history and an appreciation of the cultural 

heritage of the area. For example, it was explained that (according to the Focus Group participants) Oro- 

Medonte was the northern terminus of the Underground Railway1 that brought fugitive slaves from the 

American South during the Civil War to freedom in Canada. Related to this, the township claims it was the 

first place in Ontario where freed slaves were allowed to own and farm land.

Statistical profile details of Oro-Medonte are provided below. As earlier stated. Statistics Canada14 

provides a comparative statistical profile of individual municipalities in Ontario which addresses details of 

the municipality in terms of its demographics and economics. In the case of Oro-Medonte, Statistics 

Canada provides indications of the municipalities social character. Of persons 15 years and older, Oro- 

Medonte has an almost equal balance between male and female inhabitants (50.3% male, 49.7% female in 

1996) compared to Ontario as a whole (48.1% male, 51.9% female in 1996). In 1996 15.7% of the 

population of Ontario had completed University, compared to 12.4% in Oro-Medonte. Approximately 3% 

of residents of Ontario were engaged in farm-related economic activities, compared to 7.4% of the 

population of Oro-Medonte.

From a cultural perspective, the site of what is now Oro-Medonte was first settled around 2000 BC through 

First Nation's occupation of the area. European occupation commenced around 1650 AD, almost

34. The profiles for the selected municipal case study sites are provided in Appendix 'C
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4000 years later. Over 150 archaeological sites of significance have been identified in Oro-Medonte. As of 

1996, the township had within its boundaries 13 hamlets, which contained 30% of the potential supply of 

building lots, the remaining 70% of which were located in estate residential, shoreline, and recreational 

residential areas.

During the Focus Group sessions in Oro-Medonte, issues of municipal concern were identified, including 

the perception of outflow of jobs and dollars fiom the community to the surrounding municipalities of 

Barrie and Orillia1*. Regardless, this perception is challenged by the township's Official Plan which points 

out that, Oro-Medonte has historically had one of the region’s highest population growth rates (The 

Planning Partnership 1997) and by Statistics Canada1* figures for the year 1996, which confirm that Oro- 

Medonte's unemployment rate as of 1996 was 7.5%, lower than the Provincial rate of 9.1%. Felligi (1996) 

states that population growth among rural areas was the highest for those areas adjacent to metropolitan 

areas (for example, Oro-Medonte's close proximity to both Barrie and Orillia). He also states that positive 

net migration in several areas, including the Muskokas, is one of the factors contributing to strong 

population growth in these areas.17

Oro-Medonte's employment statistics indicate that 7.3% of the residents of the community were employed 

in agriculture-related and other resource-based industries in 1996, 21.2% were employed in manufacturing 

and construction industries, and 71.7% were employed in tertiary service industries. This profile is 

consistent with OMAFRA's rural analysis1*, which indicates that manufacturing is the largest rural 

employment sector, with agriculture as the fourth largest sector of employment in rural areas. This 

also indicates that the township is dependent on its natural / recreational resources for employment for a 

significant portion of its population, an observation that has been reflected in the views and perceptions of

35. Taken fiom the Oro-Medonte Focus Group sessions held May / June, 1999 in Oro-Medonte
36. See Appendix'C
37. Oro-Medonte is located at the southern end of the Muslmlta Tourist Area
38. See the chart Rural Ontario Employment Industry Ranked by Size of Labour Force in 1991 in 

Appendix'C
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the Focus Group participants and which has been supported by the township's Official Plan (The Planning 

Partnership 1997).

According to the people of the township, Oro-Medonte has an excellent quality of life characterized by its 

rural atmosphere, extensive open countryside, the proximity of Lake Simcoe and Bass Lake and its 

relatively natural character. These qualities are of great importance to the community. The community is 

composed of significant environmental and topographic features that contribute to its strong sense of place. 

The physical make-up of the township features rolling uplands that provide recharge to the headwaters of 

six watersheds, in addition to vast forest tracts and a healthy number of wetland areas which are home to 

diverse wildlife populations.

The township contains the Oro-Moraine, which serves as headwaters for the six watersheds mentioned 

above. Control of extraction of water for commercial purposes is a primary concern of the municipal plan, 

as is preservation of agricultural lands, both of which are perceived as being of fundamental importance to 

the character of the community. The Oro-Moraine is an important major environmental feature of the 

township, which is also significant from a housing, recreationaL economic, and historic perspective. 

Specifically, the topography of the moraine is attractive to house builders and is ideal for recreational 

activities such as skiing. Its mineral aggregate resources are very attractive to surrounding industry and are 

the subject of competition (The Planning Partnership 1997, 13).

Summary: Oro-Medonte Context in Perspective

The Township of Oro-Medonte's context is characterized by a unique and high quality of life, which is 

enjoyed by its residents. Oro-Medonte is located in a region of Ontario that is experiencing a net 

population growth during a time of relative economic prosperity. The township has experienced an 

approximate 6% growth in population between 1991 and 1996. Economically, the township enjoys a lower 

unemployment rate than the Provincial average.
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Regardless, environmental quality and environmental preservation concerns have been expressed by the 

residents, perhaps linked directly to the fact that over 70% of Oro-Medonte's work force is employed in 

service-related industry, a significant portion of this tied to tourism, which in turn, is dependent on high 

quality natural resources. Based on the research referenced herein and the Focus Group and Key Informant 

Interviews results, the residents of Oro-Medonte view their community as a highly desirable place to live; 

however, they understand the implications of achieving a balance of their current social, economic, and 

environmental context as a basis for continued community sustainability.

Town of Erin

At the time of the conducting of the Focus Group sessions and the preparation of the results write up, Erin 

was in the planning stages of development of a new Official Plan for the newly amalgamated Town of Erin. 

This effort was driven by provincial restructuring and came into effect in January 1999, causing an 

amalgamation of the Township of Erin and the Village of Erin. As the Official Plan development process 

is currently underway, the two documents reviewed for purposes of this research were the Township of Erin 

Official Plan (Township of Erin 1998) and the Official Plan For The Village of Erin (County of Wellington 

1996). The following discussion focuses on these documents. The former Village of Erin, which is now 

the largest urbanized center within the Town of Erin municipal boundaries, is located in Wellington 

County, forty kilometers west of Metropolitan Toronto and thirty kilometers east of the City of Guelph, 

Ontario. The population of the Village of Erin was 2,489 in 1991, and 2,633 in 1996 (Statistics Canada, 

1999). The former Township of Erin surrounded the Village of Erin. The population of the Township of 

Erin was 7,361 in 1991 and 8,024 in 1996. Utilizing these combined population figures it is estimated that 

the current Town of Erin had a population of 10,657 in 1996.

Town of Erin Social. Economic, and Environmental Context

The Village of Erin began as a river settlement, established on the banks of the West Credit River in the 

early I800's (County of Wellington 1996, 1). Scenic rolling countryside, good quality farmland and 

important environmental features including rivers, wetlands, and forested areas characterize the current 

Town of Erin. The new Town of Erin is the location for several small hamlets in addition to the original
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Village of Erin, including Hillsburg, Ballinafad, Cedar Valley, Crewson's Corners, Orton, and Ospringe. In 

terms of gender, the Village of Erin and the township both had a higher population of males in 1996.39

39. See Statistics Canada data on Erin Community profile, Appendix 'C.

FIGURE #14 
Town of Erin Location Mao 

(Source: Geographic Division, Statistics Canada, 1999)

Of interest is the fact that while Erin Village had significantly lower percent of population who finished 

University than the Provincial average (10.3% locally compared to 15.7% Provincially) the Township of 

Erin had a higher percent of persons with a University degree (17.5%) than the Provincial average 

(Statistics Canada 1999). The population of the Village of Erin has experienced a notable increase in 

population recently, as illustrated by a comparison of Statistics Canada population figures for the period 

1991 to 1996. Specifically, the current Village of Erin grew by 607 people, or 6.1% during this five-year 

period According to the Official Plan for the Village of Erin (County of Wellington 1996) this increase is 

due to the attraction of new residents from the Greater Toronto area.
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The now outdated Township of Erin Official Plan (Township of Erin 1998) and Official Plan for the 

Village of Erin (County of Wellington 1996) emphasized the rural character of the area as a positive and 

highly desirable characteristic that the residents wished to preserve. Conversely, both documents 

acknowledged a desire to attract economic development and increase tax bases. Taken together, the 

combined issues of economic and population growth pose a dilemma for the preservation of rural 

characteristics identified as a social priority by the above referenced documents, a point reinforced during 

the Focus Group and Key Informant Interviews sessions.

Further to this, the Community Vision communicated by the Official Plan for the Village of Erin. 

characterized the Village of Erin as embodying 'traditional community values' and a 'small town* character 

with single detached homes as the dominant housing form. The enhancement and preservation of the 

natural environment and associated recreational values was viewed also as a primary goal. As 

reinforcement to this, the Township of Erin Official Plan (Township of Erin 1998) identified agriculture as 

a primary component of the landscape.

In 1996 the Village of Erin experienced a low unemployment rate of 8.7% compared with the Provincial 

unemployment rate of 9.1% at that time. The Village of Erin also experienced higher than average personal 

income in 1996 of $30,243.00 compared to the Provincial figure of $27,309.00 per person. In the Village 

2.2% of the population was employed in agriculture and related industry at that time, compared with 3.1% 

in the province. However, approximately 6% of the population of the Township was employed in 

agriculture and related industry in 1996*". The Township of Erin had a significantly lower than Provincial 

unemployment rate during 1996 (4.6%). Average 1996 total income in the township was also significant in 

that it was $34,646.00, approximately $7,300.00 per person higher than Provincial figures.

The Official Plan for the Village of Erin (County of Wellington 1996) has taken a pro-development stand 

for purposes of achieving an expanded tax base. Economic growth for these purposes is actively sought, at 

40. See Village of Erin statistical profile, Appendix 'C
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the expense of environmental enhancement For example, stated economic objectives ate to provide for 

commercial use, which requires large lots for buildings, "to encourage attractive industrial areas 

through appropriate design standards", and to provide all new residential and commercial development in 

the municipality with "a full range of services” (3).

The Township of Erin Official Plan (Township of Erin 1995, 6) proceeds more cautiously on economic 

development issues, seeking to provide for a range of economic and land use development that incorporates 

rural-based activities and those uses that are appropriate to the township’s rural character and the 

preservation of its important natural resources. A goal of the Township of Erin Official Plan (Township of 

Erin 1995) is also to ensure that development does not place undue financial burden on its tax base.

The Township of Erin places a high priority on environmental protection, in some cases making this a high 

priority relative to economic development. For example, protection of water resources is a priority in the 

approval of economic development Economic development is encouraged / required to take steps such as 

water resource mapping, hydrology assessment as part of the site development approval processing, and 

water conservation measures incorporated in new development (7). Further, the Township of Erin Official 

Plan (Township of Erin 1995) calls for preservation and wise management of all natural resources, 

recognizing that natural resources are important for a variety of reasons including performance of a number 

of life-sustaining functions and as habitat for wildlife.

The Official Plan for the Village of Erin (County of Wellington 1996) also recognizes importance of some 

natural features such as wetlands in terms of their provision of "continuous sustainable environmental, 

economic, and social benefits that contribute to the high quality of life" in the Village (10). Regardless, the 

Village Official Plan will only give consideration to designation of wetlands for protection in balance with 

economic and social issues and factors. The Village seeks to minimize negative impact of industry while at 

the same time promoting diversification of the local tax base, emphasizing that natural resources are valued 
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for their recreational qualities, with the provision that the community be protected from the characteristics 

of the natural environment, which "can pose a threat to public health and safety" (32).

Summary: Town of Erin Context in Perspective

The new Town of Erin is characterized by a generally higher level of education among its population than 

found Provincially. Due to its close proximity to the Greater Toronto Metropolitan Area, the town has 

experienced an increase in population growth, and higher-than-average economic growth over the last 

decade41. The former Village of Erin and Township of Erin both agreed that the area is characterized by 

high quality natural environments and a desirable rural character. Regardless, from an economic 

perspective the township placed higher value of sustainable development than did the Village. For 

example, the Village of Erin placed environmental protection and enhancement within, and secondary to, 

economic growth and sustainability of the existing social character.

In the introduction section of the Township of Ejin Official Plan (Township of Erin 1995,4), the township 

proclaims that it fully supports the concept of sustainable development, and that "all development proposals 

and public undertakings will be measured against this concept". Conversely, the Official Plan for the 

Village of Ejin (County of Wellington 1996) lists eight vision statement components, none of which 

address sustainable development In fact three of the points listed address economic goals, for example, 

new job opportunities and municipal tax revenues; three points address social goals enhancement of quality 

of life, and preservation of traditional community values; and, only two points address environmental goals, 

including enhancement protection, and preservation of natural features for purposes of recreation, 

ecological and aesthetic opportunities (2 - 3).

On a positive note, both the former township and village Official Plan documents addressed issues of 

heritage conservation and preservation, pointing out the social and economic benefits of such policy. For

41. See Village of Erin statistical profile, in Appendix 'C
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example, the Village of Erin considered heritage resources to be a source of local pride and a benefit to the 

local economy through its attraction to tourists (16). The Township of Erin views heritage resources more 

holistically, incorporating natural and cultural features within the definition.

Town of South Bruce Peninsula

The Town of South Bruce Peninsula was established in January 1999 through the amalgamation of the 

former Township of Albemarle, Township of Amabel, Village of Hempworth, and Town of Wiarton. As 

with the Town of Erin, this effort was driven by Provincial restructuring, coming into effect in January 

1999, through an amalgamation of the Townships of Amabel and Albermarle, the Town of Wiarton, and 

the Village of Hempworth. As the new Town of South Bruce Official Plan development process is 

currently underway, the two documents reviewed for purposes of this research were the Township of 

Amabel Official Plan (Township of Amabel 1986), and the Town of Wiarton Community Plan (Wiarton 

Town Council 1995). The following discussion focuses on these documents.

The current Town of South Bruce Peninsula is approximately 536 square kilometers in size with a 1999 

population of approximately 8000 year-round residents, swelling to almost 30.000 in summer seasons.42 

The town, located in the County of Bruce at the base of the Bruce Peninsula is geographically situated 

between Georgian Bay and Lake Huron.

42. 44. See Appendix 'C', statistical profile for Town of South Bruce Peninsula.
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FIGURE #15
Town of South Bruce Peninsula Location Map 

(source: Town of South Bruce Peninsula web site, 2000)

Town of South Bruce Peninsula Social. Economic, and Environmental Context

The town had experienced a positive growth over the period 1991 to 1996 according to Statistics Canada. 

Specifically, the town grew from a population of 7,281 in 1991 to a population of7,534 in 1996, a growth 

rate of 3.5 %. Only 11.5% of the population 25 years or older had completed university, compared with 

18.8% Province-wide0. Although the region had been inhabited by native North Americans for several 

thousand years, the present day Town of South Bruce Peninsula was originally settled by Europeans in the 

middle of the 19th Century, and there is evidence of a European presence in the area much earlier, due to 

trading and exploration activities.

43. Town of South Bruce Peninsula weh site
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In the mid-1800's land was acquired from natives by English settlers. A town plot was laid out in 1855 and 

named Wiarton after then Governor General of Canada Sir Edmund Head’s birthplace. Wiarton had a 

population of over 750 in 1880, and a profitable railway line was opened, connecting the community to the 

south. The present day Town of South Bruce Peninsula consists of several small hamlets (in addition to the 

Town of Wiarton), including Sauble Beach, Oliphant and Red Bay, Hepworth and the Village of Colpoys**.

According to the Wiarton Community Plan (Wiarton Town Council 1995) the Town of Wiarton had its first 

official Plan prepared and adopted in 1975. The Official Plan for the Town of Wiarton, as Part B of the 

Bruce Peninsula Official Plan (Bruce County 1995), was intended to guide the town's growth and 

development for a period of 17 years, until 1991. Amended several times over this 17-year period, the 

Wiarton Official Plan served as the principal municipal planning document until 1992 when municipal 

council called for the preparation of a new Wiarton Community Plan, which was finished in 1995 (Wiarton 

Town Council 1995.4).

Wiarton's economy boomed in the early part of the 20th Century with an economy based on fishing, 

sawmills and furniture making. The boom did not last long, ending shortly after the First World War with 

the dwindling of the natural resources of the area due to unsustainable harvest practices (Wiarton Town 

Council, 1995). Currently, approximately 10% of the population is employed in agriculture and other 

resource - related services, compared to a Provincial rate of 3.1% according to Statistics Canada (1999) 

figures for the year 1996**. The 1996 unemployment rate at 9.8% was higher than the Provincial rate of 

9.1% Significantly, 73% of the town's population age 15 or over was employed in service industries in 

1996, and approximately 13% were employed in manufacturing activities. Since 1975, Wiarton and 

surrounding region have experienced moderate growth in areas of rural non-farm residential 

development, retirement settlement, and tourism.

44. Again, this information is from the Town of South Bruce web site
45. Town of South Bruce Peninsula web site
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Fanning around the Town of Wiarton continues to generally be a viable economic activity focused on 

vegetable garden and beef production. However, wider spread fanning activities, especially in the north 

part of the town, are marginal due in part to rocky soils, shorter growing season, and unsuitable topography. 

Related to this, the principal industrial activity is the mining and processing of aggregates, and quarrying 

(Township of Amabel 1983).

The Town of South Bruce Peninsula is characterized by a local abundance of natural scenery and 

recreational opportunities. Situated at the gateway to the new Parks Canada operated Fathom Five National 

Marine Park, centered on the Village of Tobermory at the north-most tip of the Bruce Peninsula, Wiarton 

and other settlement areas within the town benefit from flow of tourists north and southbound along 

Provincial Highway 6. The town offers the tourist opportunities for recreational activities including 

fishing, camping, and swimming, supported by excellent beach locations.

Past experience with unsustainable economic and related activities affecting regional natural resources has 

caused concern and resulted in a desire for planning practices that incorporate principles of preservation 

and sustainable management of local natural resources. The Wiarton Community Plan (Wiarton Town 

Council 1995) for example, addresses a conununity Vision that states "it is important that future growth of 

Wiarton is effectively managed and fiscally responsible. It must be based on the sustainable use of the 

area's natural and social resources and not at the expense of Wiarton's environment and small town 

character" (3).

The new Town of South Bruce is dependent to a significant degree on its local and regional natural 

resources for its quality of life and economic basis, both currently and into the predictable future. To this 

end the Community Plan (1995) states emphatically that natural hazard lands such as floodplains, areas 

subject to erosion, and environmentally sensitive lands of importance shall not be built on (40). Further, 

infill development is encouraged and specific development within lands designated environmentally 

protected, is prohibited.
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Recreational open space is recognized for its community significance and value and is addressed within the 

Community Plan. Where possible, recreational lands take advantage of the unique natural features of the 

municipality. Policy of the municipality is designed to encourage growth of recreational facilities. For 

example, a specific goal of the Wiarton Conununity plan is to increase quality and quantity of parklands as 

the community grows.

Summary: Town of South Bruce Context in Perspective

The new Town of South Bruce Peninsula, like its new neighbors to the south, faces a task of building on 

collective past planning efforts and rebuilding a new municipal Official Plan. The Town of Wiarton was 

historically, and still is, the urban focus of the region. Municipal government for the new town is seated in 

Wiarton. Wiarton is a full service community within the broader community of the Town of South Bruce 

Peninsula.

The Town of South Bruce Peninsula has experienced a positive population growth rate in recent years 

although, unemployment is higher than the Provincial average.4* Growth has been experienced in areas of 

retirement settlement within the community and in service industries related to tourism. This growth has 

potential negative implications for the much-treasured regional natural character47. Obviously a balance 

will have to be achieved between these somewhat opposing forces. A positive indicator for a balanced and 

healthy outcome in future years is the informed approach taken by the 1995 Wiarton Community Plan.

46. See Appendix 'C, statistical profile for Town of South Bruce Peninsula
47. See Appendix C far Town af Smith Brace Pentnsnla Statistical Profile

Township of Usborne

Due to Usborne Township’s location in eastern Huron County, the Official Plan, which affects municipal 

planning within the Township of Usborne, is produced by the County of Huron Department of Planning 

(Huron County 1998). The Usborne Township SecondaryPlan (Township of Usborne 1979) directly 

addressed the Planning of the township within the framework of the Huron County Official Plan (Huron 

County 1998). Due to the outdated nature of the secondary plan and, at the time of writing, current
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restructuring discussions that may significantly affect the township, the primary focus of this research has 

been on the Huron County Official Plan (1998).

Usborne Township had a 1996 population of 1,535, a small drop of just over 1% over the period 1991 to 

1996. The township is relatively small (178 square kilometers in size). The Usborne Township Secondary 

Plan (Township of Usborne 1979) described the township as having a population of 1647, with a 

predominately agricultural land use (95% of the land base is rated Class 1 and 2 agriculture capability 

land). Four hamlets make up the urban population of the township that has been farmed since the middle of 

the 19th Century. The land has very suitable topography for agriculture, being relatively flat to rolling with 

little in the way of significant natural features, which could distract from agricultural production through 

preservation or conversion to *urban character* recreational use.

FIGURE #16

Usborne Township Location Map 
(Source: Geographic Division, Statistics Canada, 1999)
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Town of Usborne Social Economic, and Environmental Context

The township is characterized by its rural agricultural context, which historically has been the case over the 

last century and a half. The main service center for the township is the Town of Exeter. Other hamlets 

include Elimville, Winchelsea and Farquar, and the hamlets of Kirkton and Woodham, both located only 

partly in the township. The first post office in the township was established in Farquar in 1862. Elimsville 

had its own post office by 1869 and also had a town hall and garage, a hotel, two stores, and two churches 

at its peak population level of 100, prior to the turn of the 20th century. These hamlets historically played 

an important part in the township and its development, as centers for legal, commercial, and social 

activities in a time when transportation was limited to horse drawn vehicles, and it was difficult to go 

beyond the region for these services (29-30).

The intention of the 1976 Township of Usborne Secondary Plan was to "encourage Elimville, Kirkton, and 

Woodham to develop in their own style and to the satisfaction of the residents" (11). The Huron County 

Official Plan illustrates a shift in focus in its statement that "the goal of the community is to pursue 

economic activity that maintains or enhances the quality of life and is compatible with the community and 

the environment" (7). Further the document clearly states that the goal of the community is to provide 

community services, which involve cooperation with agencies and other levels of government, with an 

emphasis "on communication technology, education, and information sharing to increase accessibility, 

efficiency, and effectiveness of community services" (5). The township of Usborne had a lower-than- 

Provincial-average percent of population over 25 years of age with a University degree in 1996. According 

to Statistics Canada4* only 6.3% had completed University, compared to a Province-wide average of 

15.7%.

In 1996, of the total population of the township over 15 years old, 26.5% were employed in agriculture and 

related resource-based industry (compared to 3.1% for the Province). An additional 23% of this population 

segment was employed in manufacturing and construction, and the balance (50.5%) was employed in

48. See Appendix 'C, statistical profile for Township of Usborne. 
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service industries. The unemployment rate in the township was only 3.6% cmpared to a Provincial 

unemployment rate of 9.1% at that time. This represents an economic condition that is strongly based in 

agriculture, while at the same time, fairly well diversified and with good job opportunities for its residents.

The Usborne Township Secondary Plan (1979) stated simply "Usborne Township is a farming township" 

(15). This statement is based on the township's rich soils, gentle topography and temperate climate. Its 

close proximity to large urban centers such as London has made Usborne prosperous and thriving since the 

time of its settlement Beef, dairy, hog, poultry, cash crop, and mixed farming activities do well in the 

township. Other economic activities include aggregate extraction based on the existence of extensive 

glacial spillways, which provide excellent gravel deposits. Sand and gravel extraction operations represent 

a significant economic resource for the township, as emphasized in the Secondary Plan (Township of 

Usborne Secondary Plan 1979) and demonstrated in the statistical analysis discussed above.

The Huron County Official Plan (Huron County 1998, 3) addresses countywide economic characteristics 

and conditions, stating that "agriculture in Huron is of national significance. Huron leads all counties and 

regions in Ontario in total value of production, and it also exceeds the total production of several 

provinces...the continuing health of agriculture is important...from a broad community and economic 

perspective". The Official Plan further addresses core issues which concern and effect the community, 

including agriculture, community services, the natural environment, extractive resources, and settlement 

patterns (1). In terms of the economic implications of aggregate extraction, the Official Plan emphasizes 

that this resource is rich but not infinite and not without its associated environmental implications, 

requiring essential conservation and management strategies with specific emphasis on minimizing impact 

on the agricultural capabilities of the landscape and on the natural environment.

It is interesting to examine the 1976 Township of Usborne Secondary Plan (Township of Usborne 1979) 

from the perspective of its environmental focus and priorities. These priorities differ from the 199H Huron 

County Official Plan (Huron County 1998) position and view in terms of the lack of emphasis of the 

Secondary Plan document on environmental issues. For example, the 1976 Secondary Plan (Township of
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Usborne 1979) has a minor section dedicated to a discussion of these issues, which is separate ftom, not 

integrated into, the overall body of the report, whereas the Huron County Official Plan (Huron County 

1998) integrates environmental concepts and principles throughout the discussion of economy and 

conununity. The Huron Official Plan makes every effort to directly link social and economic aspects with 

environmental issues. The Official Plan emphasizes, for example, that the goal of the community is 

support and cooperation for the forming community in use of sound management principles that enhance 

and protect the environment (3). Stewardship practices are encouraged.

The Secondary Plan (Township of Usborne 1979) does demonstrate foresight in identifying that in 1976 

Usborne had a "critically small area of natural environment amounting to less than 3% of the total land 

area...made up of scattered farm wood lots and the trees and vegetation along.... rivers and the creeks" (7- 

8). The fundamental supportive role of natural environments in ground water recharge, retention, drainage, 

erosion control and habitat is discussed, and a proposal is made for protection of the existing condition and 

re-establishment of the natural environment within the township.

Summary: Township of Usborne Context in Perspective

Based on a review of the context of the township, it appears that Usborne has a high quality of life 

characterized by rich past history, prosperity, and desirable rural context Agriculture is a particularly 

profitable economic pursuit in Usborne Township that has prospered over the last ISO years. Although the 

population of Usborne has a lower-than-Provincial-average level of education, they enjoy a higher-than- 

Provincial-average opportunity for employment

In spite of the low unemployment rate however, according to Statistics Canada (1999) figures for 1996, 

Usborne residents earn, on average, significantly less annual income per person than their provincial 

counterparts ($20,800.00 per person compared to $27,309.00 Provincially). Overall, as with most 

municipalities in Ontario and elsewhere, environment has emerged as an increasingly important factor, 

which effects economy and quality of life. As an illustration of this, environmental issues are being 

increasingly addressed within municipal Official Plans.
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For example, the demonstrated difference in approach and perspective to environmental issues between the 

two Usborne Township documents most probably relates to the difference in public and political attitudes 

towards environment Over the 22-year period, which separates the two documents, much has changed 

Environmental issues have come to the forefront in education and the press. Economic activities are still as 

vital to the continuation of municipalities, although they are increasingly related to health of environment 

Based on examples discussed herein, the links between environmental health on the one hand, and 

economic and social health on the other, appear to have become more transparent to the municipal public 

and the decision-makers. This is certainly the case with the Township of Usborne.

Township of Puslinch

The Township of Puslinch is a ‘rural community’ with a difference. Puslinch Township is located directly 

to the south of the City of Guelph, Ontario (with a population of approximately 100.000 people), and 

immediately to the north of the City of Cambridge, Ontario (population of Cambridge is approximate to 

Guelph). The township is bisected by Highway 401, the major multi-lane highway that connects Windsor. 

Ontario to Toronto, and on to Ottawa and Montreal in the east (County of Wellington 1998).

The municipality meets several key criteria, which categorize it as a rural community, including higher than 

Provincial economic activity based on agriculture and a population fewer than 10.000 with low density 

compared to urban areas. The township has a land area of 215.8 square kilmeters4’. Given a 1996 

population of 5,416, the land / population density is 25 people per square kilometer. From this research 

perspective, the pivotal issue is that the Township of Puslinch is quite possibly poised on the edge of 

making a transition from 'rural* to ’urban’ character over the first half of the 21“ Century. This makes it a 

dynamic and interesting case study subject, which provides a unique counter balance to the other 4 case 

study sites. Following is a discussion of the context of the study area.

49. See Appendix *C* statistical profile for the Township of Puslinch.
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The population of the Township of Puslinch was 4,943 in 1991, growing to 5,416 in 1996, according to 

Statistics Canada. This represents a growth rate of approximately 9% between 1988 and 1991 and between 

1991 and 1996. Overall, between 1988 and 1996 the township grew approximately 19%*. This growth 

rate is not surprising considering the location of the township, combined with the presence of economically 

attractive and highly sought after land available for development within its boundaries. This development 

pressure is often in conflict with the economic resources of the township as discussed below.

FIGURE #17

Puslinch Location Map

Township of Puslinch Social. Economic, and Environmental Context

There are five hamlets in the Township of Puslinch. The hamlets of Aricell, Puslinch, and Crieff are 

primarily residential centers. The hamlets of Aberfoyle and Morriston serve the more important role of 

providing a variety of facilities for the township residents, including commercial services, municipal 

services and educational services. The township and the region (County of Wellington and area) have a 

50. This represents 872 people in 8 years. See Appendix 'C for Statistics Canada data sources
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rich history of European settlement going back over two hundred years. The largest single use of land in 

the township has remained virtually unchanged over that time period and remains today as agriculture.

Aggregate extraction is also an important land use in the township, driven by the needs of adjacent urban 

growth in Guelph and Cambridge (County of Wellington 1998). Statistics Canada51 indicates that Puslinch 

has a higher than average level of education indicated by the percent of the population over 25 years old 

that have completed a University degree. Specifically, 22.6% of the population had a University degree in 

1996, compared to a Provincial average of 18.8%.

In 1996 Puslinch had an unemployment rate of 5.1% compared to a Provincial unemployment rate of 9.1%. 

The average total personal income per year was at that time, $33,029.00 in the township, compared with 

$27,309.00 Province-wide. Of the total individuals employed in the township, 10.5% were employed in 

agriculture and related industry, 28% were employed in manufacturing and construction, and the balance 

(61.5%) were employed in service related industries.

Again, agriculture is the primary land use in the township. The municipality has. in fact, taken measures 

"to ensure that Agriculture remains the dominant land use"(12). These measures include "to ensure that 

agricultural areas are protected from harassment and conflict from non-farm residents and non-farm related 

uses, and to encourage the location of uses not primarily related to agriculture in hamlets or other 

appropriate designations”. In terms of aggregate extraction the Official Plan for the Township of Puslinch 

(County of Wellington 1998) points out that a significant portion of the local aggregate resources are in 

high demand due to their Provincial significance, close proximity to large urban areas, and high quality. 

The Official Plan further identifies a conflict between agricultural use and aggregate extraction in as much 

as aggregate resources of primary significance are often located on agricultural lands that are also of 

primary significance. There is also pressure to develop lands that are viable farming lands or locations of 

valuable aggregate deposits.

51. Again, see Appendix C for Community Statistical Profiles
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The Official Plan for the Township of Puslinch (County of Wellington 1998) proposes to encourage 

rehabilitation of post-extraction lands to either an agricultural use or other appropriate uses such as for 

housing, industrial, commercial and recreation uses, or natural areas. The township Official Plan adopts a 

wide and somewhat curious definition of conservation, which includes "predominant use of land...for 

agriculture, forestry, conservation of soil or wildlife, open air recreation, public or private park and open 

grounds of such buildings as may be permitted in any adjacent land use classification. Lands so designated 

are intended primarily for preservation and conservation of the natural land and / or environment" (31).

This statement is indicative of the approach to environment taken within this pro-economic document. The 

document does recognize that many of the waterways in the township are of Provincial significance due to 

their ecological and biological significance. Regardless, the approach to policy development that protects 

and enhances these lands is overshadowed by the bias towards preservation of agriculture and expanding 

economic opportunities for the municipality, two goals that are somewhat at odds.

An examination of issues and policy effecting Puslinch Lake also provides a good example of this 

predominantly economic priority. The document acknowledges that Puslinch Lake (the largest body of 

water in this region aside from Lake Ontario) is quite sensitive to development and use. and so. should be 

protected from over development and over use. Regardless, the Official Plan states that "as a non

renewable resource there is a need to recognize and protect these natural areas, while also recognizing the 

need to allow for desirable recreational development" (37).

Summary: Township of Puslinch Context in Perspective

The Township of Puslinch is characterized by its unique context, which includes its location almost in the 

middle of the most populated urban area in the Province, and for that matter, Canada. The township still 

retains pride in its two hundred plus years of rural history in spite of the urban pressures surrounding it. 

Regardless, conflicts within the township between urban forces and rural forces are becoming more evident 

and more urgent. Puslinch is feeing significant change brought about by the pressures of urbanization that 

surround it, and has placed a high priority on both economic development and specifically, agricultural 
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preservation. This position has inherent conflicts attached to it, including issues of development of 

agricultural lands for residential, industrial and commercial uses, as well as for extraction purposes. 

Complicating this, the township is host to Provincially significant waterways and their associated lands. 

Agricultural land use is often at odds with preservation of environmentally sensitive lands.

The Official Plan document does not propose any specific policies that will strongly support and promote 

environmental protection and enhancement, due to the obvious conflict between such policies and its pro- 

economic stance. Given this context it is predictable that the township will experience increased 

occurrences of current conflicts between social, environmental, and economic factors, which will continue 

until a balance is achieved.

SUMMARY OF CASE STUDY SITE CONTEXT

This chapter has provided an overview of the context of the five case study sites from a social, economic, 

and environmental viewpoint. This overview has provided a perspective of the context of these case study 

sites as a basis for the continuing discussion of the research results in the following sections.

The main commonalties, which connect these five rural Ontario municipal case study sites are discussed as 

follows:

Population: all five case study sites are under 10,000 population

Agriculture: all five case study sites have a higher-than-Provincial level of population employed in

agriculture and related industry.

*Ruralitv*: based on a review of the five case study site Official Plan documents, all case study sites

value their 'rurality', or rural character, although this is interpreted somewhat differently 

from community to community.

The primary differences in the context of the communities utilized as case study sites can also be summed 

up as follows:
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Location: the range of locations of the five municipalities was significantly different as they were

scattered throughout Southern Ontario from Puslinch in the south, to South Bruce 

Peninsula in the north west, and Oro-Medonte in the north-east

Income: the three most northerly municipal case study sites Oro-Medonte, South Bruce, and

Usborne) had lower-than-Provincial average personal annual incomes, whereas the two 

southern sites (Puslinch and Erin) had higher-than-Provincial average personal annual 

incomes.

Employment: the Town of South Bruce Peninsula had a higher-than-Provincial average unemployment

rate in 1996, with all other sites reporting a lower-than-Provincial average unemployment 

rate for that year.

Education: All case study sites except the Township of Puslinch had a lower-than-Provincial average

rate of population with less than University-level education (signified by completion of a 

University degree program as defined by Statistics Canada, 1999).

To summarize, the five case study sites offer varied social, economic and environmental context. The 

issues related to the individual contexts of the municipal case study sites are varied as well. Many of these 

issues relate to the global context and, in particular, the broad range of issues linked to globalization. The 

Township of Usborne and the Township of Puslinch are most affected by the phenomenon of globalization. 

The Town of South Bruce Peninsula is least affected at present There are also issues related to the local 

community that are shared to a greater or lesser extent by all five case study sites. These issues include 

preservation of the local rural character and farmlands as a desirable quality of the community. Other 

issues shared by case study sites include a sense of disconnection to rural community caused by influx of 

urbanites.

All Ontario municipalities share provincial restructuring and downloading issues; however, the impact is. 

experienced perhaps more deeply at a rural community level because of their underlying nature. 

definition rural communities are small in population and generally lack the economic resources enjoyed by 

larger urban municipalities.
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Some of the essential services, which are disrupted in the restructuring process, are central to the existence 

of rural communities a. Regardless of the varied nature of context-related issues, all five case study sites 

have addressed their respective contexts and proposed related measures to deal with identified issues. All 

case study sites have prepared municipal documentation that, to a greater or lesser extent, addresses 

problems and potential for seeking solutions to social, economic, and environmental goals and issues.

This addressing of local issues of importance is accomplished through the Official Plan process and is 

embodied in each municipality’s planning documents as a statement of policy for facilitating a sustainable 

development process for the community. The Official Planning process is accomplished in part in all five 

case study sites, by the inclusion of the municipal public in the planning process to a greater or lesser extent 

depending on municipality. The following chapter reviews this planning documentation and discusses the 

success of each including public participation in the process of facilitating rural community sustainability.

52. To expand on this observation, Fuller (1994, 134-136) discusses the traditional functions and 
characteristics of rural communities including serving as a focal point for essential local and 
regional services such as health care, commerce and school facilities.



162

CHAPTER FIVE

MUNICIPAL DOCUMENT ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

The focus of the discussion in this section shifts from the context of the municipal case study sites to the 

content of the Official Plans of the municipal case study sites. Specifically, the five case study 

municipalities each have municipal Official Plans that vary in terms of scope, goals and intent Oro- 

Medonte for example, has produced a comprehensive municipal Official Plan and has provided extensive 

published background information as support documentation. Other municipalities have produced 

fundamental Official Plans to the extent required by the Province, and at least two, the Town of South 

Bruce Peninsula and The Town of Erin, are currently in the process of initiating a program of developing 

new Official Plans, driven by the recent Provincial / municipal restructuring initiative discussed earlier.

The research method for municipal Official Planning documentation review involved application of the T2 

Key Words* search technique first presented in the introductory discussion of the core literature review 

results53. The initial step involved a review of the Land Use Planning and Protection Act (Province of 

Ontario 1996a) and related documentation. Following the completion of this review, an initial reading of 

all documents provided by the municipalities was completed.

53. The source of. and rationale for the '12 Key Words' analysis framework is discussed in detail 
in the introductory section of Chapter Two.

Briefly, on completion of an initial read-through of the material, a second more focused review in the form 

of the *12 Key Words' search of the municipal Official Plan and related support documents was undertaken. 

Key Words’ were drawn from the global literature review and Official Plan documents review. The Key 

Words' list, as described in the introduction to Chapter 2 evolved with use.
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The analysis process was not strictly quantitative (Holst, 1969,5). Although not the only criterion utilized, 

in general the greater number of words matched in the document, the more relevant and important the 

document is to the research effort. Rather, a 'general word count', meaningless in itself as an indicator, was 

balanced with qualitative factors related to content. These qualitative factors include the context in which 

the search word is embedded (Krippendorff, 1980, 10). For example, ’sustainable' used to describe activity 

is interpreted differently than when used to describe a noun such as 'community*. A second qualitative 

factor was how the term was utilized within the document, for example, the term 'environment* implying 

'context* as opposed to implying 'natural systems’. The '12 Key Words' search technique facilitated the 

literature review research process, in that it enables objective identification of key words, which represent 

broad concepts, and issues of importance to the focus of the research, which could then be focused on for 

more detailed examination (Carney 1972,26).

The twelve key words included:

1. Sustainability

2. Public participation

3. Community Planning

4. Development

5. Economic

6. Environment

7. Social / society

8. Culture

9. Heritage

10. Information

11. Communication

12. Involvement

Following is a discussion of the results of this process as applied to all five case study- sites. This has been 

provided as a prelude to Chapter Six.
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REVIEW OF THE ONTARIO PLANNING ACT AND

OFFICE CONSOLIDATED PLANNING ACT

As stated above, the first step in the review of the municipal documentation involved a review of the Land 

Use Planning and Protection Act (Province of Ontario 1996a) and the companion documents Provincial 

Policy Statement (Province of Ontario 1996b), and the Office Consolidation Planning Act (Province of 

Ontario 1999). These documents were also subjected to an initial read through, following which a more 

focused review was completed utilizing the '12 Key Words'. Following is a discussion of these reviews and 

results.

Land Use Planning and Protection Act (Province of Ontario 1996a)

The Land Use Planning and Protection Act (Province of Ontario 1996a), referred to herein as the Planning 

Act of Ontario or the Planning Act, is "an Act to promote economic growth and protect the environment by 

streamlining the land use planning and development system through amendments related to planning, 

development, municipal and heritage matters"54. Regardless of this statement of intent, the primary focus 

of the Planning Act is on the process of municipal planning and the regulation of the municipal 

development approval process. Much of the Planning Act document is focused on the process of review 

and approval of development at a municipal level. This encompasses regulating flow of information, 

public participation and plan review and approval processes. Other than and in spite of the statement 

quoted above, little is mentioned about 'environment' and no mention is made of 'sustainability* or 

'sustainable development*.

54. See specifically, the introduction to the Province of Ontario, Planning Act (1996a) for details.

The enabling of public participation within the planning process in Ontario is afforded extensive attention 

within the body of the Land Use Planning and Protection Act (Province of Ontario 1996a). Article 9, 

subsection 17, part IS of the Planning Act addresses the requirement of municipal councils to facilitate 

public meetings on matters pertaining to municipal planning.



165

Subsection 17, part 15 also addresses the requirement for municipal government to provide 'adequate 

information' to the public related to review and approval of the new or revised Official Plan proposed by 

the municipality. Subsection 17, part 16 through part 49 addresses the municipal planning public 

participation process in detail. This included extensive reference to the type of information to be made 

available to the public and the manner in which it is to be provided. The submission of a plan for 

development purposes is also addressed in sections located throughout the document. Details include 

application processes, and processes of municipal review and approval, as well as provisions for appeal of 

decisions made*8.

To summarize, based on the '12 Key Words' search, the Land Use Planning and Protection Act (1996a) is 

effective in enabling public participation in the municipal planning process. Similarly, the document 

addresses information flow sufficiently to demonstrate the importance of. and a commitment to, provision 

of information to the public as a basis for municipal planning. Issues of community planning pertaining to 

land development, approval processes, public participation and information flow is well addressed by this 

document Regardless, environment is only briefly addressed, and there is no mention of 'sustainability’ or 

'sustainable development', two phrases that are of particular importance to this research. Following is a 

discussion of the Office Consolidated Planning Act (Province of Ontario 1999) a consolidated version of 

the Planning Act, which provides much more detail on issues of environment and sustainability related to 

community planning in the Ontario context

Provincial Policy Statement

The Provincial Policy Statement (Province of Ontario 1996b) is issued under the authority of Section 3 of 

the Planning Act for purposes of providing "policy direction in matters of Provincial interest related to land 

use planning and development" (1).

55. see for example, article 10, subsection 14, part 4 dealing with development plan submission 
for approval, and also subsection 76, parts 1 and 2 related to residential development
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The purpose of this Statement is to "promote a policy-led system, which recognizes that there are complex 

inter-relationships among environmental, economic, and social factors in land use planning” (1). The 

Provincial Policy Statement (1996b) addresses principles and policy related to land use planning and 

development in the Ontario context. Principles are provided in support of Ontario’s long-term economic 

prosperity, environmental health, and social well being. According to the Policy Statement, these are issues 

that depend on management of change, cost-effective development, and stimulating economic growth. In 

its statement of policies related to social, environmental, and economic aspects, the document is focused 

primarily on issues of planning, development, and economics, with a goal of minimizing their impact on 

the environment.

Major sections addressed in the Policy section include efficient cost-effective development and land use 

patterns, resources, and public health and safety. The section on 'Comprehensive Set of Policy Statements* 

addresses goals under three defined categories, including 'Natural Heritage. Environmental Protection, and 

Hazard Policies', as well as 'Economic, Community Development, and Infrastructure Policies', and 

'Housing Policy*.

The document is not focused on public participation in the planning and development decision-making role. 

It is assumed that the reason for this is that the public focus is extensively addressed in the Land Use 

Planning and Protection Act (Province of Ontario 1996a). In point of fact, information sharing and public 

involvement in decision-making are not addressed directly in the document The effects of land use 

planning and development policy on the public are discussed however, reflecting again the primary role of 

the Statement Sustainability of communities is not referred to in the document

Office Consolidated Planning Act (Province of Ontario November 5. 1999)

The Office Consolidated Planning Act (Province of Ontario 1999) contains a condensed version of the 

Planning Act of Ontario for purposes of convenience only. The authoritative text is set out in the official 
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volumes. In addition to the Land Use Planning and Protection Act (Province of Ontario 1996a), this 

document was reviewed utilizing '12 Key Word* search technique as described above.

The concept of 'sustainable development’ along with related concepts was referenced in several places 

throughout the document Section 1.1 discusses the purposes of the Planning Act, one of which is "to 

promote sustainable economic development in a healthy natural environment within the policy and by the 

means provided in this act" (2). In Part 1 ’Provincial Administration’, the document indicates that "a 

planning board...shall have regard to... matters of Provincial interest such as..... the orderly development 

of safe and healthy communities" (3).

'Public participation’ is mentioned throughout the document. Specifically, the document lists the purposes 

of the Act, including "to provide for planning processes that are fair by making them open, accessible, 

timely and efficient"(2). Further reference is made to public participation within the Official Planning 

process stating that "information required...shall be made available to the public at a public meeting or in 

the manner set out in the official plan for informing and obtaining the views of the public”(18). Details are 

also provided regarding requests by the public for Official Plan amendments (26-27). Municipal councils 

are also directed to make council meetings accessible to the public in such cases where councils meet "to 

determine the need for a revision of the official plan” (32).

Of interest is the fact that the municipal site plan approval process is discussed in considerable detail. The 

document lists those items that are required for review purposes when a site plan is prepared and submitted 

to the municipality. These items refer to "massing and conceptual design of the proposed building...the 

relationship of the proposed building to adjacent buildings... [and] the provision of open spaces and interior 

walkways" (56) among other detailed guidelines for review.

Regardless, no reference is made to 'sustainable community*, and indirect mention is made only to issues of 

environment, for example, related to site grading.
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Summary Discussion

Table #20 below is a summary of the analysis of the Official Plan documents based on the '12 Key Words' 

framework. Each document is rated as having no response (X), minimal response (-r), some response (R), 

or extensive response (+R) to each of the *12 Key Words’. Although numerical counts are minimally 

recognized as indicators of response, other qualitative factors are accounted for in the analysis, including an 

overall comprehension of the document's intent, and inevitably, knowledge gained from other research and 

data collection methods, which occurred during the research process. The same approach is applied to the 

municipal document analysis provided below.

Table #20 also evaluates the degree to which the Provincial Official Plan documents respond to principles 

and issues of sustainability, public participation, and community planning. Principles and issues of 

sustainability, public participation, and community planning were addressed in Chapter Two. Briefly, for 

purposes of this analysis the key principles and issues can be summarized as follows. Sustainability of 

community is facilitated by establishing a balance between social, economic, and environmental 

components of the community (Mitchell 1995; Wackernagle and Rees 1996). Effective public participation 

is also a key element of sustainable community (WCED 1987; UNCED 1992). Sustainable community 

planning addresses the balance between social, economic, and environmental factors of sustainable 

community, in part through informed, effective public involvement in the planning and decision-making 

processes (Caldwell 1992; Gurstein and Curry 1993; Klauer 1999).

Based on the '12 Key Words' framework, Table #20 provides an analysis summary of the Provincial 

Official Planning documentation reviewed during this research process. Substantiation is provided by the 

analysis discussion presented above. The position of this research is that the Province of Ontario Official 

Plan documentation attempts to, and in some cases succeeds in, strongly address the principles of 

sustainability, public participation, and community planning, which form the theoretical basis of this 

research. Regardless, more emphasis needs to be placed on effective public participation and meaningful 

public involvement within the Official Planning process. Further, mechanisms for facilitating informed and 
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effective public input into a sustainable community planning process must be embodied in the Official Plan 

process and enabled at a local level (UNCED 1992).

TABLE #20
Analysis Summary: Provincial Official Planning Documents

Key: X = No response; -r = minimal response; R = some response; +R = extensive response

'12 Key Words' 
Analysis Framework

Degree to which Provincial documents respond to principles and issues of 
sustainability, public participation, and community planning

Land Use Planning and 
Protection Act 1996

Provincial Policy 
Statement 1996

Office Consolidated 
Planning Act 1999

Sustainability X X R
Public Participation R X +R
Community Planning R R R
Development +R +R +R
Economic +R +R +R
Environment -r +R -r
Social 1 societal R +R R
Culture -r R -r
Heritage R -r -r
Information +R X +R
Communication +R X +R
Involvement +R X +R

REVIEW OF ORO-MEDONTE OFFICIAL PLAN PROCESS

DOCUMENTATION

The Township of Oro-Medonte conducted a comprehensive municipal planning process in the mid-1990s, 

which involved an award winning public input component This Official Plan review process was well 

researched and communicated, and extensive support documentation was published. For purposes of this 

research, the following primary documents reviewed included:

• The Township of Oro-Medonte Official Plan, (The Planning Partnership February, 1997)

• Managing Change, (March, 1996)

* Settlement Area Strategy (May, 1996)
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• Heritage Resources of Oro-Medonte Township, (Archaeological Research Associates Ltd. January, 

1996)

• Portions of other related documents and news articles as provided by the township for research 

purposes, which are discussed in appropriate detail below.

Again, applying the' 12 Key Words' analysis framework, the above listed documents were reviewed and the 

following analysis results were achieved.

Oro-Medonte Official Plan Document

The opening paragraph of the Oro-Medonte Official Plan (The Planning Partnership 1997, 12) states that 

"the purpose of this Official Plan is to manage change, to protect the natural heritage system of Oro- 

Medonte and to promote stewardship of the township's resources so that they are available for future 

generations and to do so in a way that has the greatest positive impact on the quality of life in Oro- 

Medonte". Further, the Official Plan claims that Oro-Medonte is a desirable place to live and has a high 

quality of life created in part by the rural character of the municipality and the availability of an abundance 

of local natural features. As illustrated herein, the Oro-Medonte municipal Official Plan is richly 

augmented by a wealth of support documentation discussed below, which in many cases fills the gaps in 

the Official Plan relating to details of'sustainability*, 'public participation', and 'information flow* within the 

community. See for example, article 10, subsection 14, part 4 dealing with development plan submission 

for approval, and also subsection 76, parts 1 and 2 related to residential development

Concepts of 'sustainable development* and 'sustainable community’ are reflected throughout the vision 

statement and can be identified as underlying themes in the discussion of principles of the 'pillars' of the 

vision. For example, principles include consolidation of residential, commercial and industrial 

development, the preservation of existing natural and cultural heritage features for enjoyment by future 

generations and protection of wetlands against development and fragmentation. Statements related to 

protection of environment and natural resources go well beyond simple statement of position and policy, 

being referenced continuously within various sections of the Official Plan.
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In spite of the success of Oro-Medonte's public participation process, 'public participation’ is not directly 

identified as an obvious priority within the municipal Official Plan document, other than such references as 

addressing the requirements of the Planning Act to involve the public in the review of the Official Plan 

(144). Similarly, issues of 'information' and 'communication' are only references indirectly and 

infrequently within the Oro-Medonte municipal Official Plan; although, as discussed below, it was 

discovered that this is not reflected in practice as witnessed by an examination of the 1996 - 1997 Official 

Plan review process. The Official Plan acknowledges that the township has a higher than average 

population growth rate compared to the regional context Further, it is predicted that growth rates in the 

township will cause the population to increase by 8,000 to 10,000 over the period 1997 to 2017 (13). The 

Official Plan proposes a ‘vision’, which will manage this growth based on the five 'pillars' and their related 

principles.

Pillar One relates to protection of the environment including protection of significant natural features, with 

specific emphasis on the 'heart' of the natural heritage system - the Oro-Moraine. Pillar Two addresses 

promotion of conservation, and use of natural resources within the municipality. Pillar Three addresses 

protection of the township's rural character. Pillar Four addresses managing change to ensure that it occurs 

in an orderly, efficient, and sustainable manner, and Pillar Five addresses "promoting economic activity 

that takes advantage of the township's attributes” (15-18).

The conceptualization of the municipal planning process as a process built on pillars, was identified by the 

key words search as being of significance to this research. A correlation can be seen between community 

issues identified through this research process, particularly including issues highlighted during the Focus 

Group and Key Informant Interviews processes and those identified by the Oro-Medonte Official Planning 

documentation, as being of importance, including protection of environment and promotion of
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conservation, protection of the rural environment (mentioned by the participants of the Focus Groups), and 

managing change. “

Draft Official Plan Ready for Public Review Council News Release. July. 1996

This is a brief paper published by Oro-Medonte municipal council in July 1996, which is an excellent 

illustration of the high quality of the 'information and communication’ process that was associated with the 

1996 / 1997 Official Plan review. Briefly, the paper boils down the Official Plan document and presents 

the essence of the process in four pages for purposes of public information and input. The paper covers 

essentials such as the function of the Official Plan, the fundamental principles (pillars) of the Official Plan, 

and "what happens next", an explanation of the further Official Plan review process in simple and 

understandable terms. The paper was accompanied by a presentation to the public on August 6, 1998. At 

the conclusion of this a question and answer period ensued.

Township of Oro-Medonte Official Plan Review

The August 1995 Workshops Municipal Background Report Document

(Leman & Associates 1995)

This report was prepared as a summary of the status of the Official Plan process in the township. The 

report covers a discussion / review of Natural Heritage Systems, Agriculture, and Aggregate Resources. 

This report elaborates on the "current philosophy with respect to the preparation of Official Plans (which 

emphasize) the concepts of ecosystem-based planning that gives proper consideration to biodiversity, 

functionality, and sustainability" (1).

The document also states that it contains policies that protect those areas that are critical to a healthy eco

system while supporting well planned development that is important to the economic and social well being 

of the township". In summary, the document is accompanied by a brief summary report This synopsizes

56. This issue of management is linked directly to FARMS goals and objectives. The concept of 
'managing change* is specifically relevant to the purpose of the FARMS analysis framework, 
which is itself proposed as a tool for measuring, monitoring, and managing progress towards
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the main report by providing extensively detailed, accessible and usable information about factual 

background and policies related to fish and wildlife, vegetation, aggregate resources, natural heritage 

systems and agriculture, linking information directly to the policy statements.

Managing Change (The Planning Partnership 19961 Document

This brief document states that its purpose “is to assist in a discussion of how change can be managed in 

Oro-Medonte over the next 20 years". The paper clearly identifies that although many people indicated to 

the municipality during the Official Plan review process that growth was desirable, growth must be 

balanced by preservation of environment, rural character, and cultural features (1). The document is 

another example of the communication efforts of the Official Plan review process that clearly identifies and 

discusses three main issues, including the rate of residential growth, the location of residential growth, and 

economic development Tacts Sheets' graphically illustrating background information, are well dispersed 

among pages of text

Settlement Area Strategy (The Planning Partnership 19961 Document

The Settlement Area Strategy document proposes a growth management strategy for the thirteen hamlets in 

Oro-Medonte Township, which are identified as a positive feature of the municipality. The proposal for a 

growth management strategy is driven by two issues; first, the cost-effectiveness of providing municipal 

services to the hamlets, and second, the long-term environmental health of the township. The paper 

recommends restrictions on growth of many settlement areas related to the above listed issues, as well as 

issues of the impact on agricultural lands and potential negative effects on groundwater recharge areas. For 

easy reference, the proposed Settlement Area Strategy is dearly summed up using bulleted information, 

graphics and plans.

Heritage Resources Document

The Heritage Resources (Archeological Research Associates Ltd. 1996) document has been referenced 

previously. Again, this document provides information in an understandable format; for example, using a 

question and answer format to discuss relevant facts and issues related to the township's heritage resources.
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Archeological and cultural resources are discussed, as is conservation policy related to these resources. 

Terms such as *LACAC (Local Architectural Conservation Advisory Committee) are explained in this 

manner. Other information on functions of council and the role of municipal staff is presented. A diagram 

illustrating the relationship of LACAC to City Council is also provided.

Township of Oro-Medonte Official Plan Review

- Transportation (McCormic. Rankin Engineers 1996) Document

The Transportation section of the Official Plan titled Township of Oro-Medonte Official Plan Review - 

Transportation is, relatively speaking, a straight forward and factual report on the current and proposed 

status of transportation within the municipality and the broader framework of the Oro-Medonte Official 

Plan. Of note is the fact that, in keeping with the 'user-friendly' format of the other companion documents, 

the transportation report is brief and to the point with little support text, however, with plenty of colored 

maps which communicate the points effectively.

Oro-Medonte Township Newsletter Council Newspaper

(Township of Oro-Medonte ongoing publication) and Related Press Releases

To conclude this discussion of Oro-Medonte’s Official Plan background material, following is a review and 

brief discussion of several council-issued information papers and a synopsis of the regularly council- 

pubiished Oro-Medonte Township Newsletter. Big Planf was a series of newsletter-format releases 

provided by Oro-Medonte council during the second half of 199S and the first half of 1996.

Key questions were anticipated and answers provided in simple, direct terms. The questions included. 

"Why a new plan now?", "Where do we go from here?*, and "What can you (the public) do?". Issues were 

also addressed 'head-on', including environmental protection issues and the protection of the Oro and Kame 

Moraines, as well as economic issues (such as cost of expanding services within the municipality), and

57. Big Plans was a municipal council Official Plan Process update news release, published by 
Oro-Medonte council in September, 1995, January, 1996, and again in May, 1996.
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social issues (occurrence of estate residential development). Key information was also provided as a basis 

for public input into the Official Plan decision-making process. For example, in addition to an Oro- 

Medonte Vision Statement, information was provided on sensitive hydro geological features.

The Report to the Committee of the Whole on the Comments Made on the Second Draft of the Official 

Plan9 is a documentation of detailed responses by the municipality to 61 initial respondents to the tabled 

draft of the Official Plan in January, 1996. The response paper Responses to the Landowner Comments on 

the November 3. 1996 Draft of the Official Plan (The Planning Partnership 1997) is again, a demonstration 

of Oro-Medonte's commitment to information and communication during the Official Plan review process. 

A total of 32 groups and individual landowners responded to the draft of the Official Plan. Each response 

was identified and addressed separately in detail within this document

Summary Discussion

In summary, the T2 Key Words' technique identified these documents as being of importance to this 

research, particularly in terms of issues of sustainability, public participation, and information 

communication related to the community planning process. Additionally, there is strong evidence of a 

commitment on the part of the municipality to facilitate a vision of community that incorporates and builds 

on public participation processes and the promotion of information flow as a basis for informed 

community-based decision-making. All and all the Township of Oro-Medonte has done a commendable 

job at addressing the principles of sustainability, public participation, and community planning, as 

demonstrated in Table #21 below.

58. This was a summary report prepared by The Planning Partnership for the municipality of Oro- 
Medonte in October, 1996.
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TABLE #21
Analysis Summary; Oro-Medonte Official Planning Documents

Key: X = No response; -r = minimal response; R = some response; +R = extensive response

'12 Key Words’ 
Analysis Framework

Degree to which Oro-Medonte documents respond to principles and issues 
of sustainability, public participation, and community planning

Oro- 
Medonte 

Official Plan 
1997

Managing 
Change 

1996

Settlemat 
Area 

Strategy 
1996

Heritage 
Resources 

1996

Official Plan 
Review— 

Transportation 
1996

Sustainability +R +R +R -r -r
Public Participation +R +R +R -r -r
Community Planning +R +R +R R R
Development +R +R +R R +R
Economic +R +R +R R +R
Environment +R +R +R -r R
Social / societal +R +R +R +R -r
Culture +R R +R +R -r
Heritage +R R R +R -r
Information +R +R R -r -r
Communication +R +R R -r -r
Involvement +R +R R -r -r

REVIEW OF TOWN OF ERIN OFFICIAL PLAN

PROCESS DOCUMENTATION

As mentioned, the Town of Erin was officially restructured from the Township of Erin and the Village of 

Erin, in January 1999. The Town of Erin is currently producing a new Official Plan for the amalgamated 

municipality, which should be approved by late 2001. For purposes of this research, the Village of Erin 

Official Plan (County of Wellington 1996) and the Township of Erin Official Plan (Township of Erin 1995) 

documents has been reviewed as a basis for the Focus Group sessions. Participants in the Focus Groups 

were drawn from both the former Village of Erin and Township of Erin. Applying the key search words 

technique the following results were achieved.

Village of Erin Official Plan. 1996

The Village of Erin Official Plan (fCounty of Wellington 1996, 1) states that the community "has a foil 

complement of community services, programs, and facilities and is considered a very desirable place to 
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live. In order to ensure that the future residents of Erin may enjoy the same quality of life currently 

available, careful planning and management of growth is essential." The Official Plan discusses a vision of 

the Village in twenty years time. The Official Plan illustrates this vision by stating that the Village of Erin 

in 2015 will have a small town character, a dominant single family dwelling housing form, new jobs 

provided by the existing industrial area, improved municipal services, and a quality of life which will be 

enhanced by the protection of the natural environment for recreational, aesthetic, and ecological purposes 

(1-2).

Accommodation of growth appears to be a primary thrust of the document Major community objectives 

include ensuring that adequate lands are available for a range of uses including municipal services and 

community facilities and for an adequate supply and diversity of housing types. However, also on this 

checklist are objectives such as creating opportunities for adequate supply and diversity of commerce and 

industry, encouraging steady growth and economic activity and preservation and enhancement of the 

regional and local natural resources. The Official Plan elaborates that its "community growth objective" is 

to "accommodate growth in an environmentally and economically sustainable manner. The Official Plan 

aims at a 2% growth rate per year, giving the Village a population of approximately 4.000 inhabitants by 

the Year 2015, which will require a total of480 new housing units” (3).

The meaning of the phrase "environmentally and economically sustainable manner” (3) is somewhat 

contradictory, taken within the broader context and tone of the document Economic sustainability is 

certainly a primary goal, which the document seeks to achieve. For example, it is stated "the Village of 

Erin is committed to the protection and enhancement of the natural environment...to ensure that 

environmental protection and development objectives work in harmony so that the Village can 

accommodate appropriate growth" (7).

Public participation is addressed in the document For example, referring to a long list of community 

improvement objectives related to the commercial area, community infrastructure, flood control, and 

cultural and social facilities, the document states that "the opinions of rate payers at public meetings must 
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be considered when determining the priority of the improvements” (6). Of note in this example is that 

public opinion about the validity of the improvements list was not identified. It appears that only those 

public opinions related to the order of the improvements list are important. The Village of Erin Official 

Plan is weak in terms of addressing public participation requirements. The Official Plan states that the 

village is confident about achieving growth as facilitated by the Official Plan and that a meeting on 

revisions to the Official Plan will be held every five years (3), regardless no mention is made about public 

involvement in this Official Plan review meeting. The Official Plan also completely avoids any concrete 

discussion of information sharing with the public.

The T2 Key Words' search indicates that the Village of Erin Official Plan (1996) is focused primarily on 

economic development, and secondly, on preserving the character, and by implication, the social 

composition of the village. The goals of the Official Plan are to protect and enhance the environment, in 

part for the expressed purpose of accommodating appropriate growth. Public participation and information 

sharing is addressed only briefly. Further, the document's use of ambiguous and sometimes contradictory 

terms such as 'environmental and economic sustainability' illustrates a lack of commitment to the 

conceptual basis of sustainability. This approach to sustainability very much illustrates the concept of 

‘weak sustainability’ as described by Wackernagle and Rees (1996) and discussed by van der Hamsvoort 

and Latacz*Lohmann (1998).

Township of Erin Official Plan. 7995 (consolidated June. 1998)

The Township of Erin Official Plan (Township of Erin 1995,4) states clearly "The Township of Erin fully 

supports the concept of sustainable development. All development will be measured against this concept." 

The document lists a number of objectives including protection of important natural resources, maintaining 

essential ecological processes in the face of development pressures and prioritizing maximum water 

recharge and other measures.
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If the township has a characteristic that is clearly in common with the Village of Erin Official Plan, that 

characteristic relates to proposing effective public participation processes. Although slightly more positive 

towards public input, the Township of Erin Official Plan (Township of Erin 1995) is still very limited in 

addressing the importance of public participation in the planning process. Regardless, the township 

Official Plan does address a form of public participation and information sharing related to streamlining the 

development approval process. Specifically, methods of 'fostering public awareness* of the development 

process and encouraging informal meetings between the public and developers, is discussed.

The Township of Erin Official Plan (1995) acknowledges that it is a rural community in which the people 

of the municipality "place great value on rural amenities such as natural resources and environmental 

systems within the community", and further, are committed to protection and wise management of these 

resources. The document also recognizes the inevitability of growth, stating that the township expects a 

growth rate of approximately 2%, which "represents a reasonable 'fair share* of the growth anticipated in 

Wellington Township to the year 2011"(2). In keeping with its pro-environment stand, the Official Plan 

hopes to accommodate the expected additional 3.150 people primarily through infill within its main urban 

center Hillsburg.

The Township of Erin Official Plan (1995) is strongly supportive of environment For example, the 

Official Plan addresses a strategy for achievement of a desired form of development that involves 

encouraging development that is "characterized by compactness, energy efficiency, provision for pedestrian 

travel, respect for pre-development topography and drainage, and visual compatibility with the rural 

character and preservation of natural resources" (6). The township takes the position that the township and 

village should be amalgamated in future, and that in the interim the township will cooperate with the 

village to ensure that growth is accomplished in a manner that is "properly planned, environmentally sound, 

and provided with adequate services.”
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Summary Discussion

Based on the *12 Key Words' search and related content review, the Township of Erin Official Plan 

(Township of Erin 1995) appears to have been a much more insightful document than the Village of Erin 

Official Plan (County of Wellington 1996), having achieved a better balance in the addressing of issues of 

sustainable development. In contrast to the Village of Erin Official Plan (County of Wellington 1996), the 

Township ofErin Official Plan (Township of Erin 1995) takes a much firmer stand on environmental issues 

and the balance between environment and economic growth. The Township Official Plan (Township of 

Erin 199S.) illustrates somewhat more of a 'strong sustainability* approach to sustainability (Wackernagle 

and Rees 1996) in its addressing a balance of issues including economy, public participation, and 

sustainable development.

TABLE #22
Analysis Summary; Town of Erin Official Planning Documents

Key: X = No response; -r = minimal response; R = some response; +R = extensive response

'12 Key Words' 
Analysis Framework

Degree to which Town of Erin documents respond to principles and issues 
of sustainability, public participation, and community planning

Township of Erin Official Plan 1995 Village of Erin Official Plan 1996

Sustainability +R R
Public Participation R R
Community Planning +R +R
Development +R +R
Economic +R +R
Environment +R R
Social/Societal +R R
Culture +R +R
Heritage +R R
Information R X
Communication R X
Involvement R -r
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REVIEW OF TOWN OF SOUTH BRUCE PENINNSULA OFFICIAL PLAN

PROCESS DOCUMENTATION

As with many of the case study municipalities, the Town of South Bruce Peninsula has recently been 

restructured^, effective January 1999. This Provincially driven restructuring of the Town of South Bruce 

Peninsula brought about the amalgamation of the former municipalities of the Township of Albemarle, 

Township of Amabel, Village of Hepworth, and the Town of Wiarton.4*

The town is currently in the process of developing a new municipal Official Plan, which should be ready 

for approval by the middle of2001. Following is a discussion of the two primary Official Plan documents, 

which have primarily affected the town up to this point in time, these being the Township of Amabel 

Official Plan (Township of Amabel 1983) and the Wiarton Community Plan. (Wiarton Town Council 

1995)

Town of Amabel Official Plan. 1986

The Town of Amabel Official Plan (Township of Amabel 1986, 2) labeled itself "a dynamic document 

subject to continuous review and revision." and. to this end. public meetings for review and revision of the 

Official Plan will be held no less frequently than every five years. Public participation is mentioned 

occasionally in other areas of the document, as is information sharing which is addressed in specific 

sections relating to the development or modification of existing land use and, of course, the amendment of 

Official Plans and Secondary Plans as required by the Province of Ontario (51). For example, discussion 

of the Oliphant Development Area (54) addresses the preparation of the Oliphant Community Planning 

Study (Town of Amabel 1986) and the public participation processes in terms of the general acceptance of 

the plan by the public with only minor revisions.

59. The municipality informed me that restructuring has caused a need to produce a new Official Plan, 
a process that is currently underway.

60. From the Town of South Bruce Internet web site, accessed in February, 2000.
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From an environmental perspective the township Official Plan acknowledges that the Niagara Escarpment 

Planning and Development Act (Province of Ontario 1992) provides for the preparation of a Niagara 

Escarpment plan which will take precedent over the township Official Plan where such cases of conflict 

occur (Township of Amabel 1986, 2). The document clearly states that the economic basis of the area is 

dependent on agriculture and tourism, and these factors are promoted in various areas of the Official Plan. 

For example, rehabilitation of aggregate extraction quarry operations can be for agricultural and forestry 

uses. The importance of wetland functions is also addressed, including the functions of flood control, water 

quality, and recreation. It should be noted that probably due to the age of the Official Plan, no mention of 

'sustainable development', 'sustainability*, or 'sustainable community' occurs at any point in the document.

While it is acknowledged that environment is important, particularly in terms of local economic goals and 

needs, the Official Plan takes a peculiar mixed stand as illustrated by the following statement The 

document specifically states that "It shall be the goal...to preserve and enhance the natural environment 

while providing ample amount of recreational and open space to be left in a natural state or subsequently 

improved to meet the various needs of the residents and tourists alike"(4). This open-ended statement 

could conceivably embrace a variety of 'needs' such as commerce, housing, and industry. The document 

specifically takes a position on types of economic development it will support, for example, rural oriented 

commercial development that "shall be limited to those commercial services that primarily serve the 

agricultural community and which do not rely upon vehicular traffic for their economic existence" (13).

The '12 Key Words' has assisted in identifying that. The Amabel Official Plan (Township of Amabel 1986) 

had the foresight to promote the restructuring of municipalities within the Bruce Peninsula Planning Area 

thirteen years before this effort became a reality in 1999. This document demonstrates a respectable degree 

of balance between social, economic, and environmental components of the municipality. The Amabel 

Official Plan (Township of Amabel 1986) is clear in its perspective and its position on the economic 

importance of agriculture and tourism. Extraction of aggregates is also considered important to the local 

economy. However, the environmental impact of this activity is recognized, and rehabilitation practices are 

promoted, including reforestation.
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Town of Wiarton Communitv Plan. (Wiarton Town Council 19951

The Town of Wiarton Community Plan (Wiarton Town Council 1995) was a document prepared and 

administered under the jurisdiction of the Wiarton Town Council. The document's purpose was to assist 

the town council and its various committees, staff developers, government agencies, and the public in 

efforts related to maintaining and strengthening the environmental, economic, and social fabric of the 

community. Although the document was intended as a twenty-year plan, it has been superseded by the 

restructuring efforts of 1999.

The document states that its vision for the community is to ensure the highest possible quality of life for all 

residents by emphasizing Wiarton as a tourist destination and promoting enjoyment and appreciation of the 

natural and cultural resources of the community and region. While not an Official Plan, the document was 

produced as a result of the 1975 Official Plan For The Town of Wiarton that was at that time part of the 

Bruce Peninsula Official Plan, which was administered under the Bruce County Council. According to the 

Wiarton Community Plan document (11) the original Official Plan for the town lacked an accurate sense of 

the Community and its goals, which caused the town to prepare its own version of an Official Plan (3).

The document lists the following as its community goals; provide a positive economic climate, provide a 

range of affordable municipal services that meet social, environmental, and economic needs of the 

community, and support the protection of the Niagara Escarpment for its natural, economic, and visual 

importance to the community. Also included in this community goal list is promotion of light industry in 

the community, which is environmentally dean. The document recognizes the importance of enhancement 

of the commercial core of the community and connecting the commercial core with the valuable waterfront 

area. Regardless, the Community Plan states "all development and residential proposals must be designed 

to ensure the maintenance of the ecological balance of the waterfront" (30).

From a social perspective the document addresses affordable housing (11). The goal of the community 

regarding housing development is to provide a wide range of housing types to achieve diversity. The Plan 

actively promotes infill as a balance to urban sprawl perpetuated by subdivision development. Further, the 
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document specifies that infill development will address environmental issues through required provision of 

lot drainage and grading plans. In terms of residential development, the plan calls for inclusion of 

recreational open space development, which meets minimum community standards as detailed in the 

document*1. Heritage resources protection and enhancement is also addressed. The main goals are to 

"recognize Wiarton's heritage as being of central importance to the community's sense of identity" and to 

"protect and enhance Wiarton’s built heritage for its cultural, historic, and economic value to the 

Community" (31).

Summary Discussion

In summary, as revealed by the content analysis process and specifically, the '12 Key Words' search the 

Town of Wiarton Community Plan document presents an enlightened and balanced perspective of the needs 

of the town from a social, environmental, and economic point of view. Unlike some Official Plan 

documents reviewed herein, which are required tty the Planning Act of Ontario (1996) to provide public 

participation opportunities but fall short in doing so, this Plan (which was not administered directly tty the 

Provincial Planning Act) attempted and succeeded in providing several very effective vehicles for public 

input throughout the period of administration of the document

For example, Section 5.2 provides clear instructions on how to amend the plan, acting "as a guide for those 

who wish to participate in the community planning process” (89). An additional example of these efforts is 

found in Section 5.18: 'Public Participation and a Fair and Timely Process’ which states that the policy of 

the town is to deal with all developments in a fair and timely manner without undue time delays (102).

61. Land Use Planning Act of Ontario 1996 see Section 3.6 under Land Use Policies.
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TABLE #23
Analysis Summary: Town of South Bruce Peninsula Official Planning Documents

Key: X = No response; -r = minimal response; R = some response; +R = extensive response

’12 Key Words' 
Analysis Framework

Degree to which Town of South Bruce documents respond to principles 
and issues of sustainability, public participation, and community planning
Township offAmabel Official Pim 

1986
Town off WiarfonConununity Plan 

1995
Sustainability X +R
Public Participation R +R
Community Planning R +R
Development R +R
Economic +R +R
Environment +R +R
Social / Societal R +R
Culture -r R
Heritage -r R
Information R +R
Communication -r +R
Involvement R +R

REVIEW OF TOWNSHIP OF USBORNE OFFICIAL PLAN

PROCESS DOCUMENTATION

In early 1999 at the time of the staging of the municipal case study Focus Group sessions, the Township of 

Usborne had not been directly affected by municipal restructuring. The two documents provided by the 

municipality for purposes of this review include the Usborne Township Secondary Plan document 

(Township of Usborne 1979) and the Huron County Official Plan (Huron County 1998) that covers 

Usborne Township and is discussed as follows.

Usborne Township Secondary Plan. 1979 (Township of Usborne)

Although in some ways similar, the Usborne Township Secondary Plan (1979) is substantially different 

from the Huron County Official Plan (Huron County 1998), in part due to the two decades that separated 

the preparation of each document Simply stated, the Huron County Official Plan (Huron County 1998) 

takes a holistic approach to planning within the region, incorporating social, economic, and environmental 



186

principles throughout its discussions. On the other hand the Township of Usborne Secondary Plan 

(Township of Usborne 1979) has primarily an agricultural focus.

Each document emphasizes the importance of the rich agricultural resources of the region of Huron 

County. As with the Huron County Official Plan (Huron County 1998), the Secondary Plan (Township of 

Usborne 1979) states "the constant factor in the history and development of Usborne has been the richness 

of the land for agriculture”(3). However, the difference is that the basic principles of the Plan are 

recognition and reinforcement of the Township of Usborne as an agricultural community, and second, the 

fundamental principle of the Usborne Plan is to promote the long-term future of agriculture (5).

Notwithstanding the dominance of this agricultural theme, the Secondary Plan does identify and provide 

discussion of several key environmental concerns. Specifically, at the time of the preparation of the 

Secondary Plan (1979) the township had only a small area of natural environment totaling 3% of the total 

land base. The document recognized that natural environments are key to flood control and, in addition to 

their aesthetic and recreational qualities, are valuable for erosion control and the overall environmental 

health of the area" (1979.9).

A primary difference between the two documents is the approach each takes to social and community 

issues. Again, the Secondary Plan (1979) takes the position that communities within the township are 

agricultural communities. The document dearly states "it is not the intern of this Plan to alter in any basic 

way the function and development of the hamlets of Usborne" (3). Specifically, the document takes a 

hands-off approach to community planning. The Secondary Plan (Township of Usborne 1979) does 

indicate up front that public participation was a key factor in the preparation of the document A total of 

seven Planning Workshops’ were held during the preparation of the Usborne Township Secondary Plan. 

According to the document these workshops "had a marked influence on the content of this Plan" (2). 

Regardless, it is difficult to identify exactly where this public influence was expressed within the document 

in contrast to the Huron County Official Plan that clearly provided direct links between the results of the 

Official Plan development process and the basis of these results in public participation.
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Applying the '12 Key Words' analysis framework to a review of the Usborne Township Secondary Plan 

(1979) document it is evident that the document was an informed and comprehensive attempt for its time. 

The Secondary Plan (1979) sets out to address a balance of social, economic, and environmental concerns, 

many of which are challenging issues with complex relationships to each other. The document attempts to 

include a public consultation component that does fall short of what was undertaken by the Huron County 

Official Plan document. Regardless, the process is a significant attempt to address information flow as a 

basis for decision-making.

Huron County Official Plan. (Huron County, 1998)

A review of the Huron County Official Plan (Huron Count}' 1998) has lead to the conclusion that this is in 

some ways the most innovative of the documents reviewed during this research process in terms of 

presentation of holistic findings linked directly to an extensive public participation process. The Huron 

County Official Plan (Huron County 1998) is "a recognition of the rich natural resources, the rural and 

small town communities and the dynamic individuals of Huron County"(l). The document's stated purpose 

is to provide a 'statement of community' and act as a guide for municipalities within the county to prepare 

their own municipal Official Plans.

The document is a testament to an effective public input process involving extensive discussions on 

community issues and values, including agriculture, community services, the economy, natural 

environment, extractive resources, and settlement patterns. The process of public input involved discussion 

of community issues and, from this, identification of fundamental principles that are called "community 

values". Building on these community values the participants within each community identified directions 

for the future. An impressive characteristic of this document is the use of inset dialogue boxes titled "From 

the 700 Community Action Kit Participants"*2. The contents of these dialogue boxes is presented as a 

summary of findings from these workshops and are presented as follows.

62. The term *700 Community Action Kit Participants' is a reference to the number of participants 
who took part in the public participation as part of the preparation of the Official Plan for the 
County of Huron in 1998.
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TABLE #24
Huron County Community Action Kit

"Huron Residents like their community for its: friendly people, clean environment, quality community, 
small town/rural atmosphere, recreation and leisure activities, safety and security" (Huron County 1998,5).

"Huron Residents feel their community needs improvement in: various services, culture and recreation, 
job opportunities, environmental issues, variety of shopping, tax control, economic development" (7).

"Huron Residents are willing to: become more involved, improve the environment, volunteer more, 
improve outlook, support their community, work with young people” (9).

"Huron Residents want to give more attention to: economic development, effective local government, 
young people, environment, education” (11).

"In 10 - IS Years Huron Residents want their community to: have more jobs, grow but keep its small 
rural atmosphere, have a healthy environment, have more businesses and stores, be safe and secure* (13).

As a summary, these dialogue boxes present an excellent overview of the attitudes of the public participants 

towards social, economic, and environmental issues and priorities within the community (see Table #24 

above). The Official Plan document incorporates these comments within it. As a clear example, 

agriculture in Huron County is recognized as having national significance, and the health of agriculture is 

linked to a healthy rural economy and the quality of life for future generations. However, it is emphasized 

"the goal of the community is to support the farm community in their continued use of sound managerial 

practices that protect and enhance the environment^). Continuing along this path the document states that 

the community’s health and well being depends on economic activity that "maintains or enhances the 

quality of life and is compatible with the community and the environment" (7).

From a 'social issues’ perspective, the document takes a comprehensive view of social well being, 

identifying the importance of ongoing job training and educational opportunities, in addition to 'qualify of 

life’ issues. From a public input perspective the document specifically identifies that local municipalities 

will update their Official Plans utilizing a community-based approach, emphasizing that public 

participation has been very important in the updating of the Official Plan of the County of Huron.
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The document specifically supports an informed and holistic approach in addressing environmental issues, 

indicating that the ecosystems of the county will be maintained for reasons of bio-diversity, beauty, and 

inherent value. A stewardship approach to environmental management is encouraged (12). A primary 

community goal is to ensure that development within the county is environmentally sustainable based on 

principles of sustainability and protection of environmental health (14).

Wayne Caldwell, MCIP is a Planner with the Huron County Department of Planning. As a senior member 

of the Planning Department, Caldwell had a leading role in the preparation of the Huron County Official 

Plan. In an article in Plan Canada published in 1992, Caldwell addressed the unique issues associated with 

planning in Huron County (Caldwell. 1992). He enters the discussion by stating that agriculture is a 

fundamental component of rural planning which influences rural communities. He goes on to state that 

changes in agriculture impact directly on the well being of residents of rural communities, and further, 

environmental issues are equally important in "determining the future of agriculturally-based 

communities...a relationship can be found between the economic and environmental issues that are 

effecting agriculture" (24-25). “

Summary Discussion

Relating back to the '12 Key Words' summary, it becomes very apparent that the Huron County Official 

Plan (1998) document is a comprehensive document, which is based on informed principles, including the 

goals of sustainable development. A balance between social, economic, and environmental goals is sought 

A strong public input process that enables the public to participate in municipal planning decision-making 

facilitates the establishment of this balance. In summary, based on this it can be concluded that the Huron 

County Official Planning document is a strong framework for the facilitation of sustainable development 

within Usborne Township and other rural communities in Huron County.

63. The identification of this 'relationship' adds further reinforcement to the discussion first 
presented in Chapter One (see page 12) and discussed in further detail in Chapter Two with 
reference to the literature base (see page 29), which specifically addresses this connection 
between agriculture and rural community and the consequent links between sustainable 
agriculture research and sustainable rural community research.
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TABLE #25
Analysis Summary: Township of Usborne Official Planning Documents

Key: X = No response; -r = minimal response; R = some response; +R = extensive response

'12 Key Words' 
Analysis Framework

Degree to which Township of Usborne documents respond to principles 
and issues of sustainability, public participation, and community planning
Usborne Township Secondary Plan 

1979
Huron County Official Plan 1998

Sustainability X. +R
Public Participation +R +R
Conununity Planning -r +R
Development +R +R
Economic +R +R
Environment R +R
Social / Societal -r +R
Culture R +R
Heritage R +R
Information -r +R
Communication R +R

Involvement -r +R

REVIEW OF TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH OFFICIAL PLAN

PROCESS DOCUMENTATION

The Township of Puslinch was not anticipating any Provincially driven restructuring efforts at the time of 

the conducting of this research in the spring of 1999. Only one Official Plan-related document was 

provided by the Township of Puslinch for purposes of this research. The Guelph and Suburban Area 

Official Plan was disbanded in 1983 and was replaced with the Official Plan for the Township of Puslinch 

(County of Wellington 1998). The primary issues revolving around the preparation of the Puslinch Official 

Plan included concern over the adequacy of the existing development policies, concern for the township's 

economic well being, and the need to develop appropriate standards for community improvement policies” 

(6). This document is reviewed below.

Official Plan of the Township of Puslinch. 1996

The Official Plan For The Township of Puslinch (County of Wellington 1998) was intended to guide 

development within the township and address other municipal planning issues for the period of 1986 to
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2005. The Puslinch Official Plan document stales that its purpose is to "provide guidance for the physical 

development of the township through the establishment of land use patterns and development policies 

while having regard to relevant social, economic, and environmental issues" (6). The Plan further states its 

objective is to obtain the most desirable physical environment for present and future inhabitants of 

Puslinch.

From the perspective of public participation in the Official Planning process, the document references 

public meetings as one of several components used as a basis for the preparation of the Official Plan. The 

document states "it is intended that at least once every five years, a special public meeting be called by 

Council to invite public opinion on the appropriateness of policies and designations contained within the 

Plan" (County of Wellington 1998). However, aside from these and several other brief mentions of public 

participation within the document, a discussion of public input into the municipal Official Plan process and 

the relationship of public input to Official Plan decision-making appear to be of secondary importance.

The document attempts to promote population and economic growth within the township through policy 

development, proposing for example that population growth and economic development should not 

negatively impact natural resources and the quality of life of the township (9). Regardless and quite 

contrary to the intent of that statement, the document also proposes to recognize the township’s Economic 

Development Strategy as a primary guideline for implementation of the township’s economic and 

environmental objectives.

Summary Discussion

Again, applying the '12 Key Words' search to the Puslinch Official Planning document, several clear 

observations and conclusions can be made. The Puslinch Official Plan makes a clear statement that 

agriculture is currently, and will remain, the dominant land use of the areas within the township. The 

document recognizes that aggregate extraction is also important to the economy of the township and is 

inevitable due to the township's context within a highly urbanized area of Ontario (for further discussion of 

the aggregate extraction issue in the Puslinch context, see Chapter Seven). Regardless, the Plan expresses 
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concern about the negative effects of aggregate extraction on agricultural land uses, more so than on the 

negative effects extraction practices can and do have on environmental quality.

In addition, the document expresses concern over the effects of the considerable pressure being at that time 

(and presently) exerted on the municipality over residential development, due again to the location and 

context of the township*4. Here again the document recognizes the impact of development on 

environmental quality, stating for example that it wishes "to ensure that future estate residential 

development has a minimal impact on physical and ecological resources” (28).

The stance of the Official Plan, however, is clearly first in support of agriculture, secondly, accommodating 

the inevitable residential development and overall urbanization pressures, and third in priority, addressing 

environmental quality (see Table #26 below). As an illustration of this, environment is broadly defined to 

accommodate the first two priorities as illustrated by the definition of acceptable 'conservation land* uses 

which include a range of categories of land from open spaces around buildings to agricultural and forestry 

land uses" (31).

64. Also see the discussion in Chapter Four, page 54 - 58 of this document
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TABLE #26
Analysis Summary; Township of Puslinch Official Planning Documents

Key: X = No response; -r = minimal response; R = some response; +R = extensive response

'12 Key Words’ 
Analysis Framework

Degree to which Township of Puslinch documents respond to principles 
and issues of sustainability, public participation, and community planning

Official Plan for the Township of Puslinch 1996

Sustainability -r
Public Participation -r
Community Planning R
Development +R
Economic +R
Environment -r
Social / Societal R
Culture -r
Heritage -r
Information -r
Communication -r
Involvement -r

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The '12 Key Words' search method was used throughout this review of municipal planning documentation 

to assist in focusing the review and to provide a reference point for analysis of the municipal Official Plans 

and related documents. Of special importance to this research are issues of public participation, community 

sustainability, and community planning, particularly as they relate to and are embodied in the Official 

Planning process of each of the five municipal case study sites. This review and analysis of the municipal 

Official Plan documents is summarized in Table #27 below.

As illustrated in Table #27, the municipal documents were summarized from the perspective of addressing 

rural community sustainability in a balanced manner, incorporating social, economic, and environmental 

issues within its content and policy statements. With this in mind, Oro-Medonte currently has the most 

comprehensive Official Planning documents in place in that they are not currently under review and 

revision. Other municipal planning documents that are comprehensive in their addressing current 
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sustainability theory, include the Huron County Official Plan document, and the Town of Wiarton 

Conununity Plan. All three of these documents address a healthy overall balance between social, 

economic, and environmental issues of sustainability of rural community.

Table #27 below is a summary of the analysis of all municipal case study site Official Plan documents 

based on the '12 Key Words’ framework. As explained, each document is rated as having no response (X), 

minimal response (-r), some response ( R ), or extensive response (+R) to each of the '12 Key Words’. 

Numerical counts are minimally recognized as indicators of response. Other qualitative factors are 

accounted for in the analysis, including an overall comprehension of the document’s intent, and additional 

knowledge and first hand experience gained from other research and data collection methods of the 

research process. Some case study sites are analyzed based on the combined documentation provided by 

the municipality for purposes of document review. In this case, other qualitative criteria were definitely 

applied as a basis for drawing conclusions.

TABLE #27
Case Study Site Municipal Document Response Analysis Summary

Key: X = No response; -r=minimal response; R = some response; +R=extensive response

12 Key Word 
Analysis 
Framework

Comparison of Response of Municipal Official Plan Documents to 12 Key 
Word Analysis Framework

Oro- 
Medonte 
Township

Town of Erin Town of South 
Brace

Township of 
Usborne

Township of 
Puslinch

Sustainability +R R R +R -r
Public 
Participation

+R R +R +R -r

Community 
Planning

+R +R +R +R R

Development +R +R +R +R +R
Economic +R +R +R +R +R
Environment +R R +R +R -r
Social/Society +R R R R R
Culture +R +R R R -r
Heritage +R R R R -r
Information +R -r R R -r
Communication +R -r R +R -r
Involvement +R R +R +R -r
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Additionally, the context of each document was taken into account For example, the Usborne Official 

Plan ftom 1979 did not mention sustainability, a term not widely in use at that time. Regardless, the 

document demonstrates a surprising comprehensiveness in addressing social, economic, and environmental 

issues. Similarly, the Oro-Medonte Official Plan Review - Transportation document (McCormic Rankin 

Engineers 1996) primarily addresses transportation issues. Regardless, it is recognized and taken into 

account for analysis purposes that other issues of importance are covered quite thoroughly elsewhere as 

augmentation for this document It is important to note that in the end analysis, as illustrated in Table #27 

above, the primary goal is to achieve an overall indication of response.

Summary Discussion

Following is a summary discussion of the analysis Tables presented in this chapter provided as a basis for 

the conclusions presented below. Of the five case study sites the Township of Oro-Medonte has, by far. the 

most extensive Official Plan documentation. This documentation, as presented above, covers 

sustainability, public participation, and community planning in a comprehensive manner. Each of these 

components is presented with a sometimes greater, sometimes lesser degree of interconnection. Based on 

the municipal document review, the only critical comment that can be made is that the links between social, 

environmental, and economic components of sustainable community, as presented in the Oro-Medonte 

documents, are not always clear, especially in terms of the interrelated nature and interdependency of these 

components. This conclusion was validated during the Focus Group sessions through application of 

FARMS.

Of the five case study sites, the Township of Puslinch documentation was found to be least comprehensive 

in addressing principles and issues of sustainability, public participation, and community planning. Based 

on the documentation provided by the municipality as a basis for this research program, the Official Plan of 

the Township of Puslinch (County of Wellington 1998) document is very strong on issues of development 

and economics. This is understandable given the history and context of the municipality.
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It is dear that the Official Plan document accurately portrays an understanding of the historic agrarian 

foundation of the conununity, and the importance to the current community of maintaining this connection. 

This point was reinforced by the Focus Group sessions. There is also a dear sense that the document 

recognizes and attempts to address the intense pressures that are currently being placed on the municipality 

to change from a rural character to an urban character. These pressures are understandable given the 

context of Puslinch as a rural community surrounded by intense urbanization.

On the positive side this situation could be viewed as a potentially rewarding opportunity to change in a 

manner that reflects principles of sustainable community, including achieving a balance between social, 

economic, and environmental conditions. Regardless, the Official Plan document analysis reveals that the 

municipality is placing emphasis on development and economics over environment. This represents an 

unbalanced approach to sustainable community.

The analysis of the combined existing Official Plan documents of the newly formed Town of Erin reveal 

that overall the emphasis is on economics and development Regardless, more attention is given to issues 

of community planning, public participation, and sustainability than is found in the Puslinch documents. 

The Village of Erin Official Plan is. however, similar to the Puslinch Official Plan in that it provides a 

disproportionately balanced perspective between social, economic, and environmental considerations of 

sustainable community, which at times are contradictory in nature. The Erin Official Plan documentation is 

weak in areas of information flow and involvement of the public in planning decision-making. The Village 

of Erin Official Plan (County of Wellington 1996) and the Township of Erin Official Plan (Township of 

Erin 1995) are both currently under review following the amalgamation of the township and village in 

January 1999.

Analysis of both the Town of South Bruce Peninsula and the Township of Usborne Official Plan 

documentation reveals that these case study sites are achieving more of a balance in their Official Plan 

documents than Puslinch and Erin. There is more of a distribution of emphasis between social, economic, 

and environmental issues demonstrated in the South Bruce and Usborne documents. The Town of South
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Bruce Peninsula and Township of Usborne document contents are also positioned closer to the principles of 

sustainability, public participation, and community planning supported in this research.

Weak Verses Strong Sustainability: An Analysis of the Case Study Sites

Wackernagle and Rees (1996) address the concept of 'weak verses strong* sustainability, introduced at the 

beginning of this document in Chapter One. To briefly reintroduce the term, 'weak sustainability* is defined 

as sustainability that is not based on a balance of social, environmental, and economic conditions, and 

further, does not account for the value of 'natural capital'. Strong sustainability on the other hand, is based 

on a balanced approach and "recognizes the unaccounted services and life support systems performed by 

many forms of natural capital, and the considerable risk associated with their irreversible loss" 

(Wackernagle and Rees 1996, 37).

Based on table #20 results (page 170), it is advantageous at this point to summarize the characteristics of 

the provincial documents as adopting a 'strong* or 'weak* approach to sustainability (Wackernagle and 

Reese. 1996). Of the three, the Official Consolidated Planning Act (1999) addresses strongly the three 

components of environment, public involvement and economics in a more or less balanced manner, and 

therefore can be rated as a 'strong* sustainability approach. The Provincial Policy Statement (1996) docs 

not and is a *weak* sustainability approach. The Land Use Planning and Protection Act (1996) is more 

balanced and therefore a 'strong* sustainability approach.

While it is recognized that there is a wide possible range of degrees of weak-to-strong sustainability. Table 

#28 below also analyzes the five case study sites’ Official Plan documentation from the perspective of 

'weak verses strong sustainability’, as the following summary discusses.

Oro-Medonte Official Plan documents address a 'strong sustainability1 approach in their comprehensiveness 

and their attention to sustainability, public participation, and community planning. On the other hand, 

economic development is given high priority in the Puslinch document, as is protection of agriculture, an 

apparent contradiction. Second in importance is preservation of rural character and social characteristics 
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related to the Township of Puslinch's rural heritage. Contradictions appear in the Puslinch Official Plan 

document in several places as discussed above. This contradiction weakens stated municipal planning 

goals. This represents a 'weak sustainability’ approach. To a lesser degree Erin's Official Plan 

documentation also emphasizes economics and development over social issues and environment This also 

represents a "weak sustainability' approach. As Caldwell (1992) stated, there is an equal importance 

between environmental issues and agriculture, and a relationship between economics and environment that 

has a strong effect on agriculture. The Puslinch and Village of Erin Official Plan documents fail to fiilly 

recognize these relationships and incorporate them within the documentation of their respective Official 

Plans.

The newly restructured Town of Erin is reviewing its past efforts and is producing a new Official Plan. In 

Erin’s case a more balanced focus coupled with a stronger public input process is needed to ensure a more 

effective municipal planning document, which will facilitate a sustainable future for the community. This 

statement also finds relevance as applied to the Puslinch Official Plan. Puslinch is most probably in 

transition from a state of rural community to an urban context Baker (1993) states that Puslinch is a rural - 

urban fringe community subject to pressures and changes characteristic of other rural - urban communities. 

In the case of Puslinch Township, given stated goals of preserving agriculture and the rural character of the 

township as desirable elements of the future community, it is imperative that the links between economic 

goals, social issues, and environmental issues and problems be recognized and strengthened, leading to a 

'strong sustainability’ approach.

The position of this research is that public participation and information flow are critical to sustainability in 

terms of enabling effective decision-making by the public in rural community planning and the facilitation 

of rural community sustainable. As the official policy statement that guides each community towards 

sustainable development (Province of Ontario 1999, 2), the municipal Official Plan documents of each 

community should embody viable public participation processes and address methods for effective 

incorporation of public input into planning for sustainable community development
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Oro-Medonte has done this, as has the Wiarton Community Plan (Wiarton Town Council 1995) and the 

Huron County Official Plan (Huron County 1998) document that affects Usborne Township's management 

The Township of Usborne, through its association with Huron County, has demonstrated a 'strong 

sustainability* approach, recognizing that the township on its own is faced with some serious environmental 

issues such as lack of forest cover. The newly formed Town of South Bruce Peninsula has a strong basis 

for an effective public participation process to be incorporated within the municipal planning process, as it 

enters a period of Official Plan review and revision. The town also has a history of lessons in sustainability 

to draw on (see discussion, Chapter Three). Based on the Wiarton Community Plan (Wiarton Town 

Council 1995), and to a lesser extent the Township of Amabel Official Plan (Township of Amabel 1986), 

the newly formed Town of South Bruce Peninsula has a solid basis for development of a 'strong 

sustainability' approach in its Official Plan documentation.

TABLE #28
Case Study Site Municipal Document Analysis Summary

Comparison of Municipal Official Plan Documents to 'weak verses strong' 
sustainability concept

Oro-Medonte 
Township

Town of Erin Town of South 
Bruce

Township of 
Usborne

Township of 
Puslinch

Weak 
Sustainability' 
approach

WEAK WEAK

'Strong 
Sustainability' 
approach

STRONG STRONG STRONG

Much of the analysis provided in this discussion of the Official Planning documentation of the municipal 

case study sites will be revisited in the following two chapters. Chapter Six addresses the results of the 

application of the FARMS analysis framework to the Focus Group sessions and the Key Informant 

Interviews, and Chapter Seven concludes the discussion of this research program with a summary of results 

and discussion of conclusions reached.
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CHAPTER SIX

DISCUSSION OF FOCUS GROUPS AND KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS

OVERVIEW

The municipal Official Plan review policy as prescribed by the Province of Ontario, directs municipalities 

to incorporate viable public participation processes in the municipal Official Plan review (Province of 

Ontario 1996a; 1999), which in turn promotes capacity building in the community (Mitchell 1995; Harris 

2000). The purpose of the Official Plan is "to provide for planning processes that are fair by making them 

open (to the public), accessible, timely and efficient" (Province of Ontario 1996a, 2). The Official Plan 

also addresses issues of sustainable community planning and sustainable development by stating that a 

primary purpose of the Act is "to promote sustainable economic development in a healthy natural 

environment within the policy and by the means provided in this Act”.

From an analysis of the Official Planning documentation for each municipality there are strong indications 

that that several case study sites have utilized effective public input processes in their Official Planning 

reviews. Indications also are that other case study sites have not accomplished effective public 

participation processes as a component of the Official Plan review process. The position of this research is 

that capacity building, accomplished through public participation and information flow, facilitates rural 

community sustainability. This position has been further tested and assessed by undertaking the Focus 

Group sessions and Key Informant Interviews in each case study site, the results of which are discussed 

herein.

Table #28 presented in Chapter Five summarizes an assessment of municipalities based on the municipal 

Official Plan review, evaluating each of the five municipal case study sites as adopting a ‘weak’ or ‘strong’ 

approach to community sustainability (Wackemagle and Rees 1996). A further analysis of ‘weak’ and 

‘strong’ sustainability based on the input of the public and key community stakeholders in each case stuck 

site, is discussed in this Chapter. The results of this analysis are presented in Table #42 and compared with 

previous conclusions on ‘weak’ verses ‘strong’ sustainability presented in Table #28.
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The role of the public and the effectiveness of public participation are fundamental issues that the FARMS 

analysis model addresses. The FARMS process employs Focus Group sessions and Key Informant 

Interviews Grom five selected municipalities as methods for gathering data provided through public input on 

issues of sustainability, public participation, and community planning. As illustrated in Table #14 

presented earlier, this is a process of "balancing" the expert analysis of information with public input 

obtained through the Focus Group and Key Informant Interview sessions. This 'cross referencing* achieves 

a triangulation of results.

Details of the Focus Group and Kev Informant Interviews for Case Study Sites

The following discussion of case study site Focus Group sessions and Key Informant Interviews is 

expanded to include a more detailed explanation of the Focus Group and Interview processes and results 

analysis. For sake of brevity, these details are not repeated in the discussions of individual case study sites 

results. Actual responses to all Focus Group questions can be found in Appendix 'D*.

The case study site Focus Group session process were developed from the initial literature research?5 and 

entailed gathering data related to the public’s perception of sustainability, public participation, and 

community planning, with emphasis on the municipal Official Planning process. This data gathering was 

accomplished through involvement of municipal stakeholders, including the public, politicians, interest 

groups, community volunteers, and business representatives who were invited to participate in the Focus 

Group sessions 'A' and B' and the follow-up Key Informant Interview sessions.

Sources related to social research, Focus Group techniques, and qualitative interview processes were 

consulted during the research process, as addressed in Chapter Two. Although fairly extensive research 

information was available regarding question content, no direction was available (pro or con) related to use 

of'simple* verses 'compound* questions for the Focus Groups and Key Informant Interviews. Therefore 

both types of questions are used depending on the desired focus of the individual question.

65. See Table #14, Step One in Chapter Three
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The selection of Focus Group questions was based on two main factors: an extensive literature review 

carried out in Step One and the primary researcher's knowledge gained through investigation of the local 

context and comparison with municipal and process-related examples from other similar contexts. The key 

Focus Group 'A* and *B* questions were prepared before the Focus Group 'A* sessions using the process 

identified in Chapter Three.** Prior to and in preparation for the Focus Group phase, a half day research 

review was undertaken by the researcher / 'expert*, of all key research results and findings to that point in 

the process. Note that the term 'expert’ is defined in this research as the individual who has been informed 

about the research context, through literature review and research investigation of the case study sites.

At the end of this review a one-hour time frame was set aside to generate a comprehensive list of possible 

relevant Focus Group questions. The list was not prioritized and duplications were allowed At the end of 

the one hour period the list was reviewed and boiled down to six key relevant questions as recommended 

by the initial research on Focus Group design (Einsiedel, A, Lilias Brown, and Francis Ross 1996).

Focus Group *A*

The six Focus Group 'A' questions are common to all case study site Focus Group sessions and are 

presented below in Table #29. The following list of six key Focus Group questions was identified for the 

first round Focus Group 'A' session.

TABLE #29
Focus Group *A* Session Questions

Question#!:

Qye^2«#2;

"What in your opinion, is a 'sustainable community', and what is your perception of your 
role within a sustainable community?”
"What in your opinion, are the key elements (characteristics), which constitute a 
sustainable community?"
"How do you think these elements (characteristics) can be measured and defined?"

Question #4; "In your opinion is information important to the sustainability of the community, and if 
so, why?"

Question #5: "What information do you require to make your ongoing participation in this community 
viable and sustainable? Where would you expect to obtain this information?"

Question #6: "Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that 
public involvement is or should be a key component of the Official Plan process?”

66. As described by Einseidel etaL (1996)
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As soon as possible after the case study site Focus Group 'A* session was conducted, the responses were 

assembled in a format that would facilitate 'expert analysis’. The primary researcher completed this 

analysis, shortly after the conclusion of the sessions. *7 An example of the results of the analysis is 

provided in Table #32 below in the format of a list of 'publicly derived indicators’ for Oro-Medonte.

Focus Group 'A' question responses were analyzed within the FARMS framework**. The resulting 

'publicly derived sustainability indicators’ were applied also to a further review / analysis of the Oro- 

Medonte Official Plan and related documents. Conclusions were drawn about the effectiveness of the 

municipal Official Plan documentation in facilitating community sustainability and public participation in 

the Official Plan process, based on the degree to which the Official Plan documentation reflected the 

perceptions and opinions of the public as represented by the publicly derived indicators. Following are 

several examples of indicator identification.

Example One: Information Quality = Indicator of Diversity- Productivitv/Social Conditions 

The Focus Group participants in municipality ‘A’ indicated that information was perceived as an important 

factor in community sustainability and, in particular, information of high quality, in other words, 

information that is accessible, informative, and available in usable format. Therefore, level of quality of 

information was identified as an indicator. The %esr ftt’ for this indicator is under the social productivity 

category. Social use of quality information is viewed as being a contributing element to positive social 

productivity. A fit can also be made under the social diversity category, based on the 'expert’ assessment 

that quality information allows a range of effective sustainable decisions to be made, thus resulting in 

greater overall community diversity.

67. For purposes of this research process the key researcher is myself, and in this capacity I performed 
the'expert analysis’.

68. The application of the publicly generated sustainability indicators to the FARMS analysis matrix 
is illustrated in Chapter Three.
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Another illustration of the process is as follows.

Example Two: Level of Evidence of Information Exchange —

Indicator of Eouitabilitv/Social Conditions

In the above example the Focus Group participants highlighted information flow, interpreted as amount of 

or evidence of information exchange, as being an indicator of sustainable community. In other words, the 

more transparent information flow was, and the greater the amount of accessible and usable information 

flowing within the community, the more sustainable the community. Therefore, information flow is an 

indicator of equitability of social conditions.

Expert analysis of the municipal documents accomplished through the process described above was 

recorded as follows. Based primarily on the T2 Key Words' search technique** and ‘expert’ knowledge, 

conclusions were formulated as to the degree to which the municipal Official Plan and related documents 

reflected and responded to the publicly derived sustainable community indicators. Results were recorded in 

the FARMS matrix as a V = yes the document responded effectively, or an 'N' = no the document did not 

respond effectively. An example of these analysis results for Oro-Medonte is displayed in Table #33.

Focus Group *B*

A total of five questions were prepared for the discussion. These Focus Group B' questions are common to 

all five case study sites and are listed in Table #30 below.

69. See Chapter Two, Introduction section for details, and also footnote #55 in the Introduction 
section of Chapter Five for further clarification.
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TABLE #30
Focus Group Session *B* Questions

Question#!: "What in your opinion is a 'sustainable community’, and what is your perception of your 
role within a sustainable community?"
"Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that 
public involvement is or should be a key component of the Official Plan process?"

Question #2:

Note: The FARMS analysis results (prepared before the Focus Group B session) were presented for 
discussion at this point in the session. Following the presentation of the FARMS analysis results, the 3 
questions listed below were tabled for discussion.

Question #3;
Question #4:

Question #S:

"In your opinion how accurate are the results of the FARMS model application?"
"In your opinion how effectively does FARMS’ evaluate the level of sustainability of a 
community?"
"In your opinion does the FARMS model effectively evaluate degree of public input into 
the Official Plan process?"

Kev Informant Interviews

The primary researcher conducted all Key Informant Interviews. Each interviewee was contacted by phone 

at a pre-arranged, convenient time when the interview could take place uninterrupted. They were requested 

to respond to a total of three broad 'summary questions’ derived from the collective Focus Group results.

Following is an explanation of the process of compiling Key Informant Interview 'summary questions’. As 

an example, the FARMS analysis of the Oro-Medonte Focus Group results presented above directly 

generated a list of nine conclusions. The Key Informant Interview 'summary questions’ were then 

'synthesized* from this more extensive list of conclusions. This 'synthesis' process established individual 

sets of three questions for Key Informant Interviews in each case study site. Again, the primary 

researcher’s 'expert analysis', based on a comprehensive knowledge of the overall research results, play ed a 

key role on the identification of indicators and the interpretation of the FARMS analysis results, which led 

to the synthesis of the 'summary questions’ for the Key Informant Interviews. The participants for the Key 

Informant Interviews were selected based on the criteria presented in Table #31 below.
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TABLE #31
Selection Criteria for Kev Informant Interviews

Criteria Rationale for Criteria
1 Past participant in the focus group sessions This criterion ensures to a degree that the participant 

is informed about the research process, the research 
focus, and the research goals.

2 Availability during the interview process time 
frame

Lack of availability precludes the prospective 
participant from participation by default

3 Willingness to participate in the 'Key Informant
Interview* process

Lack of willingness to participate precludes the 
prospective participant from participation by 
default

4 If not a past Focus Group participant, candidate 
is or has been active in rural community 
decision-making, whether as a public interest 
group member, a member of a local advisory 
group, a member of the municipal staff or a 
member of the municipal council.

Functions as a counter-balance to the selection of 
prospective participants for the two Focus Group 
sessions, which was based on a list of suggested 
individuals provided by the municipality and 
included a random range of individuals from 
general public and special interest groups, to 
politicians and staff.

The individuals participating in the Key Informant Interviews were provided with a brief summary of the 

research process and conclusions prior to the telephone interview, by FAX or email. This as a counter 

balance to the Focus Group sessions in which no prior notice was given of the questions to be discussed. 

The researcher asked clarification points and questions during the Key Informant Interview conversations.

Answers were recorded and later transcribed verbatim”. Final transcribed text was printed in the form of 

an ‘interview manuscript' generated fiom an electronic document file. The Key Informant Interview 

sessions were conducted in order to validate the Focus Group responses and the resulting ’expert analysis' 

and conclusions. Because the responses and identified indicators lists generated fiom the Focus Group 

session differed from case study site to case study site, it was necessary to formulate individualized 

'summary question' sets for the Key Informant Interviews for each of the case study sites. Regardless, these 

were still based on a format that was common to all case study sites.

70. Appendix D* contains all focus group 'A' and 'B' and Key Informant Interview session 
responses fiom the five case study site sessions.
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THE ORO-MEDONTE FOCUS GROUP AND KEY INFORMANT

INTERVIEW SESSIONS

Following is a discussion of Oro-Medonte Focus Group session and Key Informant Interview results.

Oro-Medonte Focus Group 'A' Questions and Resulting Responses

The Township of Oro-Medonte research Focus Group ’A* session was held in May 1999 at the Municipal 

Offices of the township. The Focus Group session was attended by ten individuals constituting a wide 

range of stakeholders, including politicians, members of the township staff and representatives from the 

public at large. The session lasted approximately one hour and twenty minutes and was recorded in several 

ways, including a taped voice recording of the session and minutes of the Focus Group session question 

responses recorded in writing throughout the meeting.

Summary of FARMS Analysis of Focus Group 'A* Results

After the Oro-Medonte Focus Group 'A' session was conducted, the responses were assembled in an 

appropriate format as discussed above. The generated indicators from Table #32 below were applied to 

the Township of Oro-Medonte Official Plan documents, and conclusions were then drawn related to the 

degree to which the Official Plan reflects / responds to the publicly-derived indicator sets. Note that the 

sustainability indicators (SI #’s) in the FARMS matrix, Table #33 below, correspond to the list provided in 

Table #32.
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TABLE #32
Summary of Publicly-Derived Indicators for Township of Oro-Medonte

Focus Groun-derived Cnmmnnitv 
Characteristic

Sustainable Rural Community Indicator

1. The degree to which a community reflects 
the broader context

Indicator of diversity / social conditions

2. The diversity of place and community 
character

Indicator of diversity / social - environmental 
conditions

3. A balanced density within the community Indicator of productivity / social - environmental 
conditions

4. The presence or absence of strongly 
identifiable physical nodes

Indicator of stability / environmental conditions

5. A definable overall community context Indicator of stability / environmental conditions
6. Strong links both within and around the 

community
Indicator of stability / social conditions

7. A balanced density within the community Indicator of productivity / social - environmental 
conditions

8. Amount of environmentally protected 
lands within conununity

Indicator of productivity / environmental conditions

9. Quality of environmentally protected lands 
within the community

Indicator of productivity / environmental conditions

10. Evidence of / degree of intergenerational 
communication

Indicator of resilience / social conditions

11. Cross generational pride in the community Indicator of resilience / social conditions
12. The perception of the degree of safety 

within the community
Indicator of stability / social conditions

13. Amount of local crime within the 
community

Indicator of stability / social conditions

14. Information quality Indicator of diversity - productivity / social 
conditions

IS. Perception of information relevance Indicator of stability / social conditions
16. Level of / evidence of information 

exchange
Indicator of equitability / social conditions

17. Degree of public involvement in 
information delivery

Indicator of productivity / social conditions

18. Amount of public apathy Indicator of resilience / social conditions
19. Information diversity Indicator of diversity / social conditions
20. Degree of availability of economic 

information
Indicator of equitability - resilience / economic 
conditions

21. Availability of land development-related 
information

Indicator of equitability / economic conditions

22. Availability of local-context information Indicator of equitability-resilience / social 
conditions

23. Availability of cultural information Indicator of equitability - resilience / social 
conditions

24. Regional-level availability of information 
about local community*

Indicator of equitability - diversity / social - 
economic conditions

25. Awareness of the municipal Official Plan 
process

Indicator of equitability / social conditions

26. Public involvement in the Official Plan 
process

Indicator of equitability / social conditions

27. Availability of information on services Indicator of stability / social conditions
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TABLE #32 (continued)
Summary of Publicly-Derived Indicators for Township of Oro-Medonte

28. Degree that the Official Plan reinforces 
local pride / sense of community

Indicator of stability / social - economic conditions

29. Communication of the Official Plan 
document

Indicator of equitability - productivity / social 
conditions

30. Availability of clear / concise information 
about the Official Plan process

Indicator of equitability - productivity / social 
conditions

31. Availability of information about / within 
local community

Indicator of resilience - diversity / social economic 
conditions

32. Availability of regional-context
information to community

Indicator of resilience - diversity / social - 
economic conditions
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TABLE #33
FARMS (Incorporating Group *A* Results) Applied to Oro-Medonte*s Official Plan

Social Indicators Economic Indicators Environmental 
Indicators

SI# Official 
Plan 

responds

SI# Official 
Plan 

responds

SI# Official 
Plan 

responds
Productivity 3, 14, 17, 

29, 30, 10
Yes 20 Yes 3, 8,9 No

Diversity I, 2, 10, 
14, 19, 24, 
31,

Yes 20,24,31, 
32

Yes 2, 8,9 Yes

Equitability 7, 10, 14, 
16, 17, 24, 
25. 26, 29, 
30,

No(not 
locally) 
Yes 
(broad 
sense)

7, 20, 21, 
22,23,24

Yes/No Not 
applicable 
(see 
Conway)

No

Stability 6, 10, 11, 
12, 13, 14, 
15, 16, 18, 
23, 27, 28, 
29,30

Yes 14,20,21,
24, 27, 28

Yes 4. 5 Yes

Resilience 10, 11, 14, 
16, 18.31

Yes/No 20, 22, 23, 
27,31, 32

Yes No

Key Notes:
1. Numbers correspond to the 'publicly derived indicators’ list in Table #30 above.
2. Indicators (and related numbers) have been slotted in one or more categories that describe a 'best fit' for 

the indicator as discussed above. This means that indicators may broadly fit many categories, but for 
clarity, are placed in only the most appropriate slots.

3. Not all slots in the FARMS matrix will necessarily be occupied. Absence of numbers in a slot is 
viewed during the FARMS analysis process as demonstrating a lack of, or reduced focus by. the public 
on this area of sustainability.

4. Under category "Official Plan Responds", Y1 (yes) means that the Official Plan effectively addresses 
that category (eg. Social Stability) as determined by 'expert' analysis; 'N' (no) means the Official Plan 
does not effectively address that category; Y/N means some degree of response is noted

Plugging the sustainability indicators fiom Table #32 into FARMS (Table #33), the following conclusions 

were drawn, and are summed up as follows:

1. Based on the publicly derived sustainability indicators and the related FARMS analysis, the Oro- 

Medonte community is concerned primarily with social conditions and secondly, with economic 

conditions.

2. Environmental productivity, stability, and diversity are also important in that order.



211

3. Sustainable community characteristics and measurements of Oro-Medonte include quality of life, 

degree of rural character, availability of local natural amenities, and strong connections with 

surrounding context

4. Quality, availability and two-way flow of information (communication between public and 

municipality) are very important to maintaining and continuing Oro-Medonte as a sustainable rural 

community.

5. The Oro-Medonte municipal Official Plan has a more balanced focus on social, economic, and 

environmental conditions within the community.

6. The main emphasis and focus of the Official Plan remains on issues and concerns related to economics 

with an almost equal focus on social conditions.

7. Specifically speaking in terms of public involvement in the ongoing municipal Official Plan process, 

the Official Plan addresses public involvement to the extent that is required by the Ontario Official 

Planning Act; however, it goes well beyond in the process of preparing the municipal Official Plan.

8. The weakness of the Official Plan documentation identified by the ’expert analysis' / FARMS analysis 

was that the Official Plan does not strongly identify and reinforce links between environment, social, 

and economic factors.

9. Based on the FARMS analysis results, the municipal Official Plan of Oro-Medonte succeeds in 

addressing sustainability, public participation, and community planning in a manner that balances 

social, economic, and environmental factors of rural community sustainability. The strength of the 

Oro-Medonte Official Plan in addressing public participation is particularly recognized .71

71. This, and other concluding statements regarding the degree of effectiveness of the case study 
municipal Official Plan processes in addressing community sustainability, is based on the FARMS 
model analysis results. They are also supported by comparison to the core literature and municipal 
Official Plan documentation analysis obtained through application of the '12 Key Words’ analysis 
framework.
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Focus Group B'Questions and Responses

As discussed, all Focus Group B’ question responses for all case study sites are located in Appendix B’. 

TARMS' was applied to the results of Focus Group 'A' in preparation for the Oro-Medonte Focus Group B’ 

sessions. Table #32 above lists the Oro-Medonte publicly derived sustainable community indicators 

generated from the Focus Group 'A* results, which were then used as a basis for the FARMS analysis of 

Oro-Medonte Focus Group 'A* shown in Table #33.

The Township of Oro-Medonte Focus Group B’ session was held on June IO* at 2:00 p.m. in the municipal 

building Council Chambers. A total of five participants attended, representing a range of stakeholders 

including local business persons, a local farmer, and the Municipal Planner.

Follow Up Oro-Medonte Kev Informant Interview Sessions

Oro-Medonte Key Informant Interviewees included the following individuals:

Interviewee #1: Management Staff, municipality of Oro-Medonte

Interviewed - Thursday, November 25, 1999

Interviewee #2: Politician, municipality of Oro-Medonte

Interviewed - Thursday, November 25, 1999

Interviewee #3: Environmentalist, citizen, on municipal committees

Interviewed - Thursday, November 25, 1999

The Oro-Medonte Key Informant Interview questions and responses are presented as follows.

Summary of Oro-Medonte Key Informant Interviews

Related to Question Statement 'A*, the research finding regarding the importance of information as a basis 

for community sustainability, all participants generally agreed with the FARMS conclusions that
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Information is Jundamental to the sustainability of your community. Good quality local 

information is needed about community economics, environmental factors, and social 

issues. This information is needed to maintain a sustainable community in Oro-Medonte 

now and in foture.

And second.

Communication of this information is very important, especially two-way communication 

between the municipality and the public. On the other hand lack of information on the 

community of Oro-Medonte has had a negative effect on the sustainability of Oro- 

Medonte as a community (an example is when newcomers move to your community 

lacking an understanding of the make-up of the community, and due to this have 

unreasonable expectations).

Related to Question Statement 'B'. the research findings regarding the importance and effectiveness of 

public involvement in the municipal Official Planning process, all participants agreed with the FARMS 

conclusion that

Public involvement in the Official Planning process is a key factor in a successful Official 

Plan process. The opportunity to participate in the Official Plan provides valuable 

information to the public and enables them to have a say in the Official Plan’s 

preparation. This helps the municipal council in its task of Community Planning.

Regarding point V, only one participant (the member of the public at large) agreed that

There are problems with public involvement in the Official Plan process. The public can 

be apathetic. Conversely, the more vocal members of the public can dominate the 

process. The Official Pim document is often too technical and hard to comprehend let 

alone apply to people's daily lives.
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The other two interviewees had mixed reactions. The Senior Planner for the municipality and the Mayor 

of the Municipality both had a yes / no response to the statement, indicating some degree of agreement 

with the FARMS findings, with qualifications attached to her/his statement of agreement

Relating to Question Statement 'C'. all interviewees agreed that

The conununity of Oro-Medonte defines itself as a sustainable conununity. Its 

sustainable characteristics including quality of life, rural character, locally available 

natural and cultural amenities, and good connection with surrounding communities.

And with the statement of findings that

The community believes that although environment is very important, social and 

economic characteristics are the most important factors in continued community 

sustainability. The Official Plan supports these views and is effective in addressing these 

three factors of sustainability. However, the Official Plan needs to be strengthened to 

reinforce the links and ties between economy, society and environment as a basis for 

long-term community sustainability.

THE TOWN OF ERIN FOCUS GROUP AND KEY INFORMANT

INTERVIEW SESSIONS

Focus Group 'A* and B' sessions for the Town of Erin were held in June and July of 1999. These sessions 

were conducted at the Town of Erin Municipal Offices. Key Informant Interviews were conducted with 

selected individuals in October 1999. The Focus Group processes and approach to documentation of the 

Focus Group 'A' andB' session results for all case study municipalities are discussed above.

Summary of Town of Erin Focus Group 'A' Results

The results of the analysis of Focus Group ’A’ responses are presented below in Table #34 in the form of 

indicators. Table #35 presents the FARMS analysis based on the incorporation of these indicators within 

the model as explained earlier. Using the' 12 key word search' of the Erin Official Plan and related support 
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documents, indicators were matched to the Official Plan documents, and conclusions were then drawn 

related to the degree to which the Official Plan reinforced or deviates from the publicly-derived indicator 

sets.

Conclusions Drawn From FARMS Analysis of Town of Erin Focus Group *A'

The findings generated from the FARMS analysis of the publicly derived sustainability indicators are 

summed up as follows:

1. The public (as represented by the Focus Group) have a strong priority of social stability and social 

equity and a secondary priority of economic productivity, equitability and stability for / within the 

community.

2. The 1995 / 1996 Official Plans for the township and the village generally (and in many cases, strongly) 

support these priorities.

3. Environment is recognized by both the public and the Official Plan as being of importance but also as 

being secondary to / supportive of social and economic issues of priority and concern.

4. Economic diversity is a low priority of the public and the Official Plan; economic stability is highest 

priority of both public and Official Plan.

5. Economic resilience is also a fairly low priority of the Official Plan and public.

6. In terms of environment, environmental stability is of highest importance, and environmental diversity 

is secondary from both public and Official Plan perspectives.

7. Generally, the public perspective and priority is reflected in both existing Official Plans.

8. There is a lack of balance caused by strong emphasis on social issues, secondary priority on 

environmental issues, and diminished priority on environment, that could lead to an unsustainable 

community.72

9. The township Official Plan is more effective regarding public participation; however, it is still very 

limited in addressing the importance of public participation in the planning process.

72. This finding reinforces the conclusion from the review of the township and village municipal 
Official Plan documents - see discussion at conclusion of Chapter Five and, specifically, 
Table #27 and Table #28.
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TABLE #34
Summary of Publicly Derived Indicators for Town of Erin

Focus group-derived Community Characteristics Sustainable Rural Community Indicator
1. Strong physical identification of community Stability / social indicator
2. Level of perception of conununity uniqueness Diversity / social indicator
3. Well defined community 7 contextual 

relationship
Stability 7 social indicator

4. Balance of individual and community 
sustainability

An equitability / social indicator

5. Degree of informed community public Productivity / social indicator
6. Strong presence of volunteers and social support 

agencies
Equitability / stability - social / economic 
indicator

7. Degree of access to information with public 
assistance

Equitability / productivity - social indicator

8. Availability of adequate essential services Equitability / stability - social indicator
9. Linking the individual within the community to 

their existing / potential role within the 
community

Equitability / stability - social indicator

10. Degree of community growth Stability - social / economic indicator
11. Degree of community livability' As a stability / social indicator
12. Availability of employment opportunities Productivity / equitability - social 7 economic 

indicator
13. Affordable housing Equitability / stability - social / economic 

indicator
14. Access to local arts and cultural opportunities Equitability / social indicator
15. Diverse and accessible recreational opportunities Equitable 7 social indicator
16. Presence of religious institutes Stability / social indicator
17. Sense of local history Stability - social indicator
18. Presence of long term established residence Stability - social indicator
19. Community as a representation of the broader 

context
Diversity - social indicator

20. Degree of knowledge of community Stability - social indicator
21. Perception of local safety Stability 7 social indicator
22. Perception of strong moral fabric in community Stability / resilience - social indicator
23. Degree of respect for community as place Stability - social indicator
24. Respect and control of environment Stability 7 environmental indicator
25. Acceptance of community by newcomers Stability - social indicator
26. Respect for property rights Stability - social indicator
27. Perception of community stability Productivity 7 stability / resilience - social 7 

economic/environmental indicator
28. Concern for community Stability 7 resilience - social indicator
29. Degree to which community meets needs of 

residence
Productivity 7 equitability / stability - social 7 
economic indicator

30. Perception of community as a desirable place to 
raise a family

Stability — social indicator

31. Level of tolerance within community Equitability / stability 7 diversity - social indicator
32. Degree of respect shown for community Stability 7 social indicator
33. Number of complaints to local council Stability / social indicator
34. Degree of cleanliness of 7 local satisfaction with 

community environment
Stability - social 7 environmental indicator
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TABLE #34 (continued)
Summary of Publicly Derived Indicators for Town of Erin

Focus group-derived Community Characteristics Sustainable Rural Community Indicator
35. Degree of availability of local recreational 

opportunities / facilities
Diversity / social indicator

36. Degree of respect for property rights / level of 
information

Productivity / equitability - social / economic 
indicator

37. Information accessibility Equitability / social indicator
38. Accessible community-related information Equitability - social / economic indicator
39. Degree to which community is 'promoted' Productivity - economic indicator
40. Quality of information Productivity / equitability - social indicator
41. Valid, relevant and accessible information As a productivity / equitability - social economic 

indicator
42. Information accuracy and usability Productivity / equitability - social / economic 

indicator
43. Degree of accurate and accessible information 

provided by the municipality
As a productivity / equitability - social / economic 
indicator

44. Use of newsletters and similar media by 
municipality to provide information to public

Equitability / stability - social indicator

45. Presence of successful two-way dialogue 
between municipality and public

Equitable / social indicator

46. Level of general knowledge about the local 
planning process

Equitability - social / economic indicator

47. Level of public participation on the Official Plan 
process

Equitability / stability - social / environmental 
indicator

48. Degree of awareness of the local Official Plan 
process

Productivity / equitability - social / economic 
indicator

Town of Erin Focus Group TT Results

A total of five questions were asked during the Town of Erin Focus Group *B’ session held in July 1999 at 

the Town of Erin municipal offices. A total of six individuals participated in Focus Group 'B', (different 

individuals from the first group) including politicians, members of the public at large, business community, 

and community volunteers. Following are the responses related to Focus Group B' questions as recorded 

during the Focus Group B' sessions. See Appendix T)' for full documentation of question responses.
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TABLE #35

FARMS Applied to Town and Township of Erin Official Planning Documents

Key Notes:

Social Indicators Economic Indicators Environmental 
Indicators

SI# O.P. 
responds?

SI# O.P. 
responds?

SI# O.P. 
responds?

Productivity 5. 7. 12.
27. 29. 43.
44. 45. 50.

Y 12. 27.
41. 43.
44. 45.

Y 27. N

Diversity 2. 19. 27.
31. 35.

N 27. N 27. N/Y

Equitability 4. 6. 7. 8.
9. 12. 13.
14. 15. 27.
29. 31. 36.
37. 38. 39.
40. 42. 43.
44. 45. 46.
47. 48. 49.
50.

12. 13.
27. 37.
40. 42.
43. 44.
45. 48.

27. 49. Not 
applicable

Stability 1. 3. 6. 8. 
9. 10. 11.
13. 16. 17. 
18. 20. 2L 
22. 23. 25. 
26. 27. 28. 
29. 30. 31. 
32. 33. 34. 
36. 46.49.

Y 10. 12.
11. 13.

27.

Y 24. 27. 34.
49.

Y

Resilience 22. 27. 28. Y/N 27. Y/N 27. Y/N

1.
2.

3.

4.

Numbers correspond to the 'publicly derived indicators' list in Table #34 above.
Indicators (and related numbers) have been slotted in one or more categories, which describe a 'best fit' 
for the indicator as discussed above.
Not ail slots in the FARMS matrix will necessarily be occupied. Absence of numbers in a slot is 
viewed (hiring the FARMS analysis process as demonstrating a lack of, or reduced focus by, the public 
on this area of sustainability.
Under category "Official Flan Responds”, Y (yes) means that the Official Plan effectively addresses 
that category (eg. Social Stability) as determined by 'expert* analysis; *N* (no) means the Official Plan 
does not effectively address that category, Y/N means some degree of response is noted.
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Town of Erin Kev Informant Interview Sessions

Town ofErin Key informant interviewees included the following:

• Interviewee *1: Director of private non-profit community group

Interviewed - Friday, November 26,1999

• Interviewee #2: Staff Member for a local newspaper

Interviewed - Friday, November 26, 1999

• Interviewee #3: Municipal Politician

- Interviewed - Thursday, November 25, 1999

Summary of Erin Focus Groups and Kev Informant Interviews

The following is provided as a summary of responses from the Town of Erin participants in the Town of 

Erin Key Informant Interview sessions. This summary is provided without intent to analyze content at this 

point. A discussion of results analysis occurs in Chapter Seven.

Related to Question Statement 'A*. "Information sharing and the sustainability of your conununitv'".

all participants agreed with the FARMS analysis findings that

Relevant high quality information (information that is current, accessible, and focused on 

the local community) is fondamental to the sustainability of Erin as a community. Of 

specific importance is information sharing and two-way communication between 

municipality and public.

And second that

This type of information can promote pride in, and supportfor the community, which are 

two essential elements of community sustainability. Specific to this, newcomers to the 

community can be assisted in contributing more positively to Erin as a sustainable 

community if they are informed about the unique characteristics of the community when 

they become residents.

Related to Question Statement *B'. "Public Participation and the Municipal Planning Process",
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all participants agreed with the FARMS analysis findings that

Level of public involvement in the community (through volunteerism and active 

involvement in local affairs, for example) is viewed as a cornerstone for the creation ofa 

sustainable community.

And second that

Public involvement in the Official Planning process is a keyfactor in a successful Official 

Plan process. The opportunity to participate in the Official Plan provides valuable 

information to the public and enables them to have a voice in the Official Plan’s 

preparation and administration.

And third that

There are problems with public involvement in the Official Plan process. The public can 

be apathetic. The more vocal members of the public can dominate the process. The 

public generally lacks knowledge of the Official Plan document.

Related to Question Statement 'C, "Related to the effectiveness of the Township and Village of Erin 

Official Plans”, all participants agreed in principle that

The public defines the community of Erin as the Township and the Town combined. The 

public generally believes that Erin is a sustainable community, defining Erin’s 

sustainable characteristics as its rural character, local diversity and tolerance for the 

diversity of individuals within the community, and evidence of respect for community and 

individuals.

One participant (the politician) hesitated on the specific question of defining the community of Erin, 

claiming that "there are still very distinct lines drawn between the former village and the township".

All participants agreed that

Social characteristics of the community are the most important positive elements ofErin 

as a ’livable'and sustainable community,

although two participants agreed that
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Growth is viewed as a negative influence on these positive social factors.

One participant questioned this finding, stating that she does not have enough information to make an 

opinion on whether the community believes that growth is a negative influence on Erin society. She thinks 

that the town is split on this issue.

All participants generally agreed that

The Official Plans of Erin Village and the Township of Erin generally support these 

views. Both documents emphasize social priorities first, with economic priorities as a 

second priority. Environmental priorities as addressed in the Official Plans are treated 

as secondary issues related to social and economic concerns.

THE TOWN OF SOUTH BRUCE PENINSULA FOCUS GROUP AND KEY

INFORMANT INTERVIEW SESSIONS

Focus Group 'A' for the Town of South Bruce Peninsula was held in June in two pans. In mid-June a 

meeting was held at the old Township of Amabel municipal building with two participants. At the end of 

June a second meeting was held at the new municipal offices in Wiarton to augment the initial session, and 

an additional five participants were involved. Focus Group ’B’ session was held at the end of July, again at 

the Wiarton municipal offices. A total of six people commenced the meeting, with one leaving midway in 

the session.

Summary of Town of South Bruce Peninsula Focus Group *A* Results

Table #36 below lists the summary analysis from Focus Group 'A' and the related analysis of publicly 

derived sustainability indicators, the product of the FARMS analysis of Focus Group 'A' questions. Table 

#37 represents the results of the inclusion of the publicly derived sustainability indicators in the FARMS 

model matrix.



222

TABLE #36
List of Indicators of Community Susfinahiiitv for Town of South Bruce

focus group-derived Communitv Charactcrirtio Sustainable Rural Communitv Indicator
I. Community facilitation of a high quality of lives equitability/stability/productivity - social indicator
2. Community as an economically viable community productivity/stability - social / economic indicator
3. Community as an attractive and viable place to do 

business
stability / productivity - social / economic indicator

4. Cooperation between local community and other 
communities

productivity / stability / resilience — social / economic / 
environmental indicator

5. Availability of recreational facilities and opportunities COMMUNITY equitability / stability - social indicator
6. Protection of natural features within and around 

community
stability - social / economic / environmental indicator

7. Promoting alternative economic activities that are 
community-based

productivity / diversity / stability / resilience - social / 
economic indicator

8. Safe and healthy living environment in community stability - social indicator
9. Quality of municipal services stability - social indicator
10. Level of cooperation, interest and support in 

community
productivity / stability - social indicator

11. Level of community involvement stability - social indicator
12. Accessibility to services (and facilities) equitability / stability - social indicator
13. Quality of natural environment stability - social / environmental indicator
14. Local information on community is a productivity 

stability
social / economic indicator

15. Information on local services equitability / stability — social indicator
16. Available information on municipal operations equitability / productivity - social economic indicator
17. Level of interest in the municipal Official Plan equitability / stability / productivity - social / economic 

indicator
18. Communication of the Official Plan to public stability — social indicator
19. Degree of public apathy about Official Plan stability — social indicator
20. Community supporting individuals within the 

community
stability - social indicator

21. Community as desirable place to establish roots stability - social indicator
22. Opportunity for employment within community equitability / stability — social / economic indicator
23. Strong physically definable area stability—social indicator
24. Access to education within community equitability - social indicator
25. Availability of cultural facilities within community stability—social indicator
26. Controlled harvesting of natural resources in balance 

with natural preservation
equitability / productivity / stability - social / economic / 
environmental indicator

27. Diversification of economic basis of community diversity - economic indicator
28. Provision of a standart} of quality of life within 

community
stability - social indicator

29. Amount of volunteerism in local community stability - social indicator
30. Level of quality / expandability of infrastructure productivity / stability — social economic indicator
31. Degree of perceived safety within the community stability—social indicator
32. Balanced development and natural preservation / 

enhancement
equitability / stability / resilience- social / economic / 
environmental indicator

33. Provision of information equitability / productivity - social indicator
34. Information on specific local characteristics of 

economic importance
stability / productivity—economic indicator

35. Accessibility of information productivity - economic indicator
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TABLE #36 (continued)
List of Indicators of Community Sustainability for Town of South Bruce

36. Availability of local sources of information is a 
stability / productivity / equitability — social indicator

stability / productivity / equitability — social indicator

37. Communication of the Official Plan 'vision' stability - social indicator
38. Effectiveness of the Official Plan productivity / stability - social / economic indicator
39. Accessibility to usable Official Plan information equitability / productivity / stability - social / 

environmental indicator

TABLE #37
FARMS (Incorporating Group ’A* Results) Applied to South Bruce Official Plan

Social Indicators Economic Indicators Environmental 
Indicators

SI# OJ». 
responds?

SI# O.P. 
responds?

SI# O.P. 
responds?

Productivity 2. 4. 6. 8. 
13. 14. 20. 
21. 27. 32. 
33. 34. 37. 
39.

4. 6. 8.
13. 14.
21. 29.
32. 34.
37. 39.

Y 8. 13.31. Y

Diversity 14. N 14. 15. Y Y

Equitability 2. 5. 9. 10.
13. 24. 25.
27. 30. 32.
33. 34. 39.

Y 5. 13. 25.
32. 34.

Y 13. 25. 39. not 
applicable

Stability 1. 2. 3. 4.
5. 6. 7. 8.
10. II. 12. 
13. 14. 16. 
17. 18. 19.
20. 21. 22.
23. 24. 25.
26. 28. 30.
33. 34. 35.
36. 37. 38. 
39.

Y 4. 5. 6. 8.
12. 13.
14. 21.
22. 23.
25. 26.
28. 29.
34. 37.

8. 12. 13.
25. 39.

Y

Resilience 8. 14. 25. N/Y 8. 14. 25. N/Y 8. 25. N/Y

Key Notes:
Numbers correspond to the 'publicly derived indicators’ list in Table #36 above.
Indicators (and related numbers) have been slotted in one or more categories, which describe a ’best Gt for the indicator 
as discussed above.
Not all slots in the FARMS matrix will necessarily be occupied. Absence of numbers in a slot is viewed during the 
FARMS analysis process as demonstrating a lack of or reduced focus by, the public on this area of sustainability. 
Under category "Official Plan Responds”, V (yes) means that the Official Plan effectively addresses that category (eg. 
Social Stability) as determined by 'expert analysis, N* (no) means the Official Plan does not effectively address that 
category; Y/N means some degree of response is noted.
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Conclusions Drawn From FARMS Analysis of Town of Sooth Bruce Peninsula Focus Group *A*

The preliminary conclusions generated fiom the FARMS analysis based on the publicly derived 

sustainability indicators (Table #37 above) are summed up as follows:

1. The pre-restructuring Amabel Official Plan (Township of Amabel 1986) is comprehensive in that it 

addresses a range of social, economic, and environmental issues. Augmenting this, the Wiarton 

Community Plan (Wiarton Town Council 1995) is a comprehensive document that goes beyond the 

Amabel Township document and addresses a true balance of social, economic, and environmental 

considerations and issues.

2. The Amabel Official Plan addresses all five criteria (productivity, diversity, equitability, stability, and 

resilience) for each of the components of Sustainable Community, to a greater or lesser degree 

depending on the category.

3. The public is concerned with social issues as a first priority, economic issues secondly, and 

environmental issues third.

4. Social issues of concern include (in order of priority) social stability, social equitability, and social 

productivity.

5. Economic issues are also a focus of the public, with most attention given to economic stability and 

secondly to economic productivity.

6. In terms of environment, stability of the environment is of most concern, with environmental 

equitability and productivity being of secondary concern.

7. As a result of the FARMS analysis, it appears the Official Plan vision of a sustainable community is 

one that has a balance of focus on social, economic, and environmental issues. This applies to an even 

greater extent to the Wiarton Community Plan (Wiarton Town Council 1995).

8. As a result of the FARMS analysis it appears that the public vision of sustainable community is a 

community that is based on stable social, economic, and environmental conditions, in that order of 

priority.
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Town of South Bruce Focus Group *B* Results

South Bruce Focus Group rB' was held at the end of July 1999 with a total of six individuals attending the 

session. Appendix IT contains the results of the session. The above stated FARMS analysis resulted were 

presented to the Focus Group for response.

Follow Up South Bruce Kev Informant Interviews

South Bruce Key informant interviewees included the following:

• Interviewee #1: Municipal Politician

Interviewed - Friday, November 26,1999

• Interviewee #2: Community Volunteer

Interviewed - Friday, November 26, 1999

• Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member

Interviewed - Thursday, November 25, 1999

The following comments represent a summary of responses form the Town of South Bruce Peninsula Key 

Informant Interview sessions.

Regarding Question Statement *A' "Information Sharing and the Sustainability of Your Community", 

all participants agreed with the FARMS analysis that

Information is viewed by the public in South Bruce as very important to the prosperity 

and long-term sustainability of the community. Specific types of information include 

information on local economic issues (jobs, new business opportunities...), on local 

services offered by the municipality and other agencies (United Way, Churches...), and 

information to others outside the area about the local community, its amenities and 

attractions.

And second, all agreed that

Local information sources are important (as opposed to outsiders reporting local news 

with a bias). Accessibility to usable high quality information is of most importance, for
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example, during the Official Planning review process. This type of information can 

enable people (ifit is used) to understand haw the Official Plan affects their activities in 

the community and to make better decisions based with this information. Of great 

importance to the public is the communication of a municipal *vision’, however, the 

public believes that the municipality does not communicate this vision well.

Relating to Question Statement *B* "Public Participation and the Municipal Planning Process", 

all participants agreed with the FARMS analysis that

Public participation and input into the municipal official planning process is viewed as 

being a high priority within the community. However, the public perception is that the 

municipality does not communicate the Official Plan information very effectively. 

Second, the Official Plan is a complex document that is difficult for the public to interpret 

and apply to their everyday lives.

And secondly, all agreed that

Conversely, the public can be apathetic and disinterested in the process, except when the 

process surprises them and causes them problems because it impacts their personal 

interests.

Regarding Question Statement 'C "Related to the Effectiveness of the South Bruce Official Plan", 

all participants agreed that

The community of South Bruce Peninsula views itself as having the potential to be 

sustainable, yet not being sustainable in its current form due to lack ofeconomic activity 

and diversity within the local economy. The public characterizes a vision of their 

sustainable community as being one that has a high level of volunteerism and public 

support, a unique and attractive natural context, abundant local recreational 

opportunities, and a community setting which can offer a safe and healthy, affordable 

living environment
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And secondly (with qualification) that

The public priority is on social and economic issues (most important to sustainability), 

and environmental issues (important but secondary to social and economic concerns). 

On the other hand the Official Plan (Township of Amabel and Town of Wiarton - sub 

component of / rolled into Bruce County Official Plan, now being reviewed) presents a 

healthy balanced perspective on all three aspects of sustainable community as their 

community and regional *visionr.

The exception to this was that, while all were in general agreement with the statement regarding 

public priority on issues, one participant qualified his agreement by stating that the town has the 

Niagara Escarpment Act to protea environment

THE TOWNSHIP OF USBORNE FOCUS GROUP AND KEY INFORMANT

INTERVIEW SESSIONS

The Township of Usborne Focus Group 'A* sessions were held at the township municipal offices in mid

May 1999, with a total of nine participants in attendance. Township of Usborne Focus Group 'B' sessions 

were held again at the municipal offices in the Council Chamber at the end of July 1999. A total of six 

individuals also attended these sessions. Following is a discussion of the results.

Summary of FARMS Analysis of Focus Group 'A* Results

Table #38 below lists the sustainability indicators derived ftom the public input recorded during the Focus 

Group 'A' sessions in Usborne. Table #39 below demonstrates the inclusion of these indicators for analysis 

purposes, within the FARMS analysis matrix. The conclusions ftom FARMS analysis are listed as follows: 

1. Public focus is first on social stability, second, on economic stability, and third, on social / economic 

productivity.

2. Public focus on issues of environment not related to agriculture is minimal.
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3. Environmental concerns of the public are focused on environmental stability and equitability - 

primarily related to agriculture.

4. The current Official Plan (Huron County 1998) is balanced and well rounded with a balanced focus on 

all aspects of social, economic, and environmental sustainability. The County of Huron Official Plan 

is very proactive and innovative in its incorporation of public participation.

5. The Township of Usborne Secondary Plan (1978) is not as balanced a document, being primarily 

focused on economics (agriculture) and secondly, on social aspects related to agriculture, although this 

document does show a surprising (for its time) respect for and understanding of environmental systems 

(again, with a focus on their relationship to agriculture).

TABLE #38
List of Indicators of Community Sustainability for Township of Usborne

Focus erouD Derived Communitv Characteristics Sustainable Rural Community Indicators
I. Focus on purpose of community Stability social / economic indicator
2. Well defined community focus /character Stability - social indicator
3. Ability to minimize outside influence Stability - social indicator
4. Recognition of the links within the community Equitability / stability - social / economic / 

environmental indicator
5. Participation in local issues Productivity / stability / equitabilitv - social indicator
6. Strong local municipal administration Productivity - social / economic indicator
7. Flexibility and resilience Stability I resilience - social / economic indicator
8. Quality of local business services Productivity / stability - social / economic indicator
9. Amount of local economic activity Productivity / stability - economic indicator
10. Availability of local (or accessible) services. Equitability / stability — social / economic indicator
11. Amount of local economic opportunities Stability - economic indicator
12. The ability to withstand closures etc. Resilience / social - economic indicator
13. Information availability facilitating municipal 

business.
Stability / productivity - social / economic indicator

14. Information on local political issues such as 
(Usborne’s pending) amalgamation

Equitability / stability - social / economic indicator

15. Information from other local* sources Diversity / social - economic / indicator
16. Information on local bylaws and zoning Productivity equitability - social / economic indicator
17. Public input into the Official Plan process Equitability / productivity - social / economic indicator
18. Public involvement needed to help the process sustain 

services such as local schools.
Equitability / stability / resilience - social / economic 
indicator

19. Local community support Stability - social indicator
20. Strong community management of local issues Productivity / stability—social / economic indicator
21. Degree of public participation Productivity / equitability - social indicator
22. Maintaining a local focus Stability - social indicator
23. Local business which provides the quality of service 

one expects in a larger center
Equitability - economic indicator

24. 'Profitability* of the municipality Productivity / economic indicator
25. The success of economic activity within the 

community
Productivity / stability / economic indicator
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TABLE #38 (continued)
List of Indicators of Community Sustainability for Township of Usborne

26. Diversity of land use within the local community Diversity / social / economic / environmental 
indicator

27. Increased growth locally Productivity / stability - social / economic 
indicator

28. Information availability Stability / equitability / productivity - social / 
economic indicator

29. Information availability for the business 
community

Stability / productivity - economic indicator

30. Information sourced from local residents Equitability - social indicator
31. Information on local decision-making - esp. 

political decision-making
Equitability / productivity - social indicator

32. Information on buying, selling, severance, 
development of agricultural lands

Productivity / stability - social / economic 
indicator

33. Fairness of the Official Plan process Equitability - social indicator
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TABLE #39
FARMS (Incorporating Group ’A* Results) Applied to Usborne Official Plan

Social Indicators Economic Indicators Environmental 
Indicators

SI# O.P. 
responds?

SI# OJ». 
responds?

SI# O.P. 
responds?

Productivity 5. 6. 7. 8.
13. 16. 17.
20. 21. 27.
28.31. 32.

Y 6. 7. 8. 9.
13. 16.
20. 24.
25.27.
28. 29.
32.

Y

Diversity 15. 26. Y 15. 26. Y 26. Y

Equitability 4. 5. 7. 14.
16. 17. 18.
21. 28. 30.
31.33.

4. 7. 10.
14. 16.
18.23.
25. 28.

4. Not 
applicable

Stability 1. 2. 3. 4.
5. 8. 13.
14. 18. 19.
20. 22. 27.
28. 32.

Y 1. 4. 8. 9.
10. 11.
13. 14.
18. 20.
27. 28.
29. 32.

4.

Resilience 12. 18. Y 12. 18. Y Y

Key Notes:
1. Numbers correspond to the 'publicly derived indicators’ list in Table #6 above.
2. Indicators (and related numbers) have been slotted in one or more categories, which describe a "best fit' for the 
indicator as discussed above.
3. Not all slots in the FARMS matrix will necessarily be occupied. Absence of numbers in a slot is viewed during 
the FARMS analysis process as demonstrating a lack of, or reduced focus by, the public on this area of sustainability.
4. Under category "OP Responds", Y* (yes) means that the OP effectively addresses that category (eg. Social 
Stability) as determined by 'expert' analysis; N1 (no) means the OP does not effectively address that category, Y/N 
means some degree of response is noted.
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Follow Up Usborne Kev Informant Interviews

Township of Usborne key informant interviewees included the following:

• Interviewee *1: Local Farmer

Interviewed - Friday, November 26,1999

• Interviewee #2: Citizen, Computer Programmer

Interviewed - Saturday, November 27, 1999

• Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member

Interviewed - Monday, November 29, 1999

As with all case study Key Informant Interviews, the interviewed individuals were provided with a brief 

summary of the research process and conclusions prior to the telephone interview as a counter balance to 

the Focus Group sessions in which no prior notice was given of the questions to be discussed. All were 

requested to respond to three summary questions derived from the collective Focus Group results. 

Comments were recorded on tape for transcribing later. Final transcribed text was printed in the form of an 

interview manuscript’ derived from an electronic document file.

Summary of Usborne Kev Informant Interviews

Following is a summary discussion of the Township of Usborne Key Informant Interview responses. 

Again, the intention was not to analyze at this point Rather, the purpose of this summary is to briefly 

document the results as a basis for discussion and conclusions presented in Chapter Seven.

Regarding Question Statement 'A': "Information Sharing and the Sustainability of Your Community", 

ail participants agreed with the FARMS analysis that

Information is viewed as an important element of Usborne's community sustainability. 

Information must be available and relevant to local context Information on local, 

political decision-making, local business, and services, and information on local 

municipal administration (by laws, zoning, etc.) is believed to be most important
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The community of Usborne defines itself currently as being somewhat sustainable yet 

threatened by outside economic factors (for example, businesses, which relocate 

elsewhere, or the Wal-Mart in London, which draws away customers from the 

community)

Two participants agreed totally and one agreed generally that

Sustainability is defined by factors such as community support, minimized outside 

(negative) influences on the community, strong municipal management, availability of 

local services, and a strong and healthy local economic focus that is measured by level of 

local economic growth.

All participants agreed that

Further to these views and beliefs, the public focus is on social and economic stability 

and productivity. Environmental issues are secondary to this and are related to 

agricultural issues Conversely, the County of Huron Official Plan document presents a 

well-rounded perspective of social, economic and environmental issues that are balanced 

in their importance and in priority assigned to them.

Related to Question Statement *B*: "Public Participation and the Municipal Planning Process", 

all participants agreed with the FARMS analysis findings that

Public involvement in the local community and the Official Planning process is viewed as 

being important. Specifically, there is a great need for the public to be involved in and 

supportive of local services, such as schools and local businesses. Level of public 

participation in local issues is believed to be a measure of community sustainability.
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Regarding Question Statement 'C: "Related to the Effectiveness of the Usborne Official Plan",

Two of the participant* agreed totally and one had mixed feelings, agreeing with qualifications regarding 

the statement that

The Community of Usborne defines itself currently as being somewhat sustainable, 

however, threatened by outside economic factors (for example, businesses which relocate 

elsewhere, or the Wal-Mart in London, which draws away customers from the 

community).

THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH FOCUS GROUP AND KEY INFORMANT

INTERVIEW SESSIONS

A total of six individuals participated in the Township of Puslinch Focus Group 'A' sessions held in mid

June 1999 at the municipal offices. Participants included long time residents of the township, former 

politicians, and a member of the senior staff. Focus Group 'B' session, held later in July, experienced a 

much larger turnout to the same venue, with thirteen individuals participating in the session. 

Representatives from the public at large, the County of Wellington, politicians, community volunteers, and 

municipal staff were in attendance at that time.

Conclusions From FARMS Analysis - Township of Puslinch Focus Group 'A'

The conclusions generated from the FARMS analysis are summed up as follows:

1. The public perspective is focused on social concerns first and economic concerns second.

2. The Official Plan perspective on community sustainability is focused on economic issues as a first 

priority and social issues as a second priority.

3. Environmental issues are a concern of both the public and the municipality (through the Official Plan); 

however, they are secondary to social and economic concerns.

4. The public is specifically focused on social stability, equitability, and productivity.

5. The Official Plan specifically focuses first on economic stability, equitability and productivity, and on 

social stability secondly.
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6. Overall, social and economic stability is the first concern of the public and the Official Plan.

7. Puslinch is a community that has been sustainable for 150 years but is currently threatened by 

economic, social and environmental pressures.

8. Public participation is addressed within the Official Plan; however, it is not incorporated extensively 

throughout the document, making the document weak in this area.

TABLE #40
List of Indicators of Community Sustainability for Township of Puslinch

Focus Group-derived Community
Characteristics

Sustainable Rural Community Indicator

1. Acceptance of outsiders Equitability / stability - social indicator
2. Balanced growth Stability / resilience - social / economic indicator
3. Longevity of community Stability / social indicator
4. Impact of local economic activity on 

community
Equitability / stability - social / economic indicator

5. Close proximity to established family ties Stability - social indicator
6. Mix (balance) of rural to urban Diversity - social indicator
7. Close proximity to urban services and facilities 

with the option to experience 'rural*
Diversity / stability - social / economic indicator

8. Well balanced community in general Diversity - social indicator
9. Measured by economic growth Productivity / stability - economic indicator
10. Measured by environmental health Stability / resilience - environmental indicator
11. Measured by presence of local 'natural features’ Diversity - environmental indicator
12. Measured by density (low is better) Equitability - social indicator
13. Measured by municipal accomplishments Productivity - social indicator
14. Need to inform people of local services, 

political and otherwise
Equitability - social indicator

15. Information on local resources (use and 
availability of)

Equitability - social / economic indicator

16. Information to public on municipal 
administration as a basis for informed decision
making

Equitability / productivity - social / economic / 
environmental indicator

17. Fire and safety information Stability / equitability - social indicator
18. Scientifically based environmental information Basis for informed decision-making as a 

productivity / equitability - social / economic / 
environmental indicator

19. Non-political information Productivity / equitability - social indicator
20. Information which is usable Productivity - social indicator
21. Information from local institutes such as the 

church
Productivity / stability - social indicator

22. Information about surrounding communities 
(contextual)

Stability - social indicator

23. Public involvement in the Official Plan Equitability / stability - social / economic indicator
24. More communication between municipal and 

upper tier govt.
Productivity / equitability - social / economic 
indicator

25. Availability of information on Official Plan to 
public

Equitability - social indicator
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TABLE #40 (continued)
List of Indicators of Community Sustainability for Township of Puslinch

26. Quality of communication Equitability / productivity - social indicator
27. Diversity of population origin and length of 

residence
Diversity / equitability - social indicator

28. Knowledge-based decision-making Productivity / stability - social / economic / 
environmental indicator

29. Strong political will 7 strong local government Productivity / stability - social / economic indicator
30. Availability of local employment opportunities Stability - economic indicator
31. Intergenerational habitation within municipality Stability - social indicator
32. Good mix (balance) of context around Puslinch Diversity - social indicator
33. Helping each other Resilience / stability / equitability - social indicator
34. Measured by balance of urban and rural Diversity - social indicator
35. Measured by social heal th Stability / resilience - social indicator
36. Measured by the level of'rurality* Stability - social indicator
37. Measured by amount of people who are local 7 

established in community
Stability - social indicator

38. Measured by the balance between economic 
and social opportunity and environment

Diversity / stability - social / economic 7 
environmental indicator

39. Measured by balance between social, 
economic, and environmental health

Stability / productivity / diversity - social / 
economic / environmental indicator

40. Information on development Equitability / productivity - social indicator
41. Sufficient amount of quality information (info 

quantity and quality)
Productivity 7 equitability - social / economic 
indicator

42. Information that is 'local' in nature Stability - social indicator
43. Information on local trends Stability - social / economic indicator
44. Balanced and accurate information Productivity / equitability 7 stability - social / 

economic / environmental indicator
45. Information on and fiom the Official Plan Equitability / productivity - social / economic 

indicator
46. Information fiom the local newspaper Productivity / equitability - social indicator
47. Information fiom / about local government Productivity / stability - social 7 economic indicator
48. Information on local history Resilience 7 stability - social indicator
49. Making public more aware of the Official Plan 

process
Equitability / stability - social / economic indicator

50. Public apathy (possible lack of awareness) of 
Official Plan process

Productivity - social indicator

51. Providing a balance of Official Plan 
information to the public

Equitability 7 stability - social 7 economic 7 
environmental indicator

52. Level of public involvement of public in 
environmental issues

Productivity 7 equitability - social 7 environmental 
indicator
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TABLE #41

FARMS (Incorporating Group 'A* Results) Applied to Puslinch Official Plan

Key Notes:
1. Numbers correspond to the 'publicly derived indicators’ list in Table #40 above.
2. Indicators (and related numbers) have been slotted in one or more categories, which describe a best fir for the 
indicator as discussed above.
3. Not all slots in the FARMS matrix win necessarily be occupied. Absence of numbers in a slot is viewed during 
the FARMS analysis process as demonstrating a lack of, or reduced focus by, the public on this area of sustainability.
4. Under category "Official Plan Responds”, T (yes) means that the Official Plan effectively addresses that category 
(eg. Social Stability) as determined by 'expert analysis; ’N’ (no) means the Official Plan does not effectively address 
that category; Y/N means some degree of response is noted.

Social Indicators Economic Indicators Environmental 
Indicators

SI# O.P. 
responds?

SI# O.P. 
responds?

SI# O.P. 
responds?

Productivity 4. 6. 25.
26. 28. 30.
31. 35. 36.
37. 38. 39.
40. 41. 42.
47. 48. 51.
52.

N 4. 6. 17.
26. 30.
31. 35.
36. 38.
47.

4. 26. 31.
35. 36. 52.

Y/N

Diversity 2. 3. 11.
12. 13. 16.
24. 26.

N 3. 13. 26. Y 21. 26. Y/N

Equitability 1. 2. 7. 14.
23. 27. 28.
29. 30. 31.
33. 35. 36.
37. 38. 40.
45. 46. 49.
50. 51. 52.

N 7. 14. 24.
29. 31.
35. 36.
38. 45.
46.50.

Y/N 24. 31.35.
36. 50. 52.

Not 
applicable

Stability 1. 3. 4. 5.
6. 7. 9. 10.
13. 14. 18.
20. 22. 24.
26. 32. 33.
34. 36. 41.
42. 43. 44.
45. 46. 47.
50.

3. 4. 6. 7.
8. 13. 14.
17. 24.
26. 30.
34. 36.
45. 46.
47. 50.

Y 4. 19. 24.
26. 36. 50.

Y/N

Resilience 3. 18. 44. N/Y 3. Y 19. N
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Follow Up Puslinch Kev Informant Interviews

Puslinch Key informant interviewees included the following:

• Interviewee#!: Senior Municipal Staff Member

Interviewed - Thursday, November 25, 1999

• Interviewee #2: Staff Member for a local newspaper

Interviewed - Saturday, November 27, 1999

• Interviewee #3: Citizen involved with municipal committee

Interviewed - Monday, November 29, 1999

Key Informant Interviews for the Township of Puslinch were conducted in late November. 1999 using the 

methods described in detail above. The purpose of the Key Informant Interview’ was to clarify Focus 

Group Results and in the process of clarification, validate and collaborate Focus Group results as a basis for 

the Case Study conclusions. The following discussion is a summary of the results of the Township of 

Puslinch Key Informant Interview results, which were compiled at that time.

Regarding Question Statement 'A*. Information Sharing and the Sustainability of Your Community.

all participants agreed that

Information is very important to the Puslinch community and its long term sustainability.

And second that

Information on local municipal management and municipal services is very important. 

Information on surrounding communities and their services is also important. Of specific 

importance is information that is locally based, such as information on local history and 

community activities.

Regarding Question Statement *B': Public Participation and the Municipal Official Planning Process, 

all participants generaHy agreed that

Public input in the municipal planning process is essential to the effectiveness of that 

process. Public involvement in this process is viewed as a methodfor making the Official
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Plan process more equitable far all residents of the community. The public needs to be 

informed of the Official Plan process through provision of balanced information on that 

process. Public apathy with the Official Plan process is a problem as is lack of 

communication about the process by local government to the local public. The public is 

often unaware of the Official Plan process.

One participant (the municipal staff member) disagreed that the public was generally not well informed 

by the local government about the Official Planning process.

AU participants agreed that

In Puslinch, public involvement is also a necessary element for the resolution of other 

issues in the community such as environmental and economic issues.

Regarding Question Statement 'C. Related to the Effectiveness of the Puslinch Official Plan.

ail participants agreed that

The community of Puslinch defines itself as very sustainable based on its long history. 

Specific defining characteristics include acceptance of outsiders within the community, 

availability of local employment opportunities, the balanced mix of rural and urban 

character of the community, close proximity to other communities and their services, a 

healthy social and environmental context, and the fact that chfferent generations of family 

units choose to live together within the community.

All participants generally accepted or did not take issue with the statement that

The public focus is on social stability and productivity and, second, on economic stability and 

productivity. The Official Plan focus is on economic stability and productivity as a first priority, 

with social stability and productivity as a secondary focus.

AU participants disagreed with the FARMS analysis results that

Environmental issues are not a major concern of the Puslinch public as a whole (with 

exceptions) or of the Puslinch Official Plan.
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SUMMARY

I return to the question presented in my opening discussion. What makes some rural communities more 

sustainable than other rural communities? Strong clues to the answer to this question are embedded in the 

concept of'weak sustainability verses strong sustainability' (Wackernagle and Rees 1996) examined earlier 

in this discussion in Chapter One, and again in Chapter Five. The concept of 'weak verses strong* 

sustainability considers the value of different types of capital. As first discussed in Chapter Two, Natural 

capital is not just a stock of natural assets such as a fish stock or a forest Natural capital provides natural 

life supporting services such as producing oxygen, cleaning water and air of pollution, or flood control 

provided by forest cover (van der Hamsvoort and Latacz-Lohmann 1998; Neumayer 1998). Human capital 

is the stock of human-made goods that flow through the economy, such as lumber from forests to build 

structures (USD Developing Ideas Digest 2000).

Simply stated, the 'strong sustainability’ approach operates on the premise that natural capital and natural 

services must be considered in balance with human capital in order for a community to be sustainable. In 

'weak sustainability', human-made capital, such as manufactured goods, are considered a suitable 

replacement for depleted natural capital, such as forests (Wackernagle and Rees 1996). The 'weak 

sustainability* concept allows for replacement of natural capital with human capital without considering the 

value of life supporting services. For example, in 'weak sustainability’ the lumber from a forest would be 

considered an asset of economic value but not the life supporting services of the forest such as controlling 

flooding (37).

A review of community context is a good starting point for evaluating sustainability of rural communities. 

Case study site context has been discussed at length as a background for presentation of the Focus Group 

and Key Informant Interview session results. Chapter Four examined issues related to rural community 

context from a global-to-Iocal scale. These issues were analyzed in Tables #15 to #18 (Appendix *B*) and 

key issues of each municipal case study site were highlighted Chapter Five presented the municipal 

planning context for the five case study sites through a review of municipal planning documents. Table
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#2 7 summed up this review evaluating municipal Official Plan documentation based on response to the '12 

Key Words' analysis framework.

Revisiting the discussion centered on Tables #15 through #18, based on the municipal Official Plan review, 

it is clear that each case study site is attempting to manage its own set of context-related issues. Table #27 

provides analysis based on a comparison, of municipal Official Plan documents and their response to the' 12 

Key Words’ framework that was derived from the literature review research, representing a cross section of 

key elements of sustainability. The analysis presented in Table #27s enables conclusions to be draw on the 

comprehensiveness and degree of balance achieved in municipal planning documents and, by extension, an 

estimation of the Official Plan documentation's effectiveness in facilitating community sustainability.

Table #27 summarized the effectiveness of municipal Official Planning documentation of all five case 

study sites, again based on the *12 Key Words' analysis of the municipal documents, rating them with 

reference to the concept of 'weak verses strong* sustainability. Table #28 summarizes this evaluation, 

ranking each case study site as 'weak' or 'strong* in terms of its approach to sustainability. Table #42 below 

evaluates the effectiveness of each municipal Official Plan documentation in addressing issues in a 

sustainable and balanced manner. Table #42 is based on data collected from public participation enabled 

through the application of the FARMS process, and also ranks them with reference to concepts of 'weak* 

verses 'strong1 sustainability discussed above. The FARMS data was collected using two different methods 

of obtaining public input, including the Focus Group sessions and the Key Informant Interviews.

These methods provide a triangulation of research results on which conclusions are substantiated. 

Specifically, both Table #28 in Chapter Five and Table #42 below, present the same conclusions applying 

three different methods of analysis, including the' 12 Key Words' literature review analysis framework used 

in making Table #28 conclusions, and Focus Group sessions and follow up Key Informant Interview 

sessions used in making Table #42 conclusions. The conclusions are that Oro-Medonte, the Township of 

South Bruce Peninsula, and the Township of Usborne have adopted ’strong sustainability* approaches; 

however, the Town of Erin and Township of Puslinch are pursing ’weak’ sustainability approaches.
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TABLE #42

Case Study Approaches to Sustainability

Case Study Site 
Municipality

General Conclusions Regarding 
Official Plan Document 

Effectiveness in Facilitating 
Community Sustainability 
(based on FARMS results)

Approach to Facilitating Rural 
Community Sustainability

Township of Oro-Medonte Well balanced documentation, which 
positively responds to social, 
economic, and environmental issues, 
and issues of public participation and 
information flow

'Strong sustainability* approach

Town of Erin Contradictory approaches to social, 
economic and environmental issues, 
and weak-to-adequate approach to 
public participation and information 
flow

Weak sustainability1 approach

Town of South Brace 
Peninsula

Based on both documents reviewed, 
and considering their respective 
timeframes, analysis indicates overall 
progressive approaches towards 
balanced addressing of social, 
economic, and environmental issues, 
and strong approach towards public 
participation and information flow 
demonstrated in the more recent 
Wiarton Community Plan

'Strong sustainability’ approach

Township of Usborne Based on the age of each document 
reviewed, and considering their 
respective time frames, analysis 
indicates overall progressive 
approaches towards balanced 
addressing of social, economic, and 
environmental issues, though weak 
approach to public participation in the 
Amabel document, and the strong 
balanced approach of the more recent 
Wiarton Community Plan, including 
towards public participation and 
information flow

'Strong sustainability’ approach

Township of Puslinch As with the Erin Official Plan 
documentation, contradictory
approaches to social, economic and 
environmental issues, and weak-to- 
adequate approach to public 
participation and information flow

Weak sustainability’ approach
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In summary, a balanced approach to municipal planning, in terms of pursuing a balance between economic, 

social, and environmental issues, appears to be perceived by the public as a key element of community 

sustainability. Information flow within the municipal Official Planning process, defined as provision of 

clear, accessible and usable information as a basis for decision-making, is also viewed by the public as a 

key element of community planning, and community sustainability.

Case study municipalities that have been evaluated as pursuing a ‘weak’ approach to sustainability, have in 

common that they exhibit weaknesses in areas of information flow. These municipalities also do not 

pursue a balanced Official Planning approach to community sustainability. Case study municipalities that 

have been evaluated as adopting a 'strong sustainability' approach actively support strong public 

participation within their Official Planning processes and also place strong emphasis on a balanced 

approach to community planning which strives to address and manage social, economic, and environmental 

components of the community in an equally balanced manner.

The Official Plan of each municipality in Ontario is the legal mechanism by which the municipality 

manages community planning and development issues, and enables public participation in the community 

planning process (Province of Ontario 1996a, 2). The FARMS model is tested in this research process as a 

tool for enabling effective public participation within the Official Planning process through application of 

publicly derived sustainable community indicators as a method of facilitating progress towards rural 

community sustainability. The results of testing the FARMS analysis process, as presented above, are a 

validation of the effectiveness of FARMS as a potential tool for facilitating rural community sustainability 

by providing an effective method for public participation within the Official Planning process.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

DISCUSSION AND SYNTHESIS OF FARMS MODEL RESULTS

OVERVIEW

The rural community public must be involved as equal partners with other stakeholders, including 

municipal staff and politicians, in sustainable community decision-making (Richardson 2000; Harris 

2000). The involvement of the public in an effective manner in this process is a key element of community 

sustainability. FARMS seeks to determine public perceptions and attitudes towards communication of 

information and public participation in the municipal decision-making process. The findings of the 

FARMS model application addressed above have formed a primary basis for research conclusions. The 

final research conclusions are discussed as follows.

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The review of the municipal Official Planning process reinforce the literature (Wackernagle and Rees 

1996). that indicate 'strong sustainability' is facilitated by a balanced approach to contextual issues and 

resulting balanced decision-making shared by public and municipal government, especially in cases where 

the municipal Official Planning process promotes information exchange facilitated by effective public 

participation in municipal planning and decision-making. To elaborate on these findings it is necessary 

again to briefly summarize the conclusions fiom Chapter Six.

Based on an analysis of the Official Planning documentation and additional triangulation of these results 

with the results of the Focus Group sessions and Key Informant Interviews, the following evaluations can 

be made. The Township off Oro-Medonte, the Town of South Bruce Peninsula, and the Township off 

Usborne are examples of a ‘strong sustainability’ approach to municipal planning. Conversely, the review 

and discussion of the Town off Erin and Township off Puslinch has lead to the conclusion that in cases 

where the municipal Official Planning process is not a balanced process expressing perspectives on 
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sustainable community planning that are shared and supported equally by both the public and the 

municipality, a ‘weak sustainability1 approach results.

Discussion and Comparison of Results From the Focus Group Sessions

Collective responses from all municipal Focus Group 'A' sessions have been analytically reviewed in detail 

below”. In the concluding discussions of Focus Group results an analysis is provided, relating the 

importance of the individual question responses to this research process. These results are directly related 

to the analysis summarized in Table #28 in Chapter Five, and again in Table #42 in Chapter Six. Both 

Tables evaluated each case study site’s approach to sustainability as ‘weak’ or ‘strong’ (Wackernagle and 

Rees 1996). However, Table #28 bases this evaluation on the ’12 Key Words’ analysis framework, 

whereas Table #42 provides the same conclusions based on different datum collection methods, specifically 

drawn from the Focus Group sessions and the Key Informant Interviews. This triangulated cross

referencing provides further verification of the research conclusions presented in this chapter.

Focus Group 'A* Question #1 addresses public attitudes and perceptions of what a sustainable community is 

and what the public role in sustainable community is. This question was repeated in Focus Group *B'.

Specific findings are that:

• All five case study sites defined their community in terms of its geographic location and character.

• Four of the five case study sites also defined their community relative to its urbanized 

characteristics and context

For example:

Oro-Medonte identified its community as both the township and the hamlets within the township. The 

Town of E rin participants agreed that the town was composed of the former town and Township of Erin, 

and the Village of Hillsburg, surrounded by a triangle of urbanization (Orangeville to the North, 

Mississauga to the South, and Guelph to the west).

73. For purposes of reference the Focus Group ’A' questions are provided in Chapter Six. Table 
#43 through #47 in Appendix ‘E’ are provided as a tabular summary of Focus Group ‘B’ 
responses to a synopsis ofthe Focus Group ‘A’ questions.
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The Town of South Brace Peninsula was somewhat divided between defining its community as the Brace 

Peninsula, or alternatively, the former towns and villages of the Peninsula.

Puslinch Township defined its community as being located both north and south of the Highway 401 

corridor and by the surrounding urban areas of Guelph, Milton, and Cambridge-

Usborne Township was something of an exception to other sites, which contain identifiable villages or 

hamlets. Usborne does not contain a significant degree of urbanization or concentrated settlement patterns. 

Usborne is a rich agricultural area of rural farms. The Township of Usborne Focus Group 'A* participants 

therefore identified themselves as 'an agricultural community1.

As for the second part of the question on roles of the public in community sustainability, the finding was 

that the role of the public was identified in various ways that differed between each case study site, 

although public participation was a predominant role identified, as follows:

Township of Oro-Medonte participants agreed that balancing the books was the key role of the 

municipality and the community public.

Town of Erin participants identified volunteerism as a key public role in sustainable rural community, and 

also discussed the need for cooperation between farming and non-farming residents.

Town of South Brace Peninsula participants had somewhat of a different perspective on the role of the 

public in sustainable community. They expressed the belief that the community needed to make itself 

sustainable by attracting and keeping more residents (including the younger community residents), 

accomplishing this by offering a high quality of life that included services and job opportunities.

Township of Usborne discussed the role of individuals in sustainable community as including respect for 

racial diversity, and partidpation I cooperation in the planning and issues resolution process.

Puslinch Township participants identified tolerance as a role of the public in sustainable community, as 

well as public participation and volunteerism in the community (working with, and for the community).

Importance of Focus Group ‘A* Question #1 Responses to the Research

Question # 1 results suggest that the participants ftom all municipal case study sites accepted the concept 

of ‘sustainable community’ and, specific to this, they perceived themselves as having a role in sustainable 
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rural community. This finding also responds to research question #2 in part by initiating the process of 

defining sustainable rural community parameters and dimensions. Further, it is interesting that ail 

communities had strong perceptions of the physical parameters defining their community, indicating a 

collective perception of community (Bryden 1994; Richardson 2000).

Of note is that the Township of Puslinch Focus Group participants identified public participation as a key 

role for public in a sustainable rural community. In comparison, FARMS analysis of the municipal Official 

Plan documentation concluded strongly that the Puslinch Official Plan documentation was weak on public 

participation. A form of public participation, volunteerism, was a key role identified by stakeholder 

participants in Erin Focus Group ‘A’ sessions. Regardless, the FARMS analysis revealed that the 

Township Official Planning document, representing the municipal view, was weak in enabling public 

participation in the Official Planning process.

When asked Focus Group *A* Question #2 what the key elements of community sustainability were, the one 

identified element of a sustainable rural community that was common to all five case study sites was the 

element of community connectedness, including participation/volunteerism within the community by the 

public. Other common responses were as follows:

• Proximity to/availability of local amenities

• Local recreational opportunities

• Long standing stability of the community

• Availability of local employmem opportunities

Importance of Focus Group * A* Question #2 Responses to the Research

It is significant that all five ease study sites identified one common element of a sustainable rural 

community, that being the element of community connectedness, including participation / volunteerism 

within the community by the public. The significance is as follows. Contrary to the municipal viewpoint 

expressed by several of the Official Plan documents, the viewpoint of stakeholders in all five communities 
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is that public participation is very important to community sustainability. This position is supported 

extensively by the literature (UNCED 1992; Mitchell 1995; Hanis 2000; Richardson 2000). Regardless, 

not all Official Planning documents fully reflect this public perspective on public participation (County of 

Wellington 1996; 1998). Again, this points to the need for and potential usefulness of a mechanism such as 

FARMS, for enabling effective public participation in the Official Planning process and sustainable rural 

community decision-making.

Focus Group 'A* Question #3 asked how these elements of sustainable community could be measured. 

Based on the responses received, it is interesting to note that each municipality defined their own 

measurements of sustainable community differently. There were some common areas of agreement, 

including:

• degree of quality of local environment (three sites selected this as a measurement),

• low density of development. (two sites selected this as a measurement)

• degree of local concern for community, and (two sites selected this as a measurement)

• degree of access to local and regional services (two sites selected this as a measurement)

To summarize, there was a range of response to the question of measurement of community sustainability. 

The measurements included the effectiveness of local municipal government, as proposed by Puslinch 

participants, and also perception of low level of local crime in the community, as participants in the Oro- 

Medonte sessions proposed. Each municipal site expressed its measurement of sustainable community 

according to its own unique conditions and predominance of local issues.

Oro-Medonte measured the sustainability of community primarily in terms of crime and safety... two-way 

communication between different age groups, and public and government, strength of development 

regulations, and quality of local environment. These measurements reflect the loss of youth due to lack of 

jobs, the perceived difference and attraction of the municipality (low crime compared to crime rates in 

larger urban centers), and the economic and social value placed on the local / regional environment.
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The Town of Erin measured its sustainability in terms of degree of public involvement in community, 

tolerance within community, information availability, and level of local diversity. Related to this, Erin also 

measured its sustainability in terms of respectfor community characteristics by 'outsiders* (the newcomers 

to the community), number of complaints by public to council, and level of occurrence of imposition of 

property rights of individuals by others. This is indicative of the fact that Erin is currently experiencing 

increased urbanization as demonstrated by the recent growth in population. Although a long established 

community, Erin has experienced a significant influx of new residents, and these measurements appear to 

indicate local attempts to manage a period of change.

The Town of South Bruce is somewhat isolated on the Bruce Peninsula. One comment from a Focus 

Group participant was that the community was similar to a community in Newfoundland in that respect, 

and from an economic perspective. As with the Town of Erin, South Bruce measured its sustainability in 

terms of degree by which the local public becomes involved in the community. South Bruce also measured 

its community sustainability in terms of access to local services, quality of local environment, and the 

degree of balance between development and environment. These measurements reflect the higher level of 

unemployment experienced in the region compared to the more southerly communities in the Province, 

coupled with an elevated level of awareness of the value of the high quality local environment

The Township of Usborne has a low population, high level of local prosperity compared to the Provincial 

average (Statistics Canada 1999), and is endowed with some of the richest agricultural lands in the country 

(Huron County 1998). The township has historically been focused on agriculture and continues to be so 

today. Usborne measures its community sustainability in terms of access to services, the economic viability 

of the municipality, economic growth and resilience, reflecting this focus.

The Township of Puslinch is experiencing urbanization pressures from all sides, as demonstrated by the 

dividing presence of the major Provincial highway, Highway 401. Puslinch has therefore chosen to 

measure its sustainability in terms of provithng a balance between urban and rural pressures, identifying 



249

measurements such as balance of urban and rural characteristics, balance of economic and social 

opportunities, and degree of balance between social, economic, and environmental health.

Importance of Focus Groan ‘A’ Question #3 Responses to the Research

Findings from Focus Group ‘A’ question #3 are significant in terms of defining what sustainable 

community is. Findings from Focus Group question #3 specifically address research question #3, which 

asks, “What are the dimensions and parameters of rural community sustainability?” providing some 

preliminary answers to this question. It is also significant to this research that each municipality measures 

its own sustainability somewhat differently. This finding is reflective of the diversity that a sustainable 

community seeks to achieve and maintain (Pye-Smith. Feyerabend, and Sandbrook 1994; Peterson 1997, 

53). Further discourse on this is offered in the concluding discussion.

Focus Group ‘A* Question #4 asked about the participant's opinions on the importance of information to 

community sustainability. The findings were as follows:

• All municipalities agreed that information was of critical importance to community sustainability.

• Each municipality further expressed problems associated with information flow.

• Oro-Medonte emphasized that communication between government and public was a problem.

• Erin, South Bruce, and Puslinch concurred with this.

• The participants in Erin and South Bruce identified access to information as a problem as well.

Importance of Focus Group ’A’ Question #4 Responses to the Research

Question #4 findings provide validation that information is a fundamental requirement for effective 

decision-making, and must be shared (communicated) in order to be of value to the decision-making 

process. Question #4 findings also provide substantiation (not validation) for research assumption #1, 

which specifically states “communication of 'sustainable’ information is key to achievement of rural 

community sustainability”. These findings also provide answers to research question #4 that asks, “What 

are the current barriers for the public and other community stakeholders to information access and sharing? 

How are these barriers conceptualized by the rural public?”
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Focus Group LA* Question #S carried the issue of information flow a step further by asking participants 

about types and sources of information required to support local community sustainability. Table #45 of 

Appendix ‘E’ lists these information types and their sources as follows:

• The most common type of information category identified as being necessary was social 

information related to local services, land use, historic and cultural information, and information 

on local politics.

• The majority of case study sites identified a need for better information on the local Official Plan.

• The need for economic information on land development, agriculture and tourism was also 

identified.

• Environmental information was not identified as a priority, except for specific information on 

environmental issues linked to economic information such as land development and economic 

growth.

These results are supported by the survey of Rural Conununity Information Sharing (Taylor and Smith 

1999) referenced earlier, which found that while social information was indeed the number one priority 

among the rural community residents that participated in the survey, environmental information was a 

second priority.

Regarding Information Sources:

• All five municipalities identified local government as a primary source of information in the 

community, followed in importance by locally based publications and newspapers.

• This finding is substantiated by the Rural Community Information Sharing Survey (Taylor and Smith 

1999) that found also that local government, local newspapers and the Internet were primary sources of 

information required as a basis for community sustainability.

• In terms of characteristics of the required information, the Focus Group 'A* participants characterized 

this information as being accessible, locally based, and flowing beck and forth between community 

groups as opposed to flowing out in one direction fiom one source such as a municipality.
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Importance of Focus Group ‘A’ Questions #5 Responses to the Research

Question #5 results again indicate that information is a fundamental requirement for effective decision

making, and further, must be communicated in order to be of value to the decision-making process”. This 

also gives strong indication of the validity of research assumption #1, which states “communication of 

'sustainable' information is key to achievement of rural community sustainability”. In addition, these 

findings provide specific answers to the research. Question # 1 that asks, “How can a clear understanding of 

rural community sustainability-related information needs be achieved? How are these needs 

conceptualized and how can these conceptualizations be identified?”

Question #6 was addressed to both Focus Group ’A* and 'B'. Question #6 asked the participants about their 

degree of awareness of the municipal Official Planning process and whether they believed that public 

involvement was, or should be a key component of the Official Plan. Following is a summary of findings: 

• All participants were more or less aware of the Official Planning process.

• Opinions on type and characteristics of public involvement in the Official Planning process were 

mixed, although all case study site participants agreed that public involvement in the Official Planning 

process was essential.

• All case study site participants agreed that public apathy was a serious problem with the Official 

Planning process.

• A majority of case study site participants agreed that the Official Planning process potentially provides

a strong tool for maintaining and building a sustainable community. 74*

74. The OMAFRA survey results (Taylor and Smith 1999) discussed earlier indicated that only 
48% of respondents to that survey believed that the Official Planning process supported the 
goals of community sustainability. A conclusion can be made from this comparison that 
while the rural Ontario public view the Official planning process as potentially a significant 
tool for facilitating rural community sustainability, they also are of the opinion that the 
process currently is not as supportive of rural community sustainability as it could potentially 
be.

• A majority of participants agreed that the Official Plan was too technical a document for the public to 

use effectively.



252

• Several municipalities reached consensus that the Official Plan must be fair and equitable, and well 

communicated in simple, clear language

Importance of Focus Group 'A’ Questions #6 Responses to the Research

Focus Group ‘A’ Question #6 responses specifically provide answers to several research questions 

identified in Chapter One. For example, research question #5, “Does the Official Planning process 

effectively enable public participation in the Official Planning process in order to facilitate progress 

towards rural community sustainability?” is addressed through the response that indicates agreement that 

the Official Planning process potentially provides a strong tool for maintaining and building sustainability. 

Further, public involvement was an essential element of the process. However, the Focus Groups also 

responded that problems of public apathy towards the Focus Group process combined with the technically 

complex nature of the Official Plan documents, represent significant barriers to effective public 

involvement in the Official Planning process.

Comparing Findings from Focus Group *B* Session Results Between Case Study Sites

For reference purposes, actual Focus Group *B' questions are provided in Chapter Six, with results 

discussed as follows:

Question #1 of the Focus Group *B’ sessions was repeated from the first Focus Group session. Responses 

are addressed above. Question #2 of the Focus Group *B' sessions was also repeated from the first Focus 

Group sessions for the same reasons, and similarly, is discussed above. In these cases the analysis and 

discussion reflects the combined Focus Group ‘A’ and ‘B’ responses.

Question #3 of Focus Group *B' sessions asked the participants their opinion about the overall accuracy of 

the FARMS results. Question #4 of the Focus Group sessions asked the participant's opinions on how 

effective the FARMS model was in evaluating level of sustainability of the community. Oiestinn #5 asked 

the participants* opinions on how accurate the FARMS model's assessment of the degree of public 

involvement in the Official Planning process was.
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Table #48 summarizes these results. As illustrated below in Table #48, with a few exceptions there was 

almost unanimous agreement that the FARMS model assessment was accurate in its overall evaluation of 

the municipalities and in its evaluation of level of community sustainability, and degree of public input into 

the Official Planning process.

TABLE #48
Focus Group Opinion of the ’Farms* Model Evaluation Results

Municipal Case Study 
Site/ Focus Group ’B’ 

Participants

Opinion of the General 
Accuracy of FARMS

Opinions of FARMS 
Evaluation of Level of 

Community 
Sustainability

Opinions of FARMS 
Evaluation of Degree 
of Public Input Into 

OP Process
Township of Oro- 
Medonte

Agree results are 
accurate (with one 
exception)

Agree results are 
accurate

Agree results are 
accurate

Town of Erin Agree results are 
accurate

Agree results are 
accurate

Agree results are 
accurate

Town of South Bruce 
Peninsula

Agree results are 
accurate

Agree results are 
accurate

Agree results are 
accurate

Township of Usborne Agree results are 
accurate

Split between agreement 
and disagreement

Agree results are 
accurate

Township of Puslinch Split between agreement 
and disagreement

Agree results are 
accurate

Agree results are 
accurate

Implications for FARMS

Several interesting observations can be made based on TABLE # 48. First, the FARMS evaluation results 

indicate that the Oro-Medonte Official Planning documents are weak in identifying the need for balance 

and connectedness between social, economic, and environmental factors. The Senior Planner disagreed 

with this finding, pointing out that the concept of 'balance* is strongly threaded throughout the document 

Revisiting the Oro-Medonte documents it is evident that the Senior Planner was sufficiently correct in her 

position that it raises a question related to FARMS’ focus. This debate highlights the probability that the 

FARMS analysis process effectively analyzes patterns in the datum being reviewed, regardless, FARMS is 

not as effective in performing detailed analysis of the data. This analytical shortcoming is a factor that can 

lead to distortion of results if not accounted for when drawing final conclusions.
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The question of perception of community sustainability verses FARMS analysis of community 

sustainability was debated strongly in the Usborne Focus Group sessions, and further in Usborne’s Key 

Informant Interviews. Again, this debate underlines a potential weakness in the FARMS analysis 

framework. On the one hand, FARMS evaluates public perceptions of sustainability against a theoretically 

based framework (WCED 1987; Sadler and Jacobs 1992; Conway 1991; FitzGibbon 1992; Mitchell, 

Mays,and McDonald 1995). However, FARMS is also based on the premise that the rural community 

public are best suited to conceptualize and define their community

Public perception of community sustainability can differ from sustainability as defined in the literature 

base. FARMS analysis framework can misinterpret ’perceptions’, and further, is subject to possible biases 

in the analysis process by the ’expert’ operator of the model. Aberley (1993) and Innes (1998), and others 

referenced herein support the credibility of local knowledge and cognitive perceptions as a source of data 

on community planning for sustainability. With respect to this, the question can be asked, given the 

literature, does this illustrate a probable weakness in FARMS? Are there problems associated with 

FARMS capability to clearly differentiating between theoretically based definitions one the one hand, and 

perspectives of different groups within a community on the other? Conversely, perhaps two contradictory 

and opposing positions are evident in the current literature base, in which case, which one is correct?

Discussion of Kev Informant Interview Results from Case Study Sites

Documentation of Key Informant Interview question statements and related results from each case study 

site is presented in Chapter Six. Based on the summary of Key Informant Interviews provided in that 

chapter, the results from all five municipalities are presented and discussed below, and illustrated further in 

Table #49.



255

TABLE #49
Summary of Kev Informant Interview Results from all Case Study Sites

Municipality Question Statement 
’A’: Information 

Sharing

Question Statement *B* 
Public Participation in 

the Municipal 
Planning

Question Statement ’C’ 
Effectiveness of the 
Official Planning 

Process
Township of Oro- 
Medonte

Agreement Agreement 2 out of 3 disagreed with 
findings related to 
problems with the OP 
process and public 
apathy

Town of Erin Agreement Agreement Agreement
Town of South Brace Agreement Agreement Agreement
Township of Usborne Agreement Agreement 2 out of 3 agreed totally, 

with I participant 
having mixed feelings

Township of Puslinch Agreement 2 agreed, 1 disagreed 
with the finding that the 
public was generally not 
well informed

AU participants agreed 
that Puslinch views 
itself as stable; however, 
all disagreed with the 
finding that 
environmental issues are 
not well addressed in the 
OP process

Again, several interesting observations can be drawn from TABLA #49. Related to the Oro-Medonte 

response to the Interview question on the effectiveness of the Official Planning process, both participants 

from the municipality disagreed with the FARMS finding that there are problems with public involvement 

in the Official Planning process. One additional interviewee, the member from the public, agreed with this 

finding. Because of the nature of this split response a possible conclusion could that the municipal 

perspective on public participation differs from the public perspective on public participation in the 

community planning process.

It is also interesting to observe that Puslinch interviewees rejected the FARMS finding that environmental 

issues are not well addressed in the Official Plan of the municipality, and that they are not a major concern 

of the public as a whole. In his paper Land Use Conflict in the Rural-Urban Fringe* Baker (1993,29-30) 

sheds some light on this disagreement, through his comments on the results of the 1988 OMB hearings 

between the Ontario Ministry of Natural resources and the Township of Puslinch. The issue presented to 
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the OMB hearing related to disputed aggregate extraction in the Township. Baker concludes that, 

“municipal planning is often value related and defined by the common interest”.

In the case of Puslinch the common interest is primarily directed at preserving a balance between urban and 

rural character, a social / economic perspective (Baker 1993; County of Wellington 1998). Related to this, 

urban development pressures have caused much debate in the Township according to Baker (1993), a 

position that has been reinforced by comments received by the Puslinch Focus Group sessions and through 

Key Interviews. This debate has in part, been focused on environmental issues related to urban 

development impact, and probably leads to a perception by the interviewees that environmental issues are 

well addressed. Regardless, after a second review of the Official Planning documents and the content of 

the Focus Group sessions the conclusion is that the FARMS evaluation is correct The perception of the 

Township participants is based more on frequency of environmental issues raised, than on quality and 

effectiveness of community responses per se.

Importance of Focus Group ‘B’ and Kev Informant Interview Question Findings to this Research Program 

Overall the Key Informant Interviews substantiate the Focus Group *B* responses to Questions #3, #4. and 

#5 which sought validation of the FARMS model evaluations. Exceptions were identified during the Key 

Informant Interviews. For example, Puslinch participants in the Interview process strongly disagreed with 

Question Statement 'C' which presented FARMS finding that environmental issues are not a concern of 

Puslinch as a whole, or the Puslinch Official Plan in specific. This disagreement was contrary to the 

'expert* review of the Official Plan documentation that found that document lacking in areas of 

environment, and also contrary to the analysis of the recorded results of the Focus Group sessions in 

Puslinch that generally illustrated a lack of focus by the participants on environmental issues. This 

exception is discussed below under a discussion of issues in the concluding section of this chapter.
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RESEARCH CONCLUSIONS

Conclusions Related to Research Assumptions and Questions

Research assumptions and questions are directly related to the results of the Focus Group sessions and Key 

Informant Interviews in each municipality as addressed above. Table #50 and Table #51 summarize this 

discussion as a basis for presentation of findings and conclusions related to the research program. They are 

also intended to provide a clear synopsis of research findings and conclusions related to research questions 

and assumptions initially stated in Chapter One. The intention is again, to illustrate a triangulation of 

research results as a basis for presenting and discussing conclusions.

The findings of Focus Group ‘B’ provided direct validation for several research assumptions and provide 

strong indication that there is merit to further testing of the FARMS model framework over an extended 

period of time. Research assumption #2 states, “Indicators of sustainability are definable, are measurable, 

and must be publicly based, and specifically, based primarily on public input and effective public 

participation in the planning process.” Further to this, assumption #3 states, “Sustainability indicators are 

appropriate and effective tools to guide the process of achieving community sustainability through enabling 

informed decision-making." Assumption #2 is validated by the results of Focus Group ‘B’. and there is 

strong indication that, given further testing, validation can be made for assumption #3.

As a review and evaluation tool for public participation in the planning process, FARMS incorporates 

publicly derived sustainability indicators as a basis for facilitating progress towards rural community 

sustainability. Further, through application of the FARMS framework, the public defines indicators as 

measurements of community sustainability. Although it would require additional testing of the FARMS 

model over a greater length of time than was available during this research process, the results to date are 

supportive of the following statements.

First, the application of publicly derived sustainability indicators within the community planning process 

will positively influence progress towards community sustainability. Second, the process of enabling 
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facilitate community sustainability through enabling informed decision-making. The award winning 

sustainable Seattle public participation process is a point in case (Redefining Progress 1997), and there are 

a number of additional examples provided in this discussion as illustration of the benefits of applying 

publicly derived sustainability indicators to the facilitation of progress towards community sustainability 

(Ruano 1999). Further, the results of applying FARMS to case study sites have substantiated the 

conclusion that publicly derived sustainability indicators are effective in characterizing community 

sustainability. Creating a community vision is a key step in facilitation of rural community sustainability 

(Harris 2000; Richardson 2000). FARMS provides an effective forum for public discussion and input into 

community decision making for sustainable community. Specifically, FARMS provides a process for 

effective communication and application of communicated information in the process of sustainable 

community decision-making (see Table #48 and Table #49 above).

It should be noted, however, that further testing of FARMS is beyond the scope of this current research 

process. Specific to this it was identified in Chapter One that this research position is that ‘sustainable 

community’ is viewed as an ideal and a goal, not a currently achievable end result Second it was stated 

that it is beyond the scope of the research program to monitor, document and analyze long-term processes 

of achieving rural community sustainability.
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TABLE #50
Answering Kev Research Questions

Key Research Questions Research Findings Related to Research 
Questions

1. How can a clear understanding of rural community 
sustainability-related information needs be achieved? 
How are these needs conceptualized, and how can 
this conceptualization be identified?

Social and economic infixmation was a high priority. This 
finding is supported by the OMAFRA survey results 
(Taylor and Smith 1999), and the findings from Focus 
Group sessions and Interviews. The public further 
conceptualize a need for high quality and accessible 
information provided in a usable form. This finding is 
supported by the literature base (UNCED 1992; Mitchell, 
Mays and McDonald 1995; Richardson 2000) and Focus 
Group sessions.

2. What are the dimensions and parameters of rural 
community sustainability? How are they 
conceptualized by rural community public, and how 
can they be measured, monitored ami managed?

Community connectedness is the key characteristic of 
sustainable rural community as conceptualized by the 
public during the Focus Group sessions. This 
conceptualization is well supported by the literature 
review (Bryden 1994; Allen 1997; Jordan 1998; Maser, 
Beaton and Smith 1998). Regardless, as the Focus Group 
results demonstrate, each community defined their own 
manner of measuring community sustainability.

3. How can public attitudes towards rural community 
sustainability be most effectively tested against the 
existing body of research and case study results?

Substantially answered by results of testing FARMS 
during Focus Group and interview sessions, and cross
referencing Focus Group and interview results with the 
literature review findings (Mitchell 1995; Wall 1995; 
Caims 1998; Smith 1998), which FARMS is based on. 
Long term testing would provide conclusive validation.

4. What are the current barriers for the public and 
other community stakeholders to information access 
and sharing? How are these harrier* ennceptimliped 
by the rural public?

The literature base (Amstein 1969; Richardson 2000) 
supports the Focus Group conclusions that lack of a two- 
way exchange of information between all community 
stakeholders is a major barrier, conceptualized by the 
public as a lack of information flow between 
municipalities and the community public.

5. Does the Official Plan sufficiently reinforce tested
and accepted concepts and theory of community 
sustainability within the process of rural municipal 
planning in order to enable progress towards 
sustainable community development to occur?

Based primarily on the literature review and review of the 
Official Planning documents, the answer is that the 
Provincial OP documents do partially reinforce 
sustainability theory and concepts. Regardless, much 
latitude is given to the municipal documents to 
supplement this. These conclusions were substantiated 
through the ’12 Key Words’ analysis of OP documents 
with cross-reference to the Focus Group and Key 
Informant Interview results.

6. Does the Official Plan process effectively enable 
public participation in the planning process in order 
to facilitate progress towards rural community 
sustainability?

The responses indicated that the Official Plan does not 
entirely enable effective participation, indicating that the 
documentation can be formidably complex, and second, 
that the process can at times lacks transparency. The 
literature review (Baker, 1993; Richardson 1994) support 
this finding to a significant extent The OMAFRA survey 
results (Taylor and Smith 1999) also provide clarification 
on this issue and support the stated conclusion.
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TABLE #51
Validating Kev Research Assumptions

Research Assumptions Validation Through Focus Group and Key 
Informant Interview Results

1. Communication of 'sustainable’
information is key to achievement of rural 
community sustainability.

Substantiated, not validated. Results fiom Focus 
Group ‘A’ Question #4 definitely indicate that this 
assumption is correct. Regardless, long term 
testing and monitoring beyond the scope of this 
research, would be required to significantly 
validate this conclusion.

2. Indicators of community sustainability are 
definable, are measurable, must be 
community-based, and specifically, based 
primarily on public input and effective 
public participation in the decision-making 
process.

Validated. This research assumption finds 
validation fiom results of Focus Group ‘A’ 
Question #2 and #3. In addition, further validation 
was achieved by the results of Focus Group ‘B’ 
sessions in all case study sites.

3. Sustainability indicators are appropriate 
and effective tools to guide the process of 
achieving community sustainability tty 
simplifying ’sustainable' information.

Validated. Focus Group ‘B’ and the follow up Key 
Informant Interviews validate this assumption 
through voicing of strong agreement with the 
indicators-based FARMS results and conclusions.

Table #51 presents results related to Validation of Key Research Assumptions that are less conclusive than 

results indicated in Table #50. Specifically, two of the three assumptions were conclusively validated 

through comparison with results from other methods such as the literature review and Focus Group 

sessions. However, an additional assumption was substantiated through the same methods but not 

validated. The reason is that it was concluded that validation of assumption #1 would involve a long term 

testing process, which is beyond the scope of this current research program.

Addressing Research Goals And Objectives

Chapter Three presented research goals and objectives in three categories, including goals and objectives 

related to issues of sustainability, goals and objectives related to public participation, and goals and 

objectives related to community planning. Conclusions relating to these research goals and objectives are 

discussed as follows.
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Research Goal

To restate, the primary goal of the research was to investigate rural community sustainability, addressing 

questions related to how rural community sustainability can be effectively facilitated by public participation 

at the local public level of the community within the process of community decision-making. Based on 

findings presented above related to research questions and assumptions, the position of this research is that 

the primary research goal has been sufficiently addressed to substantiate the conclusion that rural 

community sustainability can be effectively facilitated by public participation at the local level of the 

community within the process of community decision-making.

As discussed previously and illustrated in Table #48 and Table #49, the research results provide 

substantiation for the conclusion that FARMS is an effective process for facilitating rural community 

sustainability through public participation in community decision-making. These conclusions are 

consistent with the literature review findings (Sargent et al 1991*. Peterson 1997; Harris 2000). The United 

Nations first proposed a grass roots approach to facilitating community sustainability in the report Our 

Common Future (WCED 1987). Since this publication, the grass roots approach to community 

sustainability has been further tested and validated by UN declarations and mandates such as Agenda 21 

(UNCED 1992) and through research and application to case study sites (Sargent et al 1991; Peterson 1997; 

Harris 2000 Richardson 2000). The ‘Sustainable Seattle’ (Redefining Progress 1997) program is an 

American example of this, and other Canadian examples have been referenced herein. A specific example 

from Africa is the DEAP Program in Zimbabwe (Chimbuya 1996). Furthers, the Rural Environmental 

Planning (REP) model (Sargent et al 1991), and the EPIC model (Richardson 2000) both provide many 

substantiated examples of the incorporation of public participation methods in rural community decision

making for facilitation of rural community sustainability that reinforce this research process.

Additional substantiation for this conclusion is found in the synopsis provided in Tables #50 and #51 

above, which responds to the literature review, and the data collection and analysis process. Research 

question #1, “How can a clear understanding of rural community sustainability-related information needs 
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be achieved?” was conclusively answered, as was question #4, “What are the current barriers for the public 

and other community stakeholders to information access and sharing?” Information is the basis for 

effective municipal planning decision-making. The public requires clear, understandable, accessible and 

usable information in order to make effective decisions as a basis for community sustainability (Mitchell 

1995; Redefining Progress 1997). In order to provide this quality of information it is necessary to 

understand information need and barriers to information access.

Research question #5, “Does the Official Plan sufficiently reinforce tested and accepted concepts and 

theory ...within the process of rural community planning...to enable progress towards sustainable 

community?” and research questions #6, “Does the Official Plan process effectively enable public 

participation in the planning process in order to facilitate progress towards rural community sustainability?” 

were answered conclusively by Focus Group ‘B’ results and Key Informant Interview results. This 

provided further validation for the importance of the role of the public in facilitating rural community 

sustainability.

The findings of this research program strongly indicate that public participation can be sufficiently 

incorporated within the Official Planning process, to enable effective facilitation of rural community 

sustainability. Results and conclusions drawn from the demonstrating of the FARMS process provides 

significant indication that public participation can be effectively reinforced within the Official Planning 

process to facilitate progress towards rural community sustainability.

Research Objectives

Again, the research objectives have been organized in the three categories of sustainability, public 

participation, and community planning, and are listed in Chapter Three. Table #52 provides a synopsis of 

conclusions related to these objectives. The conclusion is that all research objectives have been 

substantiated and accomplished, with the exception of Objective #3 under the community-planning 

category. This objective was to “demonstrate a reinforcement of the concepts of public involvement and 

community sustainability sufficiently within the official planning process to enable progress towards 
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sustainable development to occur”. The conclusion related to this objective was that it has been 

substantially addressed through the results and conclusions presented herein but not accomplished. The 

reason this objective was not accomplished is that testing this objective to a sufficient extent to 

conclusively answer it would require a time frame and a scope of testing of FARMS that would be beyond 

the current research program’s parameters.

TABLE #52
Addressing Research Objectives

Research Objectives by Category Research Findings Related to Stated Research 
Objectives

Objectives related to sustainability issues:
1. To define dimensions and parameters of rural 

community sustainability.
Dimensions and parameters of rural community have 
been found to be well defined through the literature 
review (Sargent et al 1991; Bryden 1994; Allen 1997) and 
further, through application of FARMS, and the specific 
results of Focus Group sessions and Interviews

2. To identify the observable characteristics of 
community sustainability and determine how 
can they be monitored, measured and managed.

“Observable characteristics” were identified through 
literature review (Brown 1981; Fuller 1994, Harris 2000), 
Focus Group sessions, and Key Informant Interviews.

3. To measure public conceptualization and 
attitudes towards sustainability of community, 
and test these perceptions and attitudes against 
the existing body of research and case studies.

“Conceptualizations and attitudes” were measured and 
tested through application of FARMS Focus Group 
sessions and Key Informant Interviews, and further 
substantiated through the literature review (Sargent at al 
1991; Harris 2000; Richardson 2000).

4. To conceptualize sustainable development, rural 
community sustainability, and public 
involvement in the rural municipal planning 
process and the achievement of rural 
community sustainability.

Sustainable development, rural community sustainability 
and public involvement in rural municipal planning were 
conceptualized through Focus Group sessions, and Key 
Informant Interviews. Review of the municipal planning 
process and the literature review reinforced this through 
application of the '12 Key Words’ analysis framework.

Objectives related to issues of public participation and information flow:
1. To determine public perceptions of information 

needs related to rural community sustainability.
Public perceptions of information needs was primarily 
determined through the Focus Group sessions and the Key 
Informant Interviews.

2. To investigate and describe barriers to the 
public and other community stakeholders in 
terms of information access and sharing.

Testing of FARMS, and specific results from Focus 
Group sessions and Key Informant Interviews delimited 
barriers to information which were further defined by the 
literature review (Maser, Beaton, and Smith 1998).

Objectives related to issues of community planning:
1. To illustrate a viable process for sufficient and 

effective public input during the municipal 
Official Planning process.

It is concluded that results from testing of FARMS, 
validated in Focus Group sessions and the Key Informant 
Interviews illustrate a potential effective process for 
facilitating public input in the OP process.

2. To evaluate the effectiveness of applying 
FARMS as a tool to measure, monitor and 
manage the Official Planning process 
sufficiently to enable significant progress 
towards community sustainable development

Again, results derived from the testing of FARMS 
indicate that applying a sustainable rural community 
framework such as FARMS to management of the OP 
process will enable facilitation of effective progress 
towards community sustainability.

3. To demonstrate a reinforcement of the concepts 
of public involvement and community 
sustainability sufficiently within the Official 
Planning process to enable progress towards 
sustainable development to occur.

This objective has been substantiated but not 
accomplished. Focus Group sessions and Key Informant 
Interviews supported by the literature review and review 
of Official Planning documentation provide clear 
indication that tins objective is achievable, but only with a 
scope of testing winch is beyond this research program.
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Cnncliuting Discussion and Summary

The literature review results strongly support public participation in community planning (Arnstein 1969; 

Friedman 1987; Innes 1998) and use of sustainability indicators as a basis for facilitating community 

sustainability. Effective public participation can be accomplished through enabling effective public 

decision-making based on accessible, understandable, and usable information made available by 

sustainability indicators (WCED 1987; UNCED 1992; Redefining Progress 1997; Smith 1998; Richardson 

2000). The literature review results also strongly support development and application of indicators that 

are publicly derived (Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995; Redefining Progress 1997; State of Florida 

1998). Publicly derived sustainability indicators are essential and effective tools in the process of 

facilitating rural community sustainable development. Further, effectiveness of sustainability indicators in 

facilitating sustainability is contingent on public involvement in their development (UNCED 1992; 

Mitchell 1995).

Mitchell (1995) emphasizes that the debate on sustainability in the 1990's moved from definition of what 

sustainability is to measurement of sustainability. He states further that measuring sustainability is 

essential in promoting sustainable society. Others have confirmed this position, pointing out that 

communities will use indicators because they need them, in part as feedback mechanisms and to act as 

"windows into the complexities of modern life” (Redefining Progress, 1997). Mitchell, Mays and 

McDonald (1995) identify stakeholder involvement in the development of indicators of community 

sustainability as the first and perhaps most important step in the process of developing community sets of 

publicly derived indicators of sustainability. Bryden (1994) addresses use of sustainability indicators for 

facilitating rural community sustainability in the rural Ontario context, providing both positive and 

cautionary insight into their application.

The research program also explored the question of balance and equitability related to public involvement 

in the municipal planning process. Concepts of sustainability are based to a large extent on the principle of 

achievement of balance and equitability in the sustainable development process (WCED 1987; UNCED 

1992; Peterson 1997). From the literature review it was concluded that there is much positive support for.
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and concern over, achievement of this balance and equitability in municipal planning, and the pursuit of 

sustainable community through enabling public involvement in that process (Sargent et al 1991; Bryden 

1994; Klauer 1999).

The conclusions drawn from the literature review were tested and substantially reinforced by the results of 

the FARMS Focus Group sessions and Key Informant Interview process. Comparing the FARMS case 

study results, there is strong indication that greater equability can be achieved through facilitating more 

effective involvement of the public in the Official Planning and municipal decision-making process. This 

conclusion has been reinforced through cross-reference with the findings arrived at through the testing of 

the stated research questions and assumptions, and evaluating and comparing the results against the 

research goals and objectives as presented in Tables #50, #51, and #52 above.

Finally, there is sufficient evidence fiom the findings and conclusions of this research to support the 

statement that by applying publicly derived sustainability indicators as a primary tool for monitoring, 

measuring, and managing the progress of the Official Planning process towards sustainability, public 

participation can be sufficiently incorporated within the Official Planning process to enable effective 

facilitation of rural community sustainability. Again, the intention of this research process was not to 

conduct long term monitoring of the municipal Official Planning process, and so in a broad sense it was not 

proven conclusively that applying publicly derived indicators of sustainability is an effective long term tool 

for incorporating public involvement in the Official Planning process in order to enable facilitation of 

community sustainability. Regardless, based on the collective results of this research and testing, there is 

strong indication that the methods proposed and tested herein, and specifically, the FARMS framework, 

have potential to become valuable long term sustainable planning tools for the public and their rural 

communities, specifically in terms of managing the Official Planning process.
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Table #14, Steps in the Research Program Process, identifies Step #5, the last step in the research program, 

which involves drawing conclusions based on the results of the research methods employed. In addition, 

this step involves evaluating and determining contributions of this research program to the knowledge base, 

and identification of further research needs. Following is a concluding summary discussion of results.

Public Attitudes and Perceptions on Sustainability. Public Participation, and Community Planning 

As demonstrated from the results of the research program, and specifically the results of the Focus Group 

sessions and the Key Informant Interviews sessions presented above, the public has identifiable attitudes 

and perceptions on sustainability, public participation, and conununity planning.

From the perspective of sustainability, the public accepts concepts of sustainability and the beneficial 

application of these concepts to rural community. In terms of public participation in the municipal Official 

Planning process, the public attitude is that the Official Planning process is a highly technical process that 

none-the-less has potential as an effective tool for facilitating public involvement in municipal decision

making, and for facilitating long term rural community sustainability. Regardless, there are barriers to 

realizing this potential, including public apathy, problems with two-way communication of information, a 

critical component of a successful municipal planning process, and the highly technical nature of the 

Official Planning process and documentation itself.

‘Strong’ and ‘Weak" Sustainability

This research has investigated questions of balance in conununity perspective and approach (strong 

sustainability approach) to sustainable rural community. Specifically, is there a balanced perspective and 

approach to facilitating rural conununity sustainability, and if so, how closely were these perspectives and 

approaches shared between the municipality and community public?”

To revisit the earlier discussion, based on the conceptualization of ‘weak verses strong’ sustainability 

adopted from Wackernagle and Rees (1996) and applied to the five case study sites, it was found that three 

of the five sites could be classified as adopting a ‘strong’ sustainability approach. These case study sites 
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included Oro-Medonte, the Town of South Bruce Peninsula, and the Township of Usborne. Two 

municipalities, the Town of Erin and the Township of Puslinch conversely did not demonstrate a sharing of 

this balanced perspective and approach, and were therefore evaluated as assuming a ‘weak’ sustainability 

approach.

The evaluation of community case study sites against principles of ‘weak’ verses ‘strong’ sustainability 

(Wackernagle and Rees 1996) has enabled conclusions to be reached, based on the degree to which each 

municipality achieved a balanced approach to sustainability. This evaluation was facilitated by a review 

and analysis of case study site municipal Official Planning documentation, in combination with an analysis 

of the degree to which the municipal public, represented by the Focus Groups, perceived a balance 

approach to facilitation of rural community sustainability.

A significant conclusion of these findings is that they clearly substantiate the ‘weak’ verses ‘strong’ 

sustainability evaluation rating of each municipal case study site provided in Table #28 and Table #42. 

This substantiation is further illustrated through examination of commonalties and differences between how 

the public verses how the municipalities measure sustainable community. For example, Oro-Medonte’s 

municipal approach to sustainability was defined as a ‘strong sustainability’ approach based on the ’ 12 Key 

Words’ analysis of the Official Planning documentation of the municipality. The Oro-Medonte Official 

Planning documentation was evaluated as being well balanced in its focus on social, economic, and 

environmental issues, and also in terms of addressing issues of sustainability, public participation, and 

community planning in a balanced manner. The Oro-Medonte Focus Group ‘A’ participants also 

demonstrated a similar well balanced perspective on how they measured sustainable community, indicating 

a shared focus with the municipality.

The same comment can be made regarding the similarities of perspective between Town of South Bruce 

Peninsula Focus Group ‘A’ responses, which were well balanced, and the results of the analysis of the 

South Bruce Peninsula municipal planning documentation. Specifically, the document analysis clearly 
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revealed a balanced municipal approach similar in nature to the Focus Group ‘A’ responses, indicating that 

the Town of South Bruce Peninsula has adopted a ‘strong sustainability’ approach.

Although evaluated as having a ‘strong sustainability’ approach, the responses of the Township of Usborne 

Focus Group sessions do not verify the previous ‘strong sustainability’ conclusion arrived at through the 

municipal Usborne Township and Huron County Official Planning documentation review. To explain, the 

Focus Group sessions dearly indicated that they measured sustainable community from a primarity 

economic perspective, contrary to the balanced approach illustrated in the Official Planning documentation. 

There is no obvious reason for this dichotomy other than to speculate that Usborne Township offers its 

residents a high quality of life based on a very strong agricultural foundation. However, Usborne is lacking 

in diversity of economic and environmental resources that would probably provide alternative economic 

opportunities in a more balanced context

The Town of Erin Focus Group ‘A’ Question #3 responses were revealing in that they reflected a desirable 

social context that is reflective of characteristics of ‘sustainable community’ as previously defined in the 

research literature review. Regardless, this Focus Group perspective is unbalanced in that it does not 

provide an equally ‘sustainable’ measurement of economic and environmental conditions. As a 

comparison, the analysis of the Town of Erin Official Plan documentation has indicated that these 

documents are generally characterized by a similar lack of balance between social, environmental, and 

economic components of sustainable community and a lack of balanced perspective on issues of 

sustainability, public participation, and community planning. The result of this is that the Question #3 

response to measuring sustainable community provides validation for the conclusion that the Town of Erin 

has adopted a ‘weak’ sustainability approach as exhibited in its municipal Official Planning documentation.

The Township of Puslinch municipal Official Planning documentation also revealed a ‘weak sustainability’ 

approach, based on the lack of balance evident within the documentation. The municipal Official Plan 

documentation primarity emphasizes interest in and attention to economic conditions, and second, to social 

conditions, reflecting attempts to deal with evident urbanization pressures. The Puslinch Focus Group ‘A’
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sessions strongly revealed that the Focus Group participants desired a balance between the rural and urban 

elements of the community, indicating that there was significant interest in achieving a balance between 

social / economic conditions within the community. This analysis illustrates the emphasis of both the 

municipality and the Focus Groups on social / economic issues, taking priority over environmental 

conditions.

The position of this research is that both, the Focus Group ‘ A’ results and the municipal documentation 

analysis conclusions are valid in their characterizations of the respective positions of the municipality and 

Focus Groups. To explain, Puslinch is currently placed in a difficult situation, faced as it is with extensive 

pressures to urbanize. Puslinch is also experiencing many economic opportunities that would benefit the 

community in the short term. As a counter to this, the Township of Puslinch recognizes that its rich local 

community history and strong connection with agriculture are an important part of its community 

sustainability over the last two centuries, and also that environmental quality has a relationship to 

agriculture. These are important components of community that the township recognizes it will need in 

order to continue being sustainable into the future. The dilemma is how to address current development 

pressures and economic opportunities without undermining the social and environmental qualities of the 

community that are of great value to the community fabric.

Referencing Baker (1993) once again to illustrate this conclusion, Puslinch has a history of attempting to 

deal with these contradicting pressures on its community fabric. For example, in 1986 “Puslinch adopted a 

new Official Plan that placed additional restrictions on the mining of construction aggregate resources 

within the township boundaries” (Baker 1993,24). The purpose of the restrictions on aggregate extraction 

was to attempt to establish land use priorities that included agricultural lands and groundwater protection. 

Puslinch controls a rich aggregate resource that is viewed both as a blessing and a curse. As Baker (1993, 

27) points out “the conflict of land use for industrial and residential purposes is often a characteristic of the 

rural-urban fringe”.
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During the 1986 Official Plan review, Puslinch cited environmental as well as social considerations as 

substantiation for its attempt at regulating aggregate mining operations within the township. The Official 

Plan position of the Township of Puslinch on aggregate extraction ultimately resulted in an OMB (Ontario 

Municipal Board) hearing. During the 1988 OMB hearing many parties became involved. On the one side, 

the University of Guelph and the Telephone City Gravel Company were appealing a refusal by Puslinch to 

entertain an extraction / rehabilitation proposal. The Ministry of Natural Resources, and at a later stage the 

Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Farms (OMAF), opposed the township’s position.

On the other side of the hearing was Puslinch municipal council that had strong public and special interest 

group support for the overall goals and objectives of its 1988 Official Plan. Baker (1993,29 - 30) discusses 

this struggle and concludes “planning at a local level empowers people who live in an area and allows them 

some control in their community... Municipal planning is value laden and defined by community interests. 

The concept of “public value” in landscape is jealously guarded... Provincial planning objectives, however 

noble, are often confounded at the municipal level.”

The conclusion of this research, that the current Puslinch Official Plan documentation and the research 

focus group perspective both adopt a ‘weak sustainability’ approach, is further strengthened by Baker’s 

(1993) discussion of the 1988 OMB hearings. Presently in Puslinch the ‘public value’ placed on landscape 

is essentially unchanged from 1988. This position is represented by the stated desire for balance between 

‘urban and rural’ as expressed during the Focus Group sessions. Similarly, the township Official Plan 

continues to defend the community’s position on preservation of agricultural lands, offset by the need to 

accommodate aggregate extraction, residential growth, and other urbanization pressures. The focus of both 

positions is value laden in the sense of both viewing the ‘urban-verses-rural’ issue as primarily, although 

not exclusively, affecting social conditions. This represents a partial ‘disconnection’ between the social 

conditions aspired to (balanced rural - urban context) and the links between social, economic, and 

environmental conditions necessary to achieve ‘strong sustainability*
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Viability of FARMS as a Sustainable Rural Community Analysis Model

This research program successfully tested FARMS as a framework for analysis of rural community 

sustainability, applying FARMS to five rural case study sites in the Ontario context. Based on the research 

process illustrated in Table #14, FARMS analysis results were, for the most part, validated through the 

Focus Group ‘B’ sessions and the Key Informant Interview sessions in each of the case study sites. The 

conclusion is that FARMS has significant potential as an analysis model that can be applied to other rural 

municipal contexts with similar levels of success.

Development and testing FARMS achieved the following:

L. Provision of a research-based, rigorous and defensible mechanism for measuring public attitudes 

towards, and public conceptualization of, issues related to community sustainability,

2. Provision of a potential vehicle for determining and evaluating public perceptions of the Official 

Plan process,

3. Illustrating a process for determining and evaluating public perceptions towards the effectiveness 

of the application of FARMS to the Official Plan process as a vehicle for managing that process 

and facilitating the sustainability of community,

4. Providing a method of reinforcing the existing underlying premise of community sustainability 

sufficiently within the Official Plan to enable progress towards sustainable development to occur,

5. Demonstration of the significance and effectiveness of public input during the Official Plan 

development process and the process of producing subsequent Official Plan-related decisions.

An issue that has emerged is the necessity for further testing of the FARMS model in order to conclusively 

validate this potential for successfill application to the analysis of rural community sustainability in a 

variety of contexts. This validating process would specifically involve refinement and application of the 

FARMS model to a wider scope of rural municipal contexts, with perhaps an extension of this application 

to the urban context Tn this case rrfinpmpnlc tn the FARMS franwnrir wnnia ho neco^iy To explain, 

in order for FARMS to become a tool for measuring, monitoring, and managing community sustainability 

as a means of facilitating sustainability of rural community, the application of the model would need to be 
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undertaken by the public, thereby also facilitating more effective public participation in the rural 

community planning process.

The extended testing of the FARMS model in order to provide further validation and refinements to the 

framework is again, beyond the scope of this research program. Regardless, there is a demonstrated 

potential for this model that would require further testing. Based on the assumption that validation of 

FARMS will make available an effective method for incorporating public participation in the process of 

facilitating rural community sustainability, further validation and refinement of FARMS will require 

implementation of additional research programs that would address key questions, such as the following:

1. “How widely applicable and effective is the FARMS model as a tool for measuring, monitoring, 

and managing rural community sustainability?”

2. “Specifically, at what scale of community, regional, and global context is the FARMS model 

applicable, to what degree of detail, and to what level of success?”

3. “How adaptable is the FARMS model to public administration in a municipal community 

context?”

Regardless of positive conclusions, the FARMS model testing and evaluation indicates several possible 

specific areas for further refinement and retesting. As pointed out by the analysis of the Oro-Medonte Key 

Informant Interviews, there is a significant indication that the FARMS process effectively analyzes patterns 

in the data being analyzed, although FARMS is not as effective in performing detailed analysis of the 

datum. As stated above, this factor can lead to potential distortion of results if this characteristic of 

FARMS is not accounted for in drawing final conclusions. Regardless, the conclusion can also be drawn 

that recognition of the strengths and weaknesses of FARMS will focus future application and refinement of 

the model, directing its application away fiom the detailed analysis, therefore strengthening the model as a 

tool for analyzing patterns and trends in rural community sustainability, with a possible extension of this 

application to regional and global levels.
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Second, the question of accounting for perceptions of community sustainability conies to light as a result of 

the analysis of Focus Group and Key Informant Interview sessions, which reveal a potential weakness in 

the FARMS analysis framework. To reiterate, FARMS evaluates public perceptions of sustainability 

against a theoretically based framework (WCED 1987; Sadler and Jacobs 1992; Conway 1991; FitzGibbon 

1992; Mitchell, Mays,and McDonald 1995). However, FARMS is also based on the premise that the rural 

public will be the most appropriate source of conceptualizing and defining their community (Aberley 1993; 

Bryden 1994; Wall 1995). Public perception of community sustainability can differ from sustainability as 

defined in the literature base. Misinterpretation of this difference by the FARMS analysis framework may 

cause significant discrepancy in conclusions. In addition, different perspectives can mean biased analysis 

by the ‘expert’ operator of the model. Conversely, based on long term testing, the checks and balances 

inherent in the FARMS process, involving public review of ‘expert’ analysis, may prove this concern to be 

unfounded.

Future Application of FARMS

The findings of this research program provide strong indication that there is merit to further testing of the 

FARMS model framework over an extended period of time. This testing would occur appropriately within 

the context of academic research and community planning. Specific recommendations for this testing are 

provided as follows:

Recommendations for Applying FARMS at a Municipal and Academic Level

Several key modifications to the FARMS model process would enable simplified yet effective application 

of FARMS to the rural, and potentially, the urban municipal context These include the following:

Municipal Application of FARMS

• Modifying Step #1 (Table #14) will make the FARMS process more usable to public and 

municipal stakeholders. Specifically, this research program provides a usable mechanism for 

literature review (’12 Key Words’ analysis framework) and presents a current foundation of 

literature that can be applied as a starting point, thus reducing or eliminating the need to do 

extensive literature review, a task that is costly and time consuming.
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• The rotes of ‘expert’ and ‘public’ can be modified. ‘Expert’ analysis of Focus Group and 

Informant Interviewees could be performed by selected members of the community stakeholder 

group, and could include public, special interest groups, and political representatives. This would 

reduce the cost of hiring expert consultants.

• Finally, Step #5 “Drawing conclusions” could be performed at the municipal level, or ideally, in a

combined forum or ‘workshop group’ consisting of a cross section of political representatives and 

public representatives. Outside consultation is an option for this Step.

Academic Testing of FARMS

The FARMS process (TABLE #14) is adaptable for academic as well as municipal purposes.

• Academic research programs could focus on the question of effectiveness of the FARMS model at 

a range of scale from broad to detailed, global to local, as discussed above.

• Academic research would also find value in the investigation of perceptions of rural community 

stakeholders, and the comparison of stakeholder perceptions of sustainable rural community to the 

current body of knowledge on community sustainability represented by the literature base, seeking 

answers to questions of similarities and differences between the academic body of knowledge 

represented by the literature, and the cognitive body of knowledge represented by public 

experience, perceptions, attitudes, and opinions.

• Further, there is value in pursuing a specific research focus related to public evaluation of level of 

community sustainability, compared with literature-based definitions of rural community 

sustainability. Specifically, how are public definitions of sustainable community similar to, or 

different fiom, literature-based definitions? Are the similarities a validation and reinforcement of 

both definitions? Are the differences indicative of gaps in the literature base that need to be 

addressed?
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A Global to Local Perspective on Research Implications

Although the focus of this research has been on rural Ontario community sustainability, the literature 

review explored global-to-local perspectives. The United Nations publication Our Common Future 

CNCED 1987) clearly underlined the global-to-local characteristics of sustainable development issues, 

asserting that each individual local occurrence of ‘crisis’ affecting sustainability, is no longer isolated in its 

implications and impact, but rather, is connected to the global context The discussion provided above 

related to the application and testing of FARMS at a municipal and academic level, touched on the 

potential for further research and testing of the application of FARMS at a regional (Provincial) and global 

level. This investigation is outside the scope of this research as defined in Chapter One. Regardless, there 

is sufficient worth in speculating on the potential for extending this research to these levels, to warrant a 

brief discussion at this point

Potential Global Implications of Research Results

In addressing sustainable development the United Nations has consistently advocated a bottom-up' 

approach to decision-making, promoting local capacity building as a primary tool for facilitating local 

community sustainability. The assumption is that through a focus on local sustainable development efforts 

and the enabling of effective local decision-making, significant results can be achieved sufficient to have a 

positive impact on regional and national sustainability (WCED 1987; UNCED 1992). The bottom-up' 

approach to local community decision-making, which advocates effective public involvement processes, is 

substantially supported by the literature (Arnstein 1969; Wolfe 1993; Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 1995; 

Innes 1998).

The United Nations has encouraged this approach through such projects as DEAP (Chimbuya 1996), and 

by providing awards for publicly driven efforts at sustainable community planning, such as the award given 

to Seattle, Washington, for its efforts in facilitating the ‘Sustainable Seattle’ program (Redefining Progress 

1997). The FARMS analysis model has potential to be applied in urban and rural community contexts, 

regardless of location. The research results related to application of FARMS in the five case study sites 

demonstrates a viable potential for this model to be adapted successfully as a method of facilitating public 
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involvement in sustainable community planning. Through adaptation to a range of local context, from rural 

to urban, and in many regions, FARMS and similar tools for facilitating public participation partnerships, 

can potentially contribute in a positive manner to furthering global sustainability.

Research Implications at a Repinnal Level

FARMS has been developed and tested in the rural Ontario context. In the Province of Ontario, local rural 

and urban municipal planning decision-making is linked directly to Provincial planning policy (Province of 

Ontario 1996a; 1996b; 1999). As previously illustrated (see Table #20, Chapter Five) the Provincial 

Planning documents only minimally address the inclusion of public participation in municipal planning 

processes.

Much discretionary leverage is given to the local municipality in terms of extent and type of public 

participation in the municipal Official Plan review process. This results in a range of community 

approaches to public participation, from minimal (for example, once every five years), to extensive, for 

example, including 700 participants in the process (County of Huron 1998). It is speculated that there are 

various reasons for these diverse approaches, including that the municipality may lack the resources 

necessary to develop and implement an effective public participation process. Based on the results of this 

research, the FARMS framework for analysis of rural municipal sustainability has significant potential to 

be applied effectively as a cost-effective publicly driven tool for facilitating public participation in the 

municipal planning decision-making process.

The results and conclusions presented herein also have more direct implications for the Provincial Official 

Planning process. Based on the analysis and the resulting conclusions of this research process, it is possible 

to make the following statements regarding refinements to the Provincial / municipal Official Planning 

process.

1. The Official Planning process should be made more informative in the sense of providing 

accessible and usable information at a public level relevant to community planning and 
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sustainability of community, as a foundation for publicly based decision-making at the municipal 

planning level.

2. This would involve providing the documentation in a less technical format making it more 

relevant and responsive to public attitudes and perceptions, and therefore more interesting to those 

members of the public who may otherwise be apathetic to the Official Planning process. An 

excellent illustration of this approach is the Huron County Official Plan (Huron County 1998).

3. Public participation goals and objectives stated within the Provincial Official Planning process 

should be more consistently reflected in municipal Official Planning documents, and further, be 

more reflective of accepted public participation concepts and theory as addressed in this research 

process, thereby facilitating a stronger local public participation in municipal planning.

Decision-Making

Involving the public in the rural community planning decision-making process, particularly through 

application of FARMS, is conceptualized in this discussion as creating a partnership between the public, 

community planners, and municipal politicians (Arnstein 1969). Municipal planners are either retained as 

consultants by municipalities, or are employed directly by the municipal government for purposes of 

assisting and advising the municipal politicians related to the municipal planning process. Politicians are 

publicly elected representatives that have a responsibility to make decisions in the public interest, related to 

municipal management

Klosterman (1980, 277) goes as for as to suggest that the notion of public participation appears to be 

contrary to the idea of representative government This raises a question of what group has responsibility 

for municipal decision-making. If the politicians are elected for purposes of making decisions ‘in the 

public interest’ then does the concept of public participation contradict the purpose of electing municipal 

politicians? FARMS provides a response to this. Through facilitating effective public participation in 

municipal planning decision-making FARMS enables the creation of a partnership of stakeholders, 

including public, interest groups, planners and politicians. Through enabling this partnership FARMS 

facilitates equitability in the municipal decision-making process. By facilitating equitability FARMS 
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enhances the quality of the decision-making process, and improves the effectiveness of decisions made, 

which ultimately benefits all participants in the decision-making process including the municipal politicians 

in their elected role as municipal managers.

Research Gaos Addressed

As discussed in the introduction, this research addressed gaps in the current body of knowledge. These 

included gaps in public participation theory, gaps in sustainability indicators development and 

implementation theory and, specifically, gaps in sustainable rural community theory. Based on the results 

obtained form this research process, the conclusion is that this research process has addressed all these gaps 

positively.

Regarding public participation theory, Baxter (1997) discusses "the constraints and benefits of achieving 

respectful professional collaboration” between experts and public participation. Others such as Amstein 

(1969), Bolan (1969), Forester (1982), Friedman (1987), and Innis (1998) have also addressed issues 

related to expert, verses public participation in community planning and decision-making The application 

of research methods discussed herein has successfully involved combining public input with expert opinion 

to achieve a balanced outcome, reflective of both sides of the planning debate, therefore addressing this gap 

in public participation theory.

Related to publicly derived sustainability indicators development, as discussed in previous chapters, 

relatively little work has been undertaken with the objective of developing theoretically-based, rigorous and 

testable methods for proposing publicly-derived sustainability indicators (Mitchell, Mays, and McDonald 

1995). As Mitchell (1995) discusses, much work has been undertaken in proposing sustainability 

indicators, however, in most cases they lack the theoretical underpinnings which make them rigorous by 

enable them to be tested against the evolving body of sustainable knowledge. FARMS is built on a 

theoretical framework and can be tested and evolved by each individual rural municipality and, potentially, 

by urban communities as well.
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With respect to the gaps in rural community sustainability theory as initially identified, relatively little 

research has been carried out to date in this area although indications are that this is changing (Harris 2000; 

Richardson 2000). Much research continues to be undertaken in areas of urban community sustainability. 

Similarly, a significant body of research exists related to sustainable agriculture and related research, some 

of which has been examined and incorporated herein. It is the conclusion of this research that the results 

and conclusions discussed above make a significant contribution to the development of rural community 

sustainability theory.

On a final note, the research results discussed herein have identified several trends and patterns related to 

rural communities in the Ontario context, which are elaborated on briefly as follows. It must first be 

qualified that these trends and patterns are observation-based and have not been tested or substantiated 

herein. Regardless it is believed that in summing up this research program, there is a benefit to briefly 

discuss them. Restructuring undertaken by the Ontario Provincial government has been ongoing during 

this research process. The observation is that restructuring has caused a dialogue to occur within rural 

communities, which is healthy to the public and community in that this discussion promotes 

communication of information essential for rural community sustainability.

Further, it has been observed that rural communities in the Ontario context are taking unique community

based measures to adapt to the restructuring pressures imposed upon them fiom the outside. Approaches to 

restructuring appear to differ fiom community to community, similar to the results of conceptualization of 

sustainable community. Regardless, all rural communities examined during this research process are 

evolving measures for dealing with change that are community-based and community-specific. This 

'coming to grips' with change appears to be a positive result of the municipal restructuring process and, 

more important to this research program, a validation of the essential role of communication in facilitating 

rural community <««*?« nahflity



280

APPENDIX ‘A’

Rural Community Information Sharing

Professor James R. Taylor and George R. Smith

Technical Report for

Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Farms, and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA)

February, 1999



University of Guelph/OMAFRA
Sustainable Rural Communities Research Program

Rural Community Information Sharing
Project Number: 22360

Professor James R. Taylor 
George R. Smith

TECHNICAL REPORT

□ Background and purpose of the work:

In February, 1999 an Information Needs Study funded by OMAFRA was undertaken by 
Professor Jim Taylor of the School of Landscape Architecture, University of Guelph, and 
Mr. George R. Smith, Ph.D. Candidate, Rural Studies Ph.D. Program, University of 
Guelph. This project was in support of objective #3: Rural Planning: To improve the 
effectiveness of planning for rural communities, landscapes and environments for the 
benefit of present and future generations. More specifically the research addressed goal 
3.2: To develop processes and techniques to improve rural planning practice at the 
provincial, regional and municipal level in Ontario and goal 3.3: To develop and assess 
planning approaches for the development of rural settlements and the maintenance and 
enhancement of rural landscape resources in Ontario.

The major purpose of the survey was to determine resident perceptions of the local 
planning process for sustainable community development and information needs of 
individuals for meaningful involvement in the process. Participants were asked to 
provide their personal opinions and perspectives on issues relating to the local planning 
process, public input, community sustainability, and information needs related to their 
rural community.

□ Survey framework:

The survey form including a glossary of terms used is included in an attached appendix. 
Specifically, the survey address five categories of information:

a.) personal information of the survey participant, 
b.) attitudes of the participant towards sustainable development, 
c.) community information needs, 
d.) information communication, and 
e.) comprehension and involvement in the municipal official plan process.

Surveys were sent out to participants who were identified as being active in their rural 
community. Each participant was asked to complete and return the survey to the 
University of Guelph using enclosed self addressed stamped envelopes. Names of



selected individuals were drawn from a list of names and contact information provided by 
OMAFRA (through the OMAFRA web site), the Credit Valley Conservation Authority, 
and from several rural Ontario municipalities including Huron County, the Town of Erin 
and the Town of South Bruce Peninsula.

□ Results

Of the list of 150 individuals who were asked to participate, 51 responded to the mail 
survey representing a 34% response rate.

The following is an analysis of the survey results addressed in relationship to the five 
categories of questions included in the survey (see Appendix 'A' - Communicating 
Information Needs: Information Needs Survey):

1. Demographic Information

The survey participants were asked to provide personal information relating to 
participant sex, age, gender, education, employment, and length of residency in 
the community. The survey revealed the following participant profile. The 
majority of survey respondents were male (2/3 of respondents) between 40 and 59 
years of age. Overall the respondents were well educated (80% had post 
secondary education) and employed in agriculture-related jobs (52%). It was 
found that almost all (88% of respondents) were long term residents of the 
community, having lived there for 10 years or more.

2. Attitudes Towards Sustainable Development

The survey attempted to define attitudes of participants towards sustainable 
community development by asking participants for their perceptions and opinions 
on issues related to the sustainability of community. The results identified that the 
majority of participants (73%) perceived their community to be somewhat to very 
much sustainable. Regardless, almost all (94%) stated that sustainability was 
currently an issue to the community overall, and most (76%) stated that 
sustainability was an issue to the public at large. When asked to identify the key 
stakeholders in community sustainability, most (88%) stated that government top 
the list at 88% followed by business and the general public. When asked for their 
opinions regarding the management of issues of community sustainability, the 
participants were split on their replies (48% yes and 36% no). When asked what 
the limiting factors where on the management of sustainable community issues, a 
variety of answers were provided. Lack of awareness (23%) due to the limited 
availability of information, lack of communication of sustainable community 
information (21%), and public indifference (31%) and inadequate public 
involvement were the key limiting factors in the management of community 
sustainability.



3. Community Information Needs

The survey then asked the participants to provide their opinions and perceptions 
on information needs of the community related to community sustainability. 
Information needs were categorized as social information (political, community- 
related, recreational information, health and safety-related, etc.), environmental 
information (information on water and air quality, local weather, recycling, 
wildlife, etc.), and economic information (employment opportunities, job training 
programs, local business growth and opportunities, etc.).

When asked to rank the overall importance of these three categories, the results 
were that social information was ranked first, environmental information was 
ranked second, and economic information was ranked third. The most required 
information types were social-related information on community (88%) and local 
cultural events (63%), environmental information on water resources (83%) and 
local wildlife habitat (69%), and economic-related information on local 
employment (78%) and information on local government and agencies (52%).

4. Communications

Participants were then asked to provide their opinions and perspectives on 
communication of information as a basis for community sustainability. When 
asked to identify the information sources, the participants as a group identified 
local municipal government sources (70%) and the Internet (65%) as primary 
sources of important information. Most (77%) were of the opinion that the local 
community newspaper was the most effective format for information delivery, 
followed by the Internet (73%). Most participants (80%) regularly used computers 
several times a week, and most (80%) had a home computer. The most common 
method of accessing the Internet was through a home computer (74%) with a 
minority of individuals accessing the Internet through work (27%) and school 
(20%). The main purpose in accessing the Internet was to access information 
sources (73%) on social information (44%), environmental information (42%) and 
economic information (48%).

5. Municipal Official Plan- Public Comprehension and Involvement

At the conclusion of the survey participants were asked to identify their level of 
awareness, perception of, and involvement in the local Official Planning process 
(OP). Most of the participants (73%) were aware of their local OP process. Only 
approximately half (48%) felt that the local community OP process deals 
effectively with sustainable development issues in the community. Approximately 
half (54%) were currently or had been in the past involved in the local OP process 
in various capacities, including as a member of a local citizen’s interest group 
(31%), local interest group (21%), council (20%), or as a local business person 
(10%).



□ Summary of Conclusions based on Survey Results:

1. A majority of respondents were male between 40 and 59 years old, well educated, and 
long-term community residents employed in agriculture-related jobs. This appeared 
to be the dominant profile of rural community leaders, at least within the provided 
sample.

2. Approximately 2/3 of respondents were of the opinion that their community was 
somewhat to very sustainable, however, almost all believed that sustainability was 
still an issue which was limited primarily by lack of information, public awareness or 
adequate participation.

3. Social information was perceived to be of greatest importance to participants and 
environmental information was perceived to be of secondary importance. Participants 
ranked information on community and local culture, water quality, and local 
government as being most important to community sustainability.

4. Participants stated that the most important information sources were local community 
newspapers and the Internet Most participants had a home computer, which was used 
regularly, and was the most common method of accessing the Internet Most common 
use of the Internet was to access information on social, environmental, and economic 
issues of importance to the user.

5. A majority of participants were aware of the local OP process and had been most 
often involved in that process as a member of a local public interest group. However, 
only about half of the respondents had been involved in the process and less than half 
of the participants felt that the OP process dealt effectively with issues of sustainable 
development in their rural community.

□ Future work:

George Smith is further developing this area of research as part of his Ph.D. thesis under 
the supervision of Professors James Taylor and John FitzGibbon. It is proposed that the 
results from this study be further interpreted in relationship to the literature and with his 
thesis focus group work. This work research be documented and submitted as an article 
to an appropriate journal.
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APPENDIX ‘B’ 

Criteria / Selection Process for Case Study Site Selection

Containing Tables #15, #16, #17, #18



TABLE #15:

Defining Characteristics Of ‘Rural Community’ as a Basis for Case Study Selection Criteria

Category Research Source Characteristics

1. Population 
Characteristics

OMAFRA, Statistics 
Canada

1. Characterized by a trend towards gradual population 
decline particularly in non-urban fringe areas, with 
higher out-migration of vouth than in urban areas
2. Lower population density than rural areas (under 1,000 
pop/sq.m.)
3. Trend towards aging population base

4. Characterized by size (less than 20,000 permanent 
residents)

2. Economic 
Characteristics

OMAFRA. Statistics 
Canada

I. Generally higher unemployment than in urban areas

2. Higher employment in Agriculture and resource- 
related (primary) sectors compared to urban census areas
3. approximately twice the share of employees in small 
business than their urban counterparts 1
4. Generally lower level of family income

3. Social Characteristics OMAFRA. Statistics 
Canada, ongoing 
literature review

1. Significantly lower enme rate and higher perception of 
individual safety than in urban areas
2. Lower overall level of individual education (comparing 
percentage of pop 25 and over with less than grade 9 
education)
3. Lower average household income than urban households. | 
with a larger portion (16%) from social assistance.

‘Rural Community' Characteristics Related To Selection Of Appropriate Research 
Sites

4. Prc-dcfined Research 
Catchment Area (Ontario)

Arbitrary and 
circumstantial

1. Geographically located south of Georgian Bay and west of 1
Highway a 400. i

S. Willingness of 
municipality to participate

Arbitrary and 
circumstantial

1. municipality is cooperative and interested

2. municipality is not cooperative or interested

6. Status of the municipal 
'Official Planning Process’

Arbitrary and 
circumstantial

I. OP in place and functioning

2. OP is under review

7. Availability of existing 
supporting research data 
based on initial 
'investigative' research of 
sites, and initial literature 
review.

Arbitrary and 
circumstantial

1. early evidence of accessible support data (from other 
research efforts, access to OP and related documents, etc.)

2. early evidence of lack of accessible support data)

Note: Community statistical comparisons were made with Ontario and Canada's 
equivalent category statistics.
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TABLE #16:

Municipal Site Selection Review Applying Criteria

Meets Criteria / sub criteria
Municipal site Pop Economics Social Catchment 

area
Status of OP Available 

data
l. Admaston Township 
of

Y Y N N

2. Armstrong, 
Township of

Y Y Y N

3. Bellville. City of N N N N
4. Black River- 
Matheson Township

Y Y Y N

5. Brantford Township 
(City of Brant)

Y Y N N

6. Cambridge, City of N N N Y
7. Carden Township Y N Y Y
8 Chatham. City of 
(MUNICIPALITY OF 
Chatha m/Kent)

N N N Y

9. Collingwood, Town 
of (Town of the Blue 
Mountains)

Y Y 1

1 
i

10. Cornwall, City of N N Y* N
11. Dunn ville. Town of Y Y N* Y I
12 East Garafraxa, 
Township of

Y Y N Y

13. East Zorra- 
Tavistock, Township of

Y Y N Y

14 Elliot Lake. City of Y Y N N
15 Elora, Village of 
(Township of Centre 
Wellington)

Y N N '■

16. Englchart, Town of Y Y Y N
Erin, Township of 
(Town of Erin)

Y Y N Y

17. Espanola. Town of Y N Y N
18. Fergus. Town of 
(Township of Centre 
Wellington)

Y N N Y

19. Flamborough, Town 
of

N Y N Y

20. Guelph, City of N N N Y

Note: The municipal names provided in brackets are the new Provincial Municipal Restructuring 
designations assigned to the municipality. Municipalities with no alternative name provided are either 
pending restructuring review or have undergone restructuring with their original names left intact.
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TABLE #16:

Municipal Site Review (Continued)

Meets Criteria / sub criteria
Municipal site Pop Economics Social Catchment 

area
Status of OP Available 

data
21. Guelph, Township 
of (Township of Guelph 
/Eramosa)

Y Y N Y

22. Guelph. City of N N N Y
23. Goderich, Town of Y N N Y
24. Halton Hills N N N Y
25. Hamilton. City of N N N* Y
26. Kingston, City of N N N N
27. Leamington, Town 
of

Y Y Y Y

28. Milton, Town of N hi N Y
29. Mount Forest, Town 
of (Township of Mt. 
Forest / Arthur / West 
Luther)

Y N Y* Y 1

30. Naticoke, City of N* Y N Y
31. North Plantagenet, 
Township of (Township 
of Alfred and 
Plantagenet)

Y Y Y N
!

32. Orangeville N* N N v
33. Oro-Medonte. 
Township of

Y Y N Y i 
!

34. Paris. Town of (City 
of Brant)

Y kt kt Y i !
35. P.amara, Township 
of

Y Y N Y i

36. Samia. City of Y N N Y
37. Simcoe. Town of Y Y N Y
38. Timmins, City of N Y Y N 1
39. Tweed, Village of 
(Municipality of Tweed)

Y N Y N

40. Usborne, Township 
of

Y Y N Y

Meets Criteria / sub criteria
Municipal site Pop Economics Social Catchment 

area.
Status of OP Available 

data
41. Waterloo, City of N N N Y
42. West Lincoln, 
Township of

Y Y N Y

43. Wellington, Village 
of (County of Prince 
Edward)

Y N Y N

44. Town of South 
Bruce Peninsula

Y Y Y Y

45. "Woodstock, City of N N N Y 1
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TABLE #17;

Final Municipal Site Review Applying Criteria

Municipal site
Meets Criteria / sub criteria

Pop Economics Social Catchment 
area

Status of 
OP

Available 
data

1. East Zorra-Tavistock 
Township

Y Y Y Y

2. Guelph Township Y Y Y Y
3. Puslinch Township Y Y N Y

Note: These sites were reviewed as a basis for selecting a replacement site for the Township of West 
Lincoln, initially selected as a case study site but later found unsuitable for research purposes.
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TABLE #18:

Final Municipal Site Selection Based on Criteria

Municipal site
Meets Criteria / sub criteria

Pop Economics Social Catchment 
area

Status of 
OP

Available 
data

Township of Oro- 
Medonte

Y Y N Y

Township of Erin 
(Town of Erin)

Y Y N Y

Town of South Bruce 
Peninsula

Y Y Y Y

Usborne, Township of Y Y N Y
Puslinch Township Y Y N Y



Conditions of use of content of site
Information on this site is the property of Her Maieoty the Queen in Right of 
Canada and is published by authority of the Minister responsible for 
Statistics Canada. All rights reserved.

Visitors to this site are permitted reosonable rights of use of the content for 
personal, corporate or public policy reaearah, as well as for educational 
purposes. Thio permission ineludoe the use of the content in anatycec and 
the internal and asternal reporting of reoulte and conclusions, including the 
citation of limited amounts of supporting information extracted from this site 
in such documents andfor on Internet sites.

The source of the data must be acknowledged in all such documents end 
communications, including on Internet sitae, by providing the following 
source citation at the bottom of each table and graph:

Source (or 'Adapted from' if appropriate): Statistics Canada's 
Internet Site, Ml URL of source pages, and data of extraction.

Further, the following notice should appear, in an appropriate area, in any 
document or Internet site that includes selections of the content of this site:

Statistics Canada information is used with the permission of Statistics 
Canada. Users ate forbidden to copy the data and rodissominato 
them, in an original or modified form, for commercial purposes, 
without the expressed permission of Statistics Canada. Information 
on the availability of the wide range of data from Statistics Canada 
can be obtained from Statistics Canada’s Regional Offices, its World 
Wide Web site at http://www.3tatcan.ca, and Us toll-free access 
number 1-900-293-1139.

Users who wish to publish any significant volumes of material extracted 
from the content of this site in any medium, shall seek copyright approval 
from Licence Services, Marketing Division, Statistics Canada, using the 
Application for Copyright Authorisation.

When data from this site are ineluded on an Internet site, e hyperlink to the 
Statistics Canada site shall bo provided and Statistics Canada shall bo 
notified of such.

No pert c* the content of this site nor any right granted under this agreement 
shell bo sold, rented, leased. tent, sub-licenMd or transferred to any other 
person or organisation.

Users are net permitted to use any part of the content of this site to develop 
or derive any dote product or data service for distribution or commercial 
sale. without a licence to do so.

http.7/www.statcan.ca/english/referencc/conditions.htm 7/(0/01

http://www.3tatcan.ca
http://www.statcan.ca/english/referencc/conditions.htm


Page 2 of 2

The content of this site is provided "as-is", and Statistics Canada makes no 
warranty, either express or implied, inciudlhg but net limited to. warranties of 
fitness for a particular purpose. In no event will Statistics Canada bo liable 
far any indirect, apodal, consequential or other damages however caused.

Dote retrieved through the www.statcan.ca commercial services are subject 
to specific conditions of use detailed in the Limited Use Data Products 
Licence Agreement statement associated with these services.

Should you have any questions with regard to the use of the content of this 
site, please forward them to liconsingQstetean.eq.

(Hom* | Search I Contact Ua (FrancWd 
L*M maSMatt 2001S S Notice* and diadaimaia

http:/7www.statcan.caZcnglish/refcrcnce/conditicns.htm 7/10/01

http://www.statcan.ca
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APPENDIX ‘C’

Statistics Canada and OMAFRA Community Statistical Profiles

Source: Statistics Canada Community Profiles;
From Statistics Canada Internet web site at 

http://www.statcan.ca/english/Drofile/PlaceSearchForm I .cfin 
October 1*, 2000

http://www.statcan.ca/english/Drofile/PlaceSearchForm_I_.cfin
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CENM^RElENSE.MEM < K '
Go to Place Name Search

A Message from the Chief Statistician of Canada

I am pleased to provide a statistical profile of all communities in Canada drawn from the 1996 
Census of Population, health surveys and population estimates. The data provide a snapshot of 
communities and related areas, including population, education, income and work, families, dwelling 
characteristics and births and deaths.

The profile is made possible as a result of the outstanding participation and support that Canadians 
have shown over the years for the census and other surveys. With continued support from Canadians, 
Statistics Canada is able to provide accurate and timely statistical information that will help inform and 
connect our global community.

Ivan Fellegi
Chief Statistician of Canada

[Help with Searching | About Statistical Profiles | About Maps I About The Data | About The Census | Help, 

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments | Frangais,

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use
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statistics tor uro-ivieaonte ti ownsnipj, untano Page 1 oti

Statistical Profile Highlights:
Oro-Medonte (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random roundine with the exception of Total Population figures.

|Oro-Medonte (Township), Ontario

Population in 1996 tD. 16,698

Population in 1991 15,713
1991 to 1996 population change A - 
(%):
Land area (square km) : 647.24

•* Population Page 1 Page 
2
* Education

* Income and Work

A Families and Dwellings
■* Births and Deaths

[Help with Searching I About Statistical Profiler | About Maps | About The Data | About The Census | Help) 

[Home | Search I Products and services | Service centres | Comments | Franpaisl

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use
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statistics tor uro-Meaome (townsmp), untano Page 1 of I

lE\'l''RElEVEME\T < K ’
Statistical Profile:
Education Statistics for Oro-Medonte (Township), 
Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Oro-Medonte Back To Highlights For Oro- Income and Work Statistics For Oro- 
and Canada Medonte Medonte

Characteristics Oro-Medonte Ontario
Total Male ■emale Total Male Female

highest level of schooling for the 
lopulation age 15 years and over
Total - All persons age 15 and over 031 13.065 5,555 6,500 5,429,215 4,080,940 4,348,270

Persons without a high school certificate 3.935 2,175 1,765 2.786.945 1,335,745 1,451,205
Persons with a high school certificate 1,930 800 1,130 1,229.275 535,500 693,775
Persons with some postsecondary 

education (post secondary not completed) 1,280 535 750 943,795 452,745 491,050

Persons with trades or non-university 
certificate or diploma 4,205 2,235 1,975 2,048,950 1,024,130 1,024,830

Persons who have completed university 1,705 820 885 1,420,240 732,820 687,415
Highest level of schooling for the 
wpulation age 25 years and over

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with less than grade nine 381 6.5 8.0 4.9 11.7 11.0 12.3

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with a high school certificate or 
ligher^®

73.7 71.2 76.1 69.4 70.4 68.4

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with trades or non-university 
certificate or diploma or higher 081

50.3 52.6 48.1 45.9 49.1 43.0

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over who have completed university 081 14.5 14.1 14.8 18.8 20.5 17.2

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

[Home | Search | Products and mviccs | Service centres | Comments | Francaisl

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use
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Statistics tor Oro-Medonte (1 ownsnip), Ontario Eage 1 ot i

U■ REUAMAH M i '
Statistical Profile:
Income and Work Statistics for Oro-Medonte 
(Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Oro-Medonte Back To Highlights For Oro- Families and Dwellings Statistics For 
and Canada Medonte Oro-Medonte

Characteristics Oro-Medonte Ontario
Total Male Female Total Male Female

-abour force characteristics of the 
>opulation age 15 years and over
Average total income of persons 
reporting income ($) 26,771 32,259 20,932 27,309 33,599 21,048

Persons in the employed labour force 8,080 4,430 3,650 5,077,670 2,719,570 2,358,100
’ersons reporting unpaid work 12,250 6,000 6,245 7,601,695 3,554,360 4,047,340
Persons reporting any hours of unpaid 
lousework 231 12,105 5,910 6,195 7,467,485 3,463,790 *,003,695

Persons reporting any hours of unpaid 
child care 241 5,125 2,340 2,785 3,191,080 1,383,920 1,807,160

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
care to seniors 23 2,450 995 1,460 1,364,410 552,125 812,290

1996 unemployment rate (%)2® 7.5 6.8 8.2 9.1 8.7 9.6
1996 participation rate (%)20 66.8 72.5 61.1 66.3 73.0 60.0
ndustry characteristics of the 
>opulation age 15 years and over who 
lave worked since January 1,1995
Total - All industries 29 8,515 4,670 3,840 5,401,400 2,894,315 2,507,085

Persons in agriculture and other 
resource-based industries (primary)29 620 425 195 170,430 117,720 52,710

Persons in manufacturing and 
construction industries (secondary) S® 1,780 1,395 385 1,212,995 906,560 306,435

Persons in service industries 
(tertiary)211 6,115 2,855 3,255 4,017,975 1,870,035 2,147,935

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts hme been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

fffclp WithjcylypgljMxxaStatiatical Profilgl AbsSLAfeg [About the Data | About the Census | Help] 

[Home | Search | Product* and »ervicc» | Service centres | Comments | Francaisl

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use
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Statistical Profile Highlights:
Erin (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

|Erin (Township), Ontario

Population in 1996 8,024

Population in 1991 7,561

1991 to 1996 population change 
(%): 6.1

Land area (square km) : 294.16

Population Page 1 Page 
2
a Education

a Income and Work

a Families and Dwellings 
a Births and Deaths

[Help With Searching I .About Statistical Profiles | .Xbout Ntapi? | About The Dau | About The Census | Help) 

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments | Franpat-sl

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use

...lueinustxun'uj—/xhooutsviKx—iocx^WiM^-cecrruviiKx—t/uv



Statistics tor Enn (Township), Untano Page 1 ot 1
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Statistical Profile:
Education Statistics for Erin (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Erin and Canada Back To Highlights For Erin Income and Work Statistics For Erin

Characteristics Erin Ontario
Total Male Female Total Male Female

Highest level of schooling for the 
K>pulation age IS years and over
Total - All persons age 15 and over 031 5.115 3,090 3,025 5,429,215 4,080,940 4,348,270

Persons without a high school certificate 1r610 845 765 2,786,945 1,335,745 1,451,205
Persons with a high school certificate 1,045 430 615 1,229,275 535,500 693,775
Persons with some postsecondary 

education (post secondary not completed) 545 245 300 943,795 452,745 491,050

Persons with trades or non-university 
certificate or diploma 1,815 985 825 2,048,950 1,024,130 1,024,830

Persons who have completed university 1,105 585 520 1,420,240 732,820 687,415
Highest level of schooling for the 
lopulation age 25 years and over

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with less than grade nine Q® 6.1 7.4 4.7 11.7 11.0 12.3

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with a high school certificate or 
tigher 081

77.2 77.2 77.1 69.4 70.4 68.4

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with trades or non-university certificate 
or diploma or higher 09

54.3 58.4 50.2 45.9 49.1 43.0

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over who have completed university 20.7 21.8 19.8 18.8 20.5 17.2

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

[Help with Searching I About Statistical Profiles I About Maps I About the Data I About the Census | Hclpl 

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments | Franca tsi

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use
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Statistical Profile:
Income and Work Statistics for Erin (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Erin and 
Canada

Back To Highlights For Families and Dwellings Statistics For 
Erin Erin

Characteristics Erin Ontario
Total Male Female Total Male Female

-abour force characteristics of the 
reputation age 15 years and over
Average total income of persons 
reporting income ($) 34,646 44,807 23,039 27,309 33,599 21,048

’ersons in the employed labour force 211 4,395 2,420 1,975 5,077,670 2,719,570 2,358,100
Persons reporting unpaid work 221 5,575 2,745 2,825 7,601,695 3,554,360 4,047,340
’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
lousework 22 5,500 2,695 2,805 7,467,485 3,463,790 4,003,695

Persons reporting any hours of unpaid 
child care 245 2,440 1,105 1,340 3,191,080 1,383,920 1,807,160

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
care to seniors 23 1,065 430 635 1,364,410 552,125 812,290

1996 unemployment rate (%)281 4.6 5.3 3.7 9.1 8.7 9.6
1996 participation rate (%)20 75.4 82.7 67.8 66.3 73.0 60.0
Industry characteristics of the 
■population age 15 years and over who 
tave worked since January 1,1995
Total - All industries 28 4,545 2,510 2,030 5,401,400 2,894,315 2,507,085

Persons in agriculture and other 
resource-based industries (primary) 291 270 180 90 170,430 117,720 52,710

Persons in manufacturing and 
construction industries (secondary)s® 1,210 845 360 1,212,995 906,560 306,435

Persons in service industries 
(tertiary) QD 3,060 1,485 1,580 4,017,975 1,870,035 2,147,935

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

IH^Ip with Searching I About Statistical Profiles | About Maos | About the Date | About the Census | Hclpl

(Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comment | Francais]

© Statistics Canada ■ Conditions of Use
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Statistical Profile Highlights:
Erin (Village), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

|Erin (Village), Ontario "g[ go| mar|

Population in 1996 2,633

Population in 1991 2,489
1991 to 1996 population change . 8 
(%): 5,11

Land area (square km) : 4.34

■* Population Page 1 Page
2
4 Education

-* Income and Work

a Families and Dwellings
a Births and Deaths

[Help with Searching | .\bout Statistical Profiles | About Maps | About The Dato I About The Census | Hdp|

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments I FranqaisI

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use
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Statistical Profile:
Education Statistics for Erin (Village), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Erin and Canada Back To Highlights For Erin Income and Work Statistics For Erin

Characteristics Erin Ontario
Total Male Femals Total Male Female

Highest level of schooling for the 
reputation age 1S years and over
Total - All persons age 15 and over 051 1,960 1,010 955 8,429,215 4,080,940 4,348,270

Persons without a high school certificate 670 355 315 2.786,945 1,335,745 1.451,205
Persons with a high school certificate 325 170 150 1,229,275 535,500 693,775
Persons with some postsecondary 

education (post secondary not completed) 150 60 95 943,795 452,745 491,050

Persons with trades or non-university 
certificate or diploma 640 350 285 2,048,950 1,024,130 1,024,830

Persons who have completed university 180 75 105 1,420,240 732,820 687,415
Highest level of schooling for the 
ropulation age 25 years and over
% of the population 25 years of age and 

over with less than grade nine Q® 5.2 3.8 6.4 11.7 11.0 12.3

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with a high school certificate or 
righer®®

71.8 74.2 69.8 69.4 70.4 68.4

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with trades or non-university certificate 
or diploma or higher

47.6 52.2 43.6 45.9 49.1 43.0

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over who have completed university Q® 10.3 9.4 11.0 18.8 20.5 17.2

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

ftfclp With Searching I About Statistical Profiles | About Maps | About the Dau I About the Census | Help)
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Statistical Profile:
Income and Work Statistics for Erm (Village), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Erin and 
Canada

Back To Highlights For 
Erin

Families and Dwellings Statistics For 
Erin

Characteristics Erin Ontario
Total Male Female Total Male Female

.abour force characteristics of the 
reputation age 15 years and over
Average total income of persons 
reporting income (5) 20 30,243 38,771 21,201 27,309 33,599 21,048

’ersons in the employed labour force 223 1,315 740 570 5,077,670 2,719,570 2,358,100
’ersons reporting unpaid work 1,825 915 910 7,601,695 3,554,360 4,047,340
’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
tousework 231 1,795 890 910 7,467,485 3,463,790 4,003,695

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
child care 241 785 350 430 3,191,080 1,383,920 1,807,160

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
care to seniors 28 220 75 145 1,364,410 552,125 812,290

1996 unemployment rate (%)281 8.7 8.5 8.8 9.1 8.7 9.6
1996 participation rate (%)20 73.7 81.1 65.4 66.3 73.0 60.0
ndustry characteristics of the 
reputation age 15 years and over who 
lave worked since January 1,1995
Total - All industries 281 1,390 780 605 5,401,400 2,894,315 2,507,085

Persons in agriculture and other 
resource-based industries (primary)231 30 20 15 170,430 117,720 52,710

Persons in manufacturing and 
construction industries (secondary) 380 260 115 1,212,995 906,560 306,435

Persons in service industries 
(tertiary) 311 980 500 480 ♦,017,975 1,870,035 2,147,935

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and incfividual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

_________________________
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Statistical Profile Highlights:
Wiarton (Town), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

|Wiarton (Town), Ontario

Population in 1996 2,400

Population in 1991 2,326
1991 to 1996 population change ~ -
(%):
Land area (square km) : 5.48

-* Population Page 1 Page 
2
J Education

■* Income and Work

Families and Dwellings
Births and Deaths

[Help with Searching | About Statistical Profiles | About Maos I .About The Data | About The Census | Help, 

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments I Frangaisl

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use
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Statistical Profile:
Education Statistics for Wiarton (Town), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Wiarton and 
Canada

Back To Highlights For 
Wiarton

Income and Work Statistics For 
Wiarton

Characteristics Wiarton Ontario
Total Male Female Total Male Female

highest level of schooling for the 
>opulation age 15 years and over
Total - All persons age 15 and over1191 1,805 835 970 3,429,215 4,080,940 4,348,270

Persons without a high school certificate 810 365 450 2,786,945 1,335,745 1,451,205
Persons with a high school certificate 285 120 165 1,229,275 535,500 693.775
Persons with some postsecondary 

education (post secondary not completed) 115 45 70 943,795 452,745 491,050

Persons with trades or non-university 
certificate or diploma 405 200 210 2,048,950 1,024,130 1,024,830

Persons who have completed university 185 105 85 1,420,240 732,820 687,415
Highest level of schooling for the 
jopulation age 25 years and over

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with less than grade nine 16.7 17.0 16.4 11.7 11.0 12.3

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with a high school certificate or 
u’gher Q®

57.9 59.2 56.4 69.4 70.4 68.4

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with trades or non-university certificate 
or diploma or higher

37.0 40.1 33.9 45.9 49.1 43.0

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over who have completed university ®® 11.9 14.3 10.3 18.8 20.5 17.2

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

fHclo With Searching I About Statistical Profiles | About Maos I About the Data | About the Census | Hclpl
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Statistical Profile:
Income and Work Statistics for Wiarton (Town), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Wiarton and Back To Highlights For Families and Dwellings Statistics For
Canada Wiarton Wiarton

Characteristics
Wiarton Ontario

Total Male fomata Total Male Female
.abour force characteristics of the 
reputation age 15 years and over
Average total income of persons 
reporting income ($)22 19.853 23,550 16,385 27,309 33,599 21,048

’ersons in the employed labour force 211 885 470 415 5,077,670 2,719,570 2,358,100
’ersons reporting unpaid work 22 1,590 690 900 7,601,695 3,554,360 4,047,340
’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
lousework22 1,575 675 900 7,467,485 3,463,790 4,003,695

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
child care 22 670 275 395 3,191,080 1,383,920 1,807,160

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
care to seniors 23 350 120 225 1,364,410 552,125 812,290

1996 unemployment rate (%)22 11.5 13.8 9.9 9.1 8.7 9.6
1996 participation rate (%)23 55.5 65.3 46.9 66.3 73.0 60.0
Industry characteristics of the 
population age 15 years and over who 
tave worked since January 1,1995
Total - All industries 22 960 530 435 5,401,400 2,894,315 2,507,085

Persons in agriculture and other 
resource-based industries (primary)23 65 60 0 170,430 117,720 52,710

Persons in manufacturing and 
construction industries (secondary) 22 140 130 0 1,212,995 906,560 306,435

Persons in service industries 
(tertiary) 311 760 335 420 4,017,975 1,870,035 2,147,935

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

(HdlLWith Searching lAbgut.Sutigtical Profile | AbguLMgg I About the Data | About the Ccnsg | HcIb]

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Cnmmoiu | Francaisl
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Statistical Profile Highlights:
Amabel (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

In order to protect the confidentiali tv of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

[Amabel (Township), Ontario GO |

Population in 1996 3,917 A
2

Population Page 1 Page

Population in 1991 3,815 A Education

1991 to 1996 population change 
(%) : 2.7 A Income and Work

Land area (square km): 289.54 J Families and Dwellings
A Births and Deaths

[Help with Searching | About Statistical Profiles I About \laos | .\bout The Data | About The Census | Help)

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments | Franca isl

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use

...zueuiiisiAamriiJ—/av/ccrsuv—jjocomv—jj'tivjHocxmuiiype—icu^wiKr-cocrruvuKX—jjociv/ji/w



olsusugs lot Amaoci vruuuiu rage i ui i

LE.\'l'• RLlEVEMEM . K
Statistical Profile:
Education Statistics for Amabel (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Amabel and 
Canada

Back To Highlights For 
Amabel

Income and Work Statistics For 
Amabel

Characteristics Amabel Ontario
Total Male Female Total Male Female

Highest level of schooling for the 
reputation age 15 years and over
Total - All persons age 15 and over 091 3.245 1,570 1,670 8,429,215 4,080,940 4,348,270

Persons without a high school certificate 1.235 595 635 2,786,945 1,335,745 1,451,205
Persons with a high school certificate 540 220 320 1,229,275 535,500 693.775
Persons with some postsecondary 

education (post secondary not completed) 190 80 105 943,795 452,745 491,050

Persons with trades or non-university 
certificate or diploma 1.035 560 475 2,048,950 1,024,130 1,024,830

Persons who have completed university 250 120 130 1,420,240 732,820 687,415
Highest level of schooling for the 
reputation age 25 years and over

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with less than grade nine 391 10.0 9.9 9.7 11.7 11.0 12.3

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with a high school certificate or 
tigher 391

63.6 63.0 64.0 69.4 70.4 68.4

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with trades or non-university certificate 
or diploma or higher 091

43.0 46.5 39.3 45.9 49.1 43.0

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over who have completed university 391 8.2 7.7 8.7 18.8 20.5 17.2

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

[Help Wh Seedling I About Statistical Profiles I About Maos I About the Data | About the Census | Helpl

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments | Francais]
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Statistical Profile:
Income and Work Statistics for Amabel (Township), 
Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Amabel and 
Canada

Back To Highlights For 
Amabel

Families and Dwellings Statistics For 
Amabel

Characteristics Amabel Ontario
Total Male Female Total Male Female

.abour force characteristics of the 
reputation age 15 years and over
Average total income of persons 
reporting income (5) 20,692 24,732 16,758 27,309 33,599 21,048

’ersons in the employed labour force 1211 1,575 835 740 5,077,670 2,719,570 2,358,100
’ersons reporting unpaid work 3,035 1,445 1,590 7,601,695 3,554,360 4,047,340
’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
lousework 031 3,005 1,425 1,580 7,467,485 3,463,790 4,003,695

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
child care 241 1,040 455 585 3,191,080 1,383,920 1,807,160

Persons reporting any hours of unpaid 
care to seniors 03 550 235 320 1,364,410 552,125 812,290

1996 unemployment rate (%) 9.7 9.2 10.8 9.1 8.7 9.6
1996 participation rate (%) 53.9 58.6 49.7 66.3 73.0 60.0
Industry characteristics of the 
population age 15 years and over who 
lave worked since January 1,1995
Total - All industries <2® 1,700 890 805 5,401,400 2,894,315 2,507,085

Persons in agriculture and other 
resource-based industries (primary) 291 105 75 30 170,430 117,720 52,710

Persons in manufacturing and 
construction industries (secondary) 310 250 60 1,212,995 906,560 306,435

Persons in service industries 
(tertiary) 1,280 565 715 4,017,975 1,870,035 2,147,935

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random roundinz with the exception of Total Population figures.

(Help 5Vl»h 3<^hing I About Statistical ProSig | AbaS-Mag I About the Data I AbogLlhc Census [ Hglcl 

(Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments | Francaisl

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use
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Statistical Profile Highlights:
Usborne (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

| Usborne (Township). Ontario

Population in 1996 1,535

Population in 1991 1,552
1991 to 1996 population change 
(%): 1.1
Land area (square km) : 178.37

Population Page 1 Page 
2
* Education

A Income and Work

* Families and Dwellings
■* Births and Deaths

(Help with Searching | About Statistical Profiles | About Maps | About The Data | About The Census | Help| 

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments I Franpaisl

© Statistics Canada - Conditions of Use
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Statistical Profile:
Education Statistics for Usborne (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Usborne and 
Canada

Back To Highlights For 
Usborne

Income and Work Statistics For 
Usborne

Characteristics Usborne Ontario
Total BWalepemata Total Male Female

lighest level of schooling for the 
lopulation age 15 years and over
Total - All persons age 15 and over 1.185 585 600 8.429,215 4.080,940 4,348,270

Persons without a high school certificate 485 250 230 2.786.945 1.335,745 1,451,205
Persons with a high school certificate 190 65 130 1.229,275 535,500 693,775
Persons with some postsecondary 

education (post secondary not completed) 55 20 30 943,795 452,745 491,050

Persons with trades or non-university 
certificate or diploma 365 205 160 2.048,950 1,024,130 1,024,830

Persons who have completed university 90 50 45 1.420,240 732,820 687.415
Highest level of schooling for the 
lopulation age 25 years and over

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with less than grade nine 09 12.1 11.9 12.4 11.7 11.0 12.3

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with a high school certificate or 
higher G®

64.8 50.4 69.1 69.4 70.4 68.4

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with trades or non-university certificate 
or diploma or higher

41.2 43.6 39.2 45.9 49.1 43.0

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over who have completed university Q® 7.5 9.9 5.2 18.8 20.5 17.2

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

 (Help W|th,Searchmg | About Statistical Profile | About Maps | About the Data | Abgut the Census | Heigl
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Statistical Profile:
Income and Work Statistics for Usborne (Township), 
Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Usborne and Back To Highlights For Families and Dwellings Statistics For 
Canada Usborne Usborne

Characteristics Usborne Ontario
Total Male -emale Total Male Female

-abour force characteristics of the 
icpulation age 15 years and over
Average total income of persons 
reporting income ($) 23 20.840 25.802 15.753 27,309 33,599 21,048

’ersons in the employed labour force 211 785 425 355 5,077,670 2,719,570 2,358,100
’ersons reporting unpaid work 22 1.090 515 580 7,601,695 3,554.360 4,047,340
’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
rousework 23 1,075 500 575 7,467,485 3.463.790 4,003,695

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
child care 241 490 225 270 3,191,080 1,383.920 1,807,160

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
care to seniors 23 295 125 165 1,364,410 552.125 812,290

1996 unemployment rate (%)23 3.7 3.4 5.3 9.1 8.7 9.6
1996 participation rate (%)23 69.2 75.2 63.0 66.3 73.0 60.0
Industry characteristics of the 
population age 15 years and over who 
lave worked since January 1,1995
Total - All industries 23 810 440 370 5.401,400 2.894.315 2,507,085

Persons in agriculture and other 
resource-based industries (primary) 23 215 155 65 170,430 117,720 52,710

Persons in manufacturing and 
construction industries (secondary)23 185 95 85 1,212,995 906.560 306,435

Persons in service industries 
(tertiary) on 405 180 225 4,017,975 1,870.035 2,147,935

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

fffclp Profile | About Mans | Abag the Data I About the Cq^ I Efefe!
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Statistical Profile Highlights:
Puslinch (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

|Puslinch (Township), Ontario

Population in 1996 5,416

Population in 1991 4,943
1991 to 1996 population change Q ,
(%):

Land area (square km) : 215.80

•* Population Page 1 Page 
2
* Education

* Income and Work

«* Families and Dwellings
* Births and Deaths

fHclp with Searching | About Statistical Profiles I About Mans I About The Data | About The Census | Help]

[Home | Search | Products and services | Service centres | Comments | Francatsl
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Statistical Profile:
Education Statistics for Puslinch (Township), Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Puslinch and Back To Highlights For Income and Work Statistics For 
Canada Puslinch Puslinch

Characteristics Puslinch Ontario
Total Male Female Total Male Female

Highest level of schooling for the 
reputation age 15 years and over
Total - All persons age 15 and over 031 4,420 2,285 2,135 5,429,215 4,080.940 4,348,270

Persons without a high school certificate 1,300 640 660 2.786,945 1,335.745 1,451,205
Persons with a high school certificate 485 200 290 1,229,275 535.500 693,775
Persons with some postsecondary 

education (post secondary not completed) 430 210 220 943,795 452.745 491,050

Persons with trades or non-university 
certificate or diploma 1,320 740 580 2,048,950 1,024,130 1,024,830

Persons who have completed university 880 495 385 1,420,240 732.820 687.415
Highest level of schooling for the 
regulation age 25 years and over

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with less than grade nine 9.3 8.5 10.2 11.7 11.0 12.3

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with a high school certificate or 
ligher

74.2 77.0 71.7 69.4 70.4 68.4

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over with trades or non-university certificate 
or diploma or higher

55.2 61.9 48.4 45.9 49.1 43.0

% of the population 25 years of age and 
over who have completed university 385 22.6 25.4 20.1 18.8 20.5 17.2

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random rounding with the exception of Total Population figures.

 [Hdp With S<arEtung l About Statistical Profiles | About Maps | About tbc E>ata | Abgut the Ccnwg | Help]
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Statistical Profile:
Income and Work Statistics for Puslinch (Township), 
Ontario

GO TO PLACE 
NAME SEARCH HELP

Show Same Table For Puslinch and Back To Highlights For Families and Dwellings Statistics For 
Canada Puslinch Puslinch

Characteristics Puslinch Ontario
Total Male Female Total Male Female

.atreur force characteristics of the 
regulation age 15 years and over
Average total income of persons 
reporting income ($) && 33.029 41,796 23,365 27,309 33,599 21,048

’ersons in the employed labour force 3.090 1,730 1,355 5,077,670 2,719,570 2,358,100
3ersons reporting unpaid work 3.965 1,990 1,975 7,601,695 3,554,360 4,047,340
>ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
lousework 831 3.915 1,950 1,965 7,467.485 3,463,790 4,003,695

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
child care 841 1.560 660 900 3.191,080 1,383,920 1,807,160

’ersons reporting any hours of unpaid 
care to seniors 83 825 345 480 1,364,410 552,125 812,290

1996 unemployment rate (%) 5.1 4.4 5.6 9.1 8.7 9.6
Il 996 participation rate (%)83 73.6 79.4 67.4 66.3 73.0 60.0
Industry characteristics of the 
population age 15 years and over who 
lave worked since January 1,1995
Total - All industries 3.230 1,800 1,435 5,401,400 2,894,315 2,507,085

Persons in agriculture and other 
resource-based industries (primary) 89 340 215 120 170,430 117,720 52,710

Persons in manufacturing and 
construction industries (secondary) 905 620 285 1,212,995 906,560 306,435

Persons in service industries 
(tertiary) 1.985 960 1,025 4,017,975 1,870,035 2,147,935

In order to protect the confidentiality of Canadians, no count less than ten is displayed and individual counts have been 
subjected to random roundine with the exception of Total Population figures.
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Rural Ontario Employment Industries in Ranked by Size of the Labour 
Force in 1991
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APPENDIX ‘D*

Focus Group Session and Kev Informant Interview Responses



TOWNSHIP OF ORO-MEDONTE 
FOCUS GROUP AND KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW SESSION RESULTS

Focus Grown *A* Session

Question Ms
"What in your opinion, is a 'sustainable community*, and what is your perception of your role within 
sustainable community?"

Response:
> First we should discuss what the 'community* is.
> Several responded that their 'community* was the particular settlement where their residence was 

located.
> Others expressed that they had lived long in the area and identified 'community* with both village 

centers and the region I (municipal) Township.
> General conclusion was that 'Community* is both the small hamlets and villages in the Township, and 

the broader Township.
> The Township was a 'micro-version' / representation of Canada and this reinforced the idea of 

'community*
> Township as 'community* is a mosaic or collection of many parts.
> The Tovmship is sustainable - the village centers and hamlets are net.
> Schools, churches and community halls are focus of sustainable community.
> The Township sustainability is reinforced by the flexibility it provides (diversity of selection) for 

individuals to focus on all the Township or it’s parts.
> The Township looks to the villages and hamlets to derive sustainability.
> Ultimately the Provincial Government will determine the sustainability of the (municipal) Township.

Question nt
"What in your opinion, are the key elements (characteristics) which constitute a sustainable community?"

RttB9»«r
> Quality of life,
> Balance of proximity to amenities (recreation, urban centers...).
> This is a 'rural' community.
> Locally unique amenities such as fishing,
> Recreational opportunities close at hand.
> Local heritage (end of the 'underground railway*, first place in North America that black people could 

own property / land).
> Local and regional aesthetics,
> Connection with other conununity residents / members.
> Long standing stability of community (villages and township)
> Security, low crime, safety,
> Toronto wants this community and region as a resource



Question #3:
"How do you think these elements (characteristics) can be measured and defined?"

Response:
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
>

Development controls (presence or lack of, and effectiveness of).
Density of development in community (low is good).
Quality and amount of forest and environmentally protected area.
Degree of intergenerational communication,
Amount of (cross-generational) pride in community.
Perception of degree of safety (crime and others such as health, traffic...). 
Level of local crime.

Question #4:
"In your opinion is information important to die sustainability of the community, and if so, why?"

Response:
> Yes, yes, yes!
> Two-way communication is important between public and municipal government, not just one-way 

(Note: Oro-Medonte won a Provincial award for their last Official Plan review process and the 
amount and effectiveness of public participation within that process).

> Communication in the community is a problem (between municipality and public).
> Oro-Medonte municipal publications are a beneficial solution to part of this problem (quite popular).
> Internet is important to community - will grow in importance in future.
> Local TV station has been made over in the format of ‘City TV’ which in the Focus Group’s view 

was not good (too 'City1).
> Communication is (at times) a local nightmare' - due largely to the 'newcomers' who come up from 

the City to build cottages and new retirement homes, and don’t want to find out about local conditions 
and municipal by-laws. These people are the ones who complain about smells from farm fields, and 
noise from flocking birds.

> The local council newsletter is very important as a local information distribution method (as opposed 
to 'outside-of-local information').

> Opinions were expressed by many in Focus Group that the public was too apathetic in recent years 
and relied on council too much for information and other services.

> An exception which works is the Shanty Bay Rate Payers Association.



"What information do you require to make your ongoing participation in this community, viable and 
sustainable? Where would you expect to obtain this information?"

Response;
> Information on services.
> Information cm land use changes.
> Information on development issues (a touchy point - the attitude was fundamentally for preserving 

'rural', but they recognized drat development was also a 'necessary evil’ and seemed to be struggling 
with die balance act between die two).

> Economic information on jobs and businesses.
> Background information for die public (and especially new residents) on what the Township was all 

about (history, culture, recreation).
> Information on community events.
> Accessible information on outside communities (near-by such as Barrie) and their local community 

events.
> Information on Oro-Medonte community events provided to outside communities (local and 

regional).

Question #6:
"Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of the Official Planning process?"

Response:
> All were aware of Official Planning process and most had been actively involved in.
> Public involvement in the Official Planning process was viewed as a valuable opportunity to have a 

say in decision-making (development, planning...).
> The public will not take ownership in the Official Planning process if not involved.
> The Official Planning process was an opportunity for the public to “know why” (instead of relying 

too much on council).
> The Official Planning process can reinforce local pride and the sense of'community'.
> More public involvement would mean more trust in the resulting Official Plan
> The Official Plan and public involvement in die Official Planning process, gives public a strong tool 

and a defense for maintaining and improving 'sustainable community*.
> A problem is drat the Official Plan is way too technical for both public and municipality to use as an 

effective tool.
> Communicating the Official Plan in plain and understandable language would be a benefit.



Focus Group 'B* Sessions

Question #1:
"What in your opinion is a 'sustainable community1, and what is your perception of your role within a 
sustainable community"

BSD&HlSi
> A sustainable community must balance die books, attract and keep citizens,
> a problem with achieving a sustainable rural community is meeting expectations of rural residents, 

want urban standard of services in rural areas, difficult to deliver.
> Our proximity to Barrie is good in that we rely on regional centers for certain services. This is a way 

to solve above problem - take advantage of being part of a regional system.
> Fanners have conflicts with non-farm rural residents due to operations, i.e. smells, etc. To make this 

rural community sustainable formers must co-operate with neighbours.
> ft is important to preserve the agricultural land base to support viability of agriculture.
> Local ecology/natural areas is an important economic resources for tourism, environment: biological 

function. In a sustainable community ground water recharge areas must be protected and year round 
tourism use must be promoted.

> A problem also with our community sustainability is that strip development on main highway 
(highway commercial) comes and goes. Local 'mom and pop' operations are being replaced by big 
chains

Question # 2;
"Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of the Official Planning process?"

Response:
> All participants indicated that they were substantially aware, or at minimum, familiar with the 

Official Planning process, and in feet most of the group had been involved in the last Official Plan 
review in Oro-Medonte. all expressed the belief that public involvement was key to the Official 
Planning process, but that there were problems associated with this, as listed below.

> Most felt that public involvement in the Official Planning process shouts increase, which was difficult 
because of the size of Oro-Medonte Township.

> A second problem was that die public had ample opportunity to participate but most often didn't
> Those that did particiOpate presented a great range of opinions, presenting the problem of how to 

satisfy all.
> A typical problem was the 'developer vs. conservation-oriented interests' problem.
> Problems also occurred because public meetings often represented the positions of special interest 

groups and net die general public.
> There was also the common'NIMBY'problem (Not hi My Back Yard).
> Overall, die public involvement process (in die Official Plan) may not serve the public in a "balanced 

way".
> A comment noted was that the above situation not unlike what happens in the city.



Note: The FARMS analysis results (prepared before the Focus Group B session and listed above) were 
presented for discussion at this point in the session to die Focus Group B participants. Following the 
presentation of the FARMS analysis results, die below listed 3 questions were tabled for discussion.

Question #3:
"In your opinion how accurate are die results of die FARMS model application?"

Response:
> In response it was generally agreed by the group that the results of the FARMS analysis were accurate 

with one exception as noted.
> The municipal Planner representative strongly disagreed that die Official Plan foiled substantially to 

address links between environmental, economic, and social factors of sustainability, pointing out that 
although the process was 'still not perfect' the current Official Plan was greatly improved from past 
efforts in this and related areas.

Question #4:
"In your opinion how effectively does 'FARMS' evaluate the level of sustainability of a community?"

ReiDOMe:
> The view was expressed that (in agreement with the FARMS analysis results) social indicators are 

more important than others.
> A counter perspective was also expressed that no, economic indicators, are equally important.
> The point was added that this may be because they (the members of the community) need social 

services but have jobs elsewhere.
> Another point raised was that this social / economic division may be because the Oro-Medonte 

economic development committee is new.
> A general conclusion was that social and economic factors / indicators must be treated equally, along 

with quality of life, and that overall balance is the key element.
> The counter argument was presented that environment is important as an indicator of community 

sustainability as well, because the township has great diversity of landscapes, geography, and so on.
> Downloading is also placing more responsibility on die municipality for dealing with environmental 

issues (the planner believed that die community was coping with the downloanding problem through 
the use of consultants and community support).



Question #5;
"In your opinion does the FARMS model effectively evaluate degree of public input into the Official 
Planning process?”

Response;
> The general consensus was 'yes' the FARMS model analysis effectively evaluates the degree of public 

input intended to be incorporated into the Official Planning process in Oro-Medonte. (of note is die 
feet that the municipality of Oro-Medonte has recently won a Province of Ontario municipal planning 
award for its efforts at public involvement in die Official Planning process).

> ft was further commented that there is still a disappointing public response to municipal calls for 
public involvement in the Official Planning process, and that what is required is a public education 
process coupled with more community support.

> Regarding die balance of sustainability factors incorporated within die Official Plan documentation, 
the consensus of the Focus Group was that the Official Plan is well balanced (2 were not entirely sure, 
as they were not folly familiar with the extent of the Official Planning process).



Kev Informant Interview Sessions

Note: Text within the dialogue boxes highlighted in bold is the interviewer's dialogue. Other text is the 
respondent's dialogue.

Question Statement 'A*: Information Sharing and the Sustainability of Your Community:

My conclusions about information sharing based on the Oro-Medonte Focus Group results:

a.) Information is fundamental to die sustainability of your community. Good quality local information 
is needed about community economics, environmental foctors, and social issues. This information is 
needed to maintain a sustainable community in Oro-Medonte now and in future.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Management Staff. Municipality of Oro-Medonte
See part B, Question #1 for response. Interviewee chose to combine their response s for parts A and B.

Interviewee #2: Politician. Municipality of Oro-Medonte
That it is necessary. The only comment I would have is sustainability depends on your opinion, I mean 
you cant keep growing forever, there is no such thing as sustainable growth. It's got to stop at some 
point.

Interviewee #3: Environmentalist Citizen on Municiapl Committees
I absolutely agree. The only thing I may suggest you consider in your conclusion is an indication that this 
information is not static, it is dynamic. And that it has to be continuously collected (and recharged) so 
that things do change, that people’s interest people’s lives need to be reflected and if it has changed then 
you need to do that the sustainability of community. I agree entirely, that was one of the reasons why I 
started to participate with the municipality through public committee was to try to promote that type of 
thing. To provide them with more information from an environmental sense because that was my initial 
training. I agree with you full heart.



b.) Communication of this information is very important, especially two-way communication between 
tiie municipality and the public. On the other hand lack of information on the community of Oro- 
Medonte has had a negative effect on the sustainability of Oro-Medonte as a community (an example 
is when newcomers move to your community lacking an understanding of the make-up of the 
community, and due to this have unreasonable expectations).

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Interviewee #1: Management Staff. Municipality of Oro-Medonte
I would agree with the conclusion. There were a few issues that I looked at. Good quality information, 
we’ve seen allows people to have a better understanding of the community when they move here. It also 
allows for new businesses to understand what is available to them in terms of servicing based on the 
economy, the number of jobs available in the municipality, so it is extremely important more for the 
residential uses but for the businesses as well. So I would say, a lack of information from that perspective 
would remove potential economic benefits, which help sustain Oro-Medonte as a community.

Interviewee #2: Politician. Municipality of Oro-Medonte
That’s correct.
You agree to that. Are there any other comments as to why you agree?
No other comments, well, just to say that if we have people moving in and they don’t know what’s here 
their going to take there business outside the community and it is important that they do their business in 
tiie community where ever possible.

Interviewee #3: Environmentalist. Citizen on Municiapl Committees
I’m sort of tom. It’s almost too absolute to me. I am taking sort of the example I think I know where this 
is coming from, that its. It’s a two way street in some sense. What I’m getting at is that Oro-Madante can 
try there best in terms of the municipality to communicate though news letters, their web site ectretera on 
what there goals are, objectives for the community, taking into account as they always do, this is the 
public’s input to that process. But at the same time newcomers, I mean when you don’t get that example, 
to me it’s sort of prudent on someone that’s new is they also have to communicate on there own initiative, 
you can’t be sort of force fed or expect were going to have all the information readily accessible to us. 
That sometimes you have to as an individual is go to counsel meetings or talk to your local counselor, 
find out what the issues are, find out how you can participate, provide them your concerns. Learn about it 
more. I sort of agree with it to a point but it gives me the impression that’s a one way communication 
even though it does say two way, it sort of suggests that the lack of communication only comes from Oro- 
Madante. I think tiie lack of information can also come from new individuals, new families, and new 
community associations.
So in other words, there’s an onus on the newcomer to approach the municipality and get 
information before making unreasonable expectations of the municipality
I think so. And if you have an exception that you haven’t seen well you need to tell that to counsel. To 
me its always communication is two way. What do thy say, what do you say. Make sure you understand 
what each of you are saying.
An issue may be garbage removal or a issued may be a development in their back yard and they 
haven’t furthered tn rheelt not the inning tor ,
Itcouldbe, things like that. You need to be aware ofwhat you can do as an individual.



Question Statement *B*: Public Participation and the Municipal Planning Process:

Mv conclusions about public participation based on die Oro-Medonte Focus Group results:

a.) Public involvement in the Official Planning (OP) process is a key factor in a successfill OP process. 
The opportunity to participate in the OP provides valuable information to the public and enables them 
to have a say in the OP’s preparation. This helps the municipal council in it’s task of Community 
Planning.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

ItaMMe:

Interviewee #1: Management Staff. Municipality of Oro-Medonte
See part B, Question #1 for response. Interviewee chose to combine their response s for parts A and B.

Interviewee #2: Politician- Municipality of Oro-Medonte
That’s true. I guess the quality to that is that the public has to take advantage of this information.

Interviewee #3: Environmentalist. Citizen on municianl committees 
I totally agree. I have no further comments.

b.) There are problems with public involvement in the OP process. The public can be apathetic. 
Conversely, the more vocal members of the public can dominate the process. The Official Plan 
document is often too technical and hard to comprehend let alone apply to people’s daily lives.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

BffPbnK;

Interviewee #1: Management Staff. Municipality of Oro-Medonte
I generally agree. I have one disagreement and it is with the very last sentence in terms of the Official 
Plan document being too technical and too hard to comprehend. From our personal perspective in Oro- 
Medonte, we’ve found that the community and the public were satisfied with our document as it being a 
simplified document easy to understand, easy to read that the general lay person or public person could 
understand what we were trying to accomplish through our official plan, hi general. Official Plans, 
you’re right, are often too technical but I don’t think we find that in our municipality any more. So that’s 
my one disagreement with that. Otherwise with respect to public participation, I would agree that it’s 
extremely importation and a key factor in a successful Official Plan process. We noticed that when we 
involved die public more and had community meetings out thorough our community, through die process, 
that we significantly reduced the number of appeals we had to die Ontario Municipal Board on our 
Official Plan.
I would like to just add one more point to that which wasn’t directly a part of the questions I faxed 
you but I think it needs clarification from my point of view. In the five municipal case studies that I 
did, I found this to be a general commentary among the public, some of the politicians and some of 
the professional staff, such as yourself, said it as well. In Oro-Medonte’s case, the response was 
from the public, that the process of presenting the OP in Oro-Medonte was an excellent process. 
And was very dear and understandable, however, at times when the public came back to clarify 



issues of zoning or clarify issued dealing with development, the technical aspects of the Official Plan 
overwhelmed them, if you will. Do you have a comment on that?
It might be the technical aspects, in terms of the process that they have to follow. Someone was coming 
in for rezoning or development of sorts, it is an extremely technical process and for a public person that it 
is difficult and I guess one of the problems we have is that we don’t solely control that process it is dene 
through the province as well but yes I would agree that there is a lot of technical and difficult processing 
of an application.

Interviewee #2: Politician- Municipality of Oro-Medonte
Well I don’t agree with that statement because I think that it depends on a lot of factors. In our particular 
case I think that a lot of them do understand. But it would depend on die municipality and the people in 
die municipality, I think a lot of them do understand die process, ft was a problem to get the public 
involved until it affects them, that’s a standard. I think people don’t care about anything until it affects 
there own self.
Then I would ask you to respond to this. Is it that the public understands the process but finds 
problems arise when they come to deal with it hands on in terms of a severance or in terms of 
zoning and they get frustrated and say well this is to complicated and that causes problems?
I think that may be the case. I think there are a lot of procedures to follow and people get frustrated. We 
try to avoid that but...
So they understand the process but when it comes to actually applying it hands on, that’s when the 
complications arise
I think they have sort of a general understanding but when it gets down to details they don’t necessary 
know that you have to cross that “t” and dot that “i”

Interviewee #3: Environmentalist. Citizen on Municiapl Committees 
ft’s true, yes I would agree with you for most I think, all of those statements but it suggests to me that it’s 
a larger problem than it has to be. The technical ends I think are, the Oro-Medonte official plan was 
trying to remove some of the jargonism if there is such a word. Really it won that award for its public 
participation process. I don’t know if you’re talking generally or if you’re trying to suggest that as a 

common specifically to Oro-Medonte official plan.
I would say it’s both.
Both?
I’m finding this in the 5 case studies as a common denominator as well that this was a comment 
mentioned several times in the focus groups.
I don’t disagree with you. I think, if I was to say generally people are either apathetic or they just don’t 
understand the roll of an official plan and how it effects them and how it applies to people’s daily lives. 
Soon as they have an issued that requires an amendment to die plan or a zoning by-law change then they 
start to understand, they take the time to understand and then they always usually say I wish I was 
involved before. I don’t disagree with you at all.
Do you have any suggestions as to how that process could be made smoother?
Not really because they publish a number of times die status of die process, they have public meetings 
inviting people. You’re not going to get everybody to these meetings or information. In a since some 
don’t care. I don’t have a magic wand forthat. I think you just have to do it if you get as many people as 
you can and you just have to work with that.
Do you think public meetings are outmoded and perhaps a door to door discussion or some other 
kind of discussion like the town hall discussions some other mechanism maybe something that Oro- 
Medonte and other similar rural municipalities could explore?
Well, die one thing prior to this secession was strategic planning for Oro-Medonte. ft was a strategic 
planning process and we had what we called a Kitchen Room Meeting and what we did was we split up 
into geographical areas of the municipality. We had a very extensive list of community groups and



associations but didn’t limit it to those. We tried to advertise it as much as we could. I did about 6 or 7 of 
these much smaller meetings (50 or less people) generally it was more like 10 or 15. Now it was to get 
them to participate and what was important to them from the strategic planning exercise. But it certainly, 

to the people who got out, it was more than just at a public meeting I think it was very beneficial and it 
was what we were attempting to do was to get to more people. But it was labor intensive.
Very Resource Intensive?
It is, I had to volunteer my time to those and to run basically 3 to 4 hours facilitation workshops. It takes 
effort and time and commitment and I think they would work better can the municipality afford it and it 
does take time and would extend the time frame. But I think they work much better but you need more 
resources.

Question Statement *C*: Related to die Effectiveness of the Oro-Medonte Official Plan:

Mv conclusions about the Oro-Medonte O.P. based on the Oro-Medonte Focus Group results:

a.) The community of Oro-Medonte defines itself as a sustainable community. It’s sustainable 
characteristics including quality of life, rural character, locally available natural and cultural 
amenities, and good connection with surrounding communities.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Management Staff Municipality of Oro-Medonte
I would agree with that. We do feel that we are a sustainable community. We do however feel that we 
have to continually work on that to ensure that we remain sustainable and that involves continually 
reviewing the quality of life in our area, reviewing the economic characteristics of our municipality and 
preserving die natural and cultural amenities of our area. So I don’t think that it’s enough to say yes we 

are sustainable it’s a continual process of ensuring that sustainability.

Interviewee #2: Politician. Municipality of Oro-Medonte 
Yes, I agree with that.

Interviewee #3: Environmentalist- Citizen on Municiaoi Committees
The latter part about its sustainable characteristics, I don’t disagree with you. I do have the first statement 
that it defines it, to me, it sounds like we’re fully sustainable and I live there and work in Toronto and I 
think that would still define that you need to have the ability to have a larger percentage of die population 
living and working within it to be sustainable and so I think there’s that part is not there.



b.) The community believes that although environment is very important, social and economic 
characteristics are the most important factors in continued community sustainability. The OP supports 
these views and is effective in addressing these three factors of sustainability. However, the OP needs 
to be strengthened to reinforce the links and ties between economy, society and environment as a 
basis for a long-term community sustainability.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1; Management Staff. Municipality of Oro-Medonte
I would generally agree with that Although 1 guess just to an aside to that I would say that we tried in 
this official plan, because it is relatively current to start to bring those three factors and link them together 
more. But I see that as a continual process with our revision every five years, to continually work to bring 
those ties together and reinforce and strengthen that tie. But I do say that at this point we are not 100% 
towards that goal.

Interviewee #2: Politician. Municipality of Oro-Medonte
Yes, I agree with that point
Are there any other comments you have?
I think my one underlying comment and I guess no one really thinks about it. What you’re saying 
suggests sustainable growth. Growth is not sustainable so you have to have a viable community “I forget 
what expression was used” it has to be limited in a sense that you can’t keep growing forever, you have to 
know when you’ve reached a point of your maximum (?) screwed up by having too much growth. If you 
look at David Suzuki you will probably get an idea of what I’m trying to say. I just forget the exact 
words.
Yes, exactly, “Limits to Growth”. We had discussed that in the focus group actually and I agree 
with that “That’s very insightful” and I think that the OP and the stance and attitudes of the 
counsel and the public I’ve met so far and the people that are involved in the various committees 
seem to be focused on that as well.
That’s very encouraging.
If there are other comments, I’d be pleased to take them at this time.
No that’s fine.

Interviewee #3: Environmentalist. Citizen on Municianl Committees
That certainly is one but the most important factor in sustainability. I get to a point where I think no it 
doesn’t. The first statement is suggesting there are two pillars and the third is at half-mast up. I dunk 
people have to realize that if they don’t have a healthy environment there social and economic 
characteristics will start to foil. So I think they all areas important.
Then to clarify, do you agree or disagree with my analysis that the community itself believes that 
soda! and economic characteristics are the most important factors.
I agree with that. Community will say that.
That the Oro-Medonte official plan supports these views and is also effective in addressing 3 factors 
of sustainability so there is more of a balance in the official plan document.
Yes there is.
Do you agree one way to strengthen the official plan and perhaps the public’s perception is to 
reinforce the links and ties between the economy, society and environment within Oro-Medonte as 
a basis for long term community sustainability
I agree, I am just not sure how you do that fully. I need to get out how to put out in a practical way, I am 
just not sure how to tiiaL



Something for you to comment on. Perhaps by making it more poignantly obvious in the document 
that if environment fails and no matter how rich the social cultural or the economic aspects of the 
community the community will not be sustainable.
Sure, that would do it.
Any other comments
No not at this time.



TOWN OF ERIN
FOCUS GROUP AND KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW SESSION RESULTS

Focus Group 'A' Sessions

Question#!:
"What in your opinion, is a 'sustainable community’, and what is your perception of your role within 
sustainable community?"

Response:
> Note that the conversation started by defining what the ‘community’ is.
> My community is the Village of Erin, the Village of Hillsburg and the Township of Erin.
> My community is the east half of Wellington County.
> Town of Erin and Town of Hillsburg are my community.
> You talk about time frame as defining community, historically, the people wanted the Village of Erin 

to be separate from the Town of Erin. Our location forms a triangle of Orangeville, Guelph, and 
Georgetown (not to mention Brampton). Erin is not adversely or significantly affected by these 
approaching communities.

> Some feel the Village of Erin is no longer rural due to encroachment from these cities (mentioned in 
the above point). Some say we’ve lost die sustenance. Really, the north west comer of Fergus also 
affects Erin: it creates a quadrangle.

> The rush of commerce also affects Erin. Hillsburg and Erin would cease to be if Wal-Mart was to set 
up outside of town.

> How can I approach sustainability? How sustainable is my property? My bam is on the floodplain, 
therefore I am not allowed to expand. I am surrounded by gravel pits.

> People need to know what might happen in their community.
> Our role in a sustainable community is work (contribution) role. Let people know what services are 

available. Start an information center / drop in center.
> The food bank has a role and is in great demand.
> Another role is to provide adequate transportation - taxi service and bus service is not available for 

example.
> Role is to be kept informed. Don’t ignore people that are affected by municipal plans.
> The question is hard. If addressing the average person about their role they don’t see they have a role. 

But they will tell you they have moved here because it is a sustainable rural community and 
essentially define their role inadvertently. They aren’t aware they are defining that role.

Question #2:
"What in your opinion, are the key elements (characteristics) which constitute a sustainable community?"

BMPOTK?
> Take the growth situation. Islington used to be rural.
> Erm is a very/the most “livable’community.
> A main gap for sustainability is local employment.
> Affordable housing. We do not have an acceptable mix of housing. No adequate sewer system. 

There was a need for 57 units of low cost housing that was closed down.
> Theater Arts contribute to sustainability of the community We have to travel for any real experience.
> Unlimited diversity for recreational opportunities.
> Churches.



> Strong sense of identity and history.
> A characteristic is the people who ‘love to stay’ in the community.
> The community as a microcosm ofthe larger context/area.
> A characteristic is that you are aware of everything that goes on and everyone in the town.
> Degree of rurality.
> Safety.
> Availability of information.
> Amenities (availability of).
> Through traffic(?)
> Morality.
> How waste is processed.
> Respect for community.
> Acceptance of the community characteristics.
> Controls on the quality of community environment
> Local recreational opportunities.
> Strong property rights.

Question #3:
"How do you think these elements (characteristics) can be measured and defined?"

Response:
> Either you are on an upward spiral or a downward spiral.
> Concern for community is a measure of community sustainability.
> If you can answer 'yes' to the question “are my needs and the needs of my family being met?”
> A good place to raise a family.
> Diversity makes a rich community environment
> Through information sharing.
> Is community a good place to raise kids?
> Degree of tolerance in community is a measurement of community sustainability.
> Perception of 'healthy community* is a measurement of sustainable community.
> Rurality can be measured by density and development patterns.
> Information availability is measured by degree of capability of agencies to broadcast information.
> Respect for community is measured by how well those characteristics are communicated to outsiders.
> Acceptance of community characteristics is measured by how many complaints are made to council.
> Quality of community environment is measured by cleanliness and satisfaction with environment.
> Local recreational opportunities are measured by amount of facilities available.
> Strength of/ respect for property rights is measured by the level (amount) of imposition on them.

Question #4:
"In your opinion is information important to the sustainability of the community, and if so, why?"

Response:
> Information access and exchange is paramount to sustainable community.
> Let people know what services are available. Start an information center/drop in center.
> Public needs access to information before, during and after the process.
> Yes., to be kept informed. Don’t ignore people that are affected by municipal plans.
> Yes, to promote interest in the community
> Yes, to publicize changes to come.



> Yes —information needs to be provided. Access to'real* information.

Question #5:
"What information do you require to make your ongoing participation in this community, viable and 
sustainable? Where would you expect to obtain this information?"

Response:
> Hand-out information needs to be supplied.
> Information on availability of services (most people need this but do not know where to obtain it).
> Information is needed from those in power who must tel! us the ‘whole’ story in real terms.
> Monthly news letters put out by die community / municipal council.
> More affordable access to information is needed - i.e. Internet.
> More accessibility to information is needed.
> Information sharing needs to be facilitated.
> Moretwo way dialogue is needed between municipality and public.

Question #6:
"Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of the Official Planning process?"

Response:
> There is a lack of general knowledge about the Official Plan by the public.
> Yes definitely, the public should be involved in the Official Planning process.
> With exception of special interest groups there is general apathy among the public towards the 

Official Planning process.
> Many public members are not interested or not aware of the Official Planning process.
> Public involvement should be key but public should be involved each step.
> Yes, but does the community perhaps need a spokesperson?
> Yes, public involvement in the Official Plan is of paramount importance! But there is a lack of public 

understanding to the point that local Official Plans could become a thing of die past.
> People are only interested in the Official Plan when they are affected - when things go wrong like a 

challenge to their property.
> People who have cast their ballot and who have a vested interest in the community should be 

involved.
> The Official Planning process should even be studied in school.



Focus Group *B* Sessions

Question #1:
"What in your opinion is a 'sustainable conununity*, and what is your perception of your role within a 
sustainable conununity?"

Response;
> Control of traffic noise, especially truck traffic which effects conununity livability.
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
>

Availability of services.
Proximity to outside services and culture.
Specifically, educational opportunities and opportunities to establish relationships.
Living close to big city but within a rural context.
Perception that educational standards are higher than in the city. 
Once roads are all paved this is no longer a sustainable community.

Question #2:
"Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of the Official Planning process?"

Response:
> All are aware of the Official Planning process, with some cynicism.
> There is no real planning, money gets things through the system.
> Public involvement is essential.
> Some examples of bad planning (strip malls) which could have looked nicer if council had listened to 

the public, but council turned the ideas down.
> The public are (technically) involved in the process, however, council sets up poorly advertised 

meetings with little notice.
> It is essential to have the public involved in the planning process.
> People appear powerless to do anything within the system.
> There are preceived problems with the planning system, for example, pocket subdivisions on farm 

land which 'are absurd*.
> Public involvement is / should be a key component of the Official Planning process.
> Public involvement happens but is (at times) a *bit of a farce*.
> There is a lack of timely information on issues, scheduling, etc.

Note: The FARMS analysis results (prepared before the Focus Group U' sessions and listed above) were 
presented for discussion at this point in the session to the Focus Group *B* participants. Following the 
presentation of the FARMS analysis results, the below listed 3 questions were tabled for discussion.

Question #3:
"In your opinion how accurate are the results of die FARMS model application?"

Response:
> General agreement that social issues and economic issues take precedence over environmental issues.
> There is a strong social structure in Erin.Hard for outsiders to fit in to the Erm community because of 

strong social structure (agreement — see point #4 above in summary of FARMS conclusions).



> Some disagreement by publisher regarding the conclusion about environmental issues taking lower 
priority.

> Agreement with point #1 of summary, regarding strong social priority of the public, with secondary 
emphasis on economic priorities due to the fact that Erin is a 'bedroom community*.

> Agreement with point #3 in particular, that environment is not the first priority of the public or 
council, but with qualification that the concerns are still there.

> Strong agreement that economic stability is a first priority of both die Official Plan and die public 
(see points # 4 and #1).

> Both agreement and opposing disagreement on point #1 regarding social stability being primary 
public concern with economic stability being a close secondary concern of the public.

> For example, one point was that die perception is that most people are here in Erin because of social 
concerns related to die 'city*.

> Overall, there was agreement that the FARMS findings are accurate.

Question #4:
"In your opinion how effectively does 'FARMS' evaluate the level of sustainability of a community?"

> Agreement with point #8 regarding the trend towards unsustainable community due to over emphasis 
on social and economic issues.

> Supporting comments included the comment that the locals' want economic development and jobs, 
which compliments council's wish to have community growth.

> Several expressed surprise at first that environment was a low priority, but given some time to 
contemplate die point, agreed that this finding was true.

> In summary, there was strong agreement with the FARMS findings (point #8 in particular) were 
accurate regarding Erin as a 'sustainable community'.

Question #5:
"In your opinion does the FARMS model effectively evaluate degree of public input into the Official 
Planning process?"

Response:
> All agreed that there were problems with the public input component of the Official Planning process 

in the Town of Erm.
> Points were made that few people show up at planning meetings and that the Official Plans for the old 

township and former village.
> Additional points were made that there is a strong 'squeaky wheel' component to meetings on 

planning meetings, where people with issues show up yet those with no concerns do not have an 
interest in die process.

> There was a perception among some of the participants that the Official Planning process was too 
complex for foe public, which turned foe public off.

> In summary, all participants agreed with foe FARMS-based conclusions that the Official Planning 
process is weak in promoting and encouraging public participation in municipal planning.



Kev Informant Interview Sessions

Note: Text within the dialogue boxes highlighted in bold text is the interviewer's dialogue. Other text is 
the respondent's dialogue.

Question Statement *A*: Information Sharing and the Sustainability of Your Community:

My conclusions about information sharing based on the Erin Focus Group results:

a.) Relevant high quality information (information that is current, accessible, and focused on the local 
community) is fundamental to the sustainability of Erin as a community. Of specific importance is 
information sharing and two-way communication between municipality and public.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Interviewee #1: Director of Private Non-Profit Community Group
I think there is a pretty good report right now with the municipality but being an information center here 
we are accredited with the association of information centers means there is a lot of accessibility in the 
town of Erin. We would like to take something, maybe a lap top with a data base and do some kind of 
roving information, possibility with the rest of the area but funding ri^it now is not available for that kind 
of thing.
So you would agree with my statement.
Very much so.
You are providing high quality relevant information for the community.
Yes, And were there be funding this could be improved greatly. I do think as the town grows, we have 
our directory that comes out every year and goes to every household in die area. 3500 copies go out and 
500 get past around. This helps a lot for people. We also did a (??can not make out what she says) 
directory of large print with (??can not make out what she says) in it, punched to hang by the telephone 
with all die various things that they need. For directories I have for when there isn’t actual physical 
presence of people going around with information.
Yes, and this is the E-Wag Directory.
Yes.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for Local Newspaper
Couldn’t agree more. I definitely agree. There is not enough of that happening.
Why is there not enough happening?
Well, I’m not entirely sure because I think we use to have more and I’m beginning to think that its maybe 
some fell out fiom the amalgamation. But there is not enough communication coming fiom die 
municipality to die public and there is not enough oppurtnity happening for die public to feed back 
information to the municipality. 

Interviewee #3: Municipal Politician
I absolutely agree. Particularly die second statement where you actually identify die information sharing 
as being very specific and important and obviously in your collection of the data you’ve understood, I 
would expect the difficulty in rural community to disseminate information. The feet that media is limited 
and public participation at forums is usually poor but the understanding is that it is very significant and 
important is true.



b.) This type of information can promote pride in and support for the community, which are two essential 
elements of community sustainability. Specific to this, newcomers to die community can be assisted 
in contributing more poskively to Erin as a sustainable community if they are informed about die 
unique characteristics of the community when they become residents.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Director of Private Non-Profit Communitv Group
Very much agree with that one. Very true, it gives us a sense of identity and connectedness that is 
almost impossible die other way. Not everyone goes to church and things now a days unfortunately, so 
there has to be some way and die information gets out die more connectedness the community. I very 
much agree with that

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for Local Newspaper
Yes, there again I would certainly agree. That’s very important and I just in fact had a gentleman come 
in, he lives in die new sub-division in Hillsburg and said he only recently become aware of how important 
the Hillsburg Community Center was to the community. And he was urging the paper to report more on 
what happens at the community center in order to inform new residents to the community. So that 
certainly supports your conclusions. It’s an update example that supports it and the paper will in fact be 
doing that. That is a good suggestion. He had heard this from other members of the sub-division.

Interviewee #3: Municipal Politician
I do agree again, totally. With die understanding that newcomers to the area often still carry on activities 
in there former communities, that in die beginning they have no stake in there new community and the 
question arises how do you involve them. Again the difficulty of involving people who are basically 
working outside of the community and conducting there social and economic pursuits elsewhere so we 
recognize die fact that all of these are important to the community but how do you involve them. I think 
we had this discussion. But I do agree with your assessment.
Do you have some ideas on how to involve them?
Well, it’s things we try. It’s Town Hall Meetings, Advertising, trying to go to there own neighborhoods, 
knock on a couple of doors and hope that word of mouth. Again the rural character is such that a lot of 
information is disseminated through word of mouth and standing at the post office for a little bit of time 
talking to people when they pick up there mail is often a very good way to get information out. Or inform 
people of something that’s coming and they should attend. But it’s hard, I suppose, because of the limit 
media that we have.
What would the newcomers interest be, being involved in the community if any? Do you think they 
would have an interest and what would that interest be?
What my general experience has taught me that is that their initial interest usually comes through their 
children’s pursuits, usually sports pursuits, and whatnot. However if they’ve moved from a community, 
a neighboring community where it’s not a great distance to travel, they tend to, for a period of tune, 
maintain those ties to their other community. And it is difficult to attract them and what I have found is 
that many, they either make it or they don’t in a small community, they love it and they want to stay or 
they are drawn back to there former community because they never really become involved, ft just 
doesn’t happen. The assimilation into this new area so it’s a matter that when they become involved, that 
usually is a key to them deciding that this is a good place to stay and then they do so.
Then I guess ft be fair to say that the more newcomers become involved the more likely there 
contribution to the community and susrei—hMity



Exactly. And it’s the old story, there is always a core of people who attend, you see them at every activity 
be it sports or volunteering. And it’s nice when people who are considered to be new to the area step 
forward and become involved, and those are die ones you know who will community minded people and 
enjoy there community.

Question Statement *B*: Public Participation and the Municipal Planning Process:

Mv conclusions about public participation based on the Erm Focus Group results:

a.) Level of public involvement in the community (through volunteerism and active involvement in local 
affairs, for example) is viewed as a cornerstone for die creation of a sustainable community.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Director of Private Non-Profit Community Group
Yes, I agree very much with that one too. Volunteerism is like the core value for E-Wag, we have over 
200 volunteers. It’s always a problem, because there again, there’s never much funding to coordinate, 
manage and promote volunteerism but with Government funding dropping it puts it right back where it 
belongs in the community it could have a good effect if there was some support for volunteerism.
And public funds are dropping?
Yes, very much so. We are already 37% Government funded now.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for Local Newspaper
Yes, and that happens well in Erin.
So this is something that Erin is good at doing?
Yes.
Is there a long tradition of this?
Yes.
Why is this happening?
I think there are a lot of groups who actively encourage volunteerism and I think there having right at the 
moment good success in getting those volunteers out in spite of the fact that people’s time is constricted.

Interviewee #3: Municipal Politician
I agree, and basically it’s some of the things we talked about previously, that there has to be a reason to 
invest in the community. That is, that your needs to be met in some way or you feel that you are being 
assimilated into this new community so basically it has to be a reason to invest in the community.



b.) Public involvement in the Official Planning (OP) process is a key factor in a successfill OP process. 
The opportunity to participate in the OP provides valuable information to the public and enables them 
to have a voice in the OP’s preparation and administration.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response;

Interviewee #1: Director of Private Non-Profit Community Group
I agree, don’t it give them a sense of ownership of the final result and if properly done will reduce a lot of 
the critismism and whining that goes on, but it has to be not tokenism but really true that they are listened 
to and things do get acted on.
Do you feel that this happens?
I think has up to now, no, I haven’t had a problem but just as a general observation for the future I think it 
has to be kept in mind, not just to try to get it on good faith on something that has already been decided 
upon.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for Local Newspaper 
Yes, I agree with that and I’ll save my comments for “C”.

Interviewee #3: Municipal PnHti^n
I agree, absolutely, but I think we will cover my thoughts in "C”.

c.) There are problems with public involvement in the OP process. The public can be apathetic. The 
more vocal members of the public can dominate the process. The public generally lacks knowledge 
about the Official Plan document.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Interviewee #1: Director of Private Non-Profit Communitv Group
It can be, yes that’s true, it can and it’s probably a subject (??can not understand what she says) 
perhaps they should make better use when they have elections to have like questionnaire or survey that is 
given out with the voting slips and a few pointers from people so they can make a vote on a big issue 
rather than having to stand up at a public meeting and probably save being haggled which frightens a lot 
of people. If there’s opportunity for input that’s probably anonymous and simple form, some king of 
questionnaire would make it a lot easier.
Do you believe the onus is on the municipal government to provide this information or for the 
public to dig it out and take the initiative or a combination of both?
Probably a combination of both but it should be as transparent as possible. Obviously at times it can’t be 
but wherever possible they should try to make it so.
What about the issue where the public is simply disinterested, there are more important things in 
there lives until such time it happens that they want a severance or whatever and we’ve seen that 
happen even in the focus groups.
I think if there were more public education around what you might say the big picture because for 
instance, severances are a good one to fasten on. It can end up that the countryside the view is no longer 
the view its houses. They often become the view. It becomes (???????) development all over the place. I 
don’t know if this is bad or good but it’s certainly something that should be looked at if there doing a plan 



they should plan to keep something organized. Total flow, not every Tom, Dick and Harry who want 
severance or what ever.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for Local Newspaper
I would agree with all of those conclusions. The only other observation I have is that it is difficult to 
overcomethat. We have tried here at die paper. But it’s just that people do not understand what an 
official plan is, what it’s about, what the process is and unless they have to deal with it because of 
personal reasons it’s hard to get them interested.
Who is responsible for dismating effective information on the official planning process; a) the 
public, is the onus on them; b) the municipality on c) maybe a combination of both?
Well, it has to be a combination of both. The municipality can try but if the public is not actively 
listening it’s difficult to get through-
Do you think that the official plan is unnecessarily a complex document that is a hindrance to 
public understanding?
To a certain degree.
Do you think that the municipality is as informed as it could be about the provincial-planning act? 
No.
And this may be a problem?
Yes.
Could you elaborate on that?
Well, people are surprised when they come up against an official plan. They don’t understand what it is, 
why it’s there and what impact it has on them. And I think we have some important issues that do affect 
our town that are impacted by official planning and people just generally do not.....  they really have 
almost no knowledge about it at all.

Interviewee #3: Municipal Politician
I agree totally, yes, this is what happens. But I would sort of challenge the vocal members of the public to 
maybe say the feet that those that are interested members ofthe community because yes the public is 
apathetic and you see that as a turn out to the public meetings that are held throughout the OP process and 
just because it’s a minority that are there that they tend to speak. It doesn’t mean they are more vocal 
than anyone else it’s just that they are the minority that have attended other than the special interest 
groups that of course follow that process with interest And again die key is to involve these people in the 
community, to make them aware of what that OP is to begin with.
Would you say that it is the public’s responsibility to become familiar with the official plan or the 
municipalities or both?
Well, I believe it’s everyone’s. I would love to say that the public should be responsible and aware of 
their Official Plan, but that’s in a world that doesn’t exist in my mind. The ideal process is that the whole 
OP is driven by the public input but I find that instead offtom the bottom up it usually is top down. 
And why would that be?
Because of the apathy, and also lack of education, lack of knowledge about the OP. I think sometimes 
they come to these meetings and they are intimidated somewhat by the people who are facilitating the 
meeting.
Usually in my experience with this research, the one time that the public does realty perk up is 
when they have a vested interest in the Official Planing Process.
Exactly, when it’s effecting there own land (i.e.i ferm land, agricultural interest particularly) and when the 
public really gets involved is usually at the point when the OP is passed and they think “OH OH” and 
then there’s an outcry during the appeal period at least if something is............ we just had that 
experience actually where there was a portion of it that was going to basically sterilize a lot of people’s 
property and it fortunately went into the appeal and people, word of mouth again, people went “OH OH” I 



think I’m affected and then it became a real issueand it was actually deferred out of the OP at that time 
and redrafted.
Do you think that part of the problem is that the OP w too technical?
I would say no actually. No I don’t think so. As I said I think people are sometimes intimidated by the 
process itself but I think it’s very straightforward statements of a wish list for your community or how 
you want your community to be.
A vision of the community would you say?
Yes.
I* m going to challenge you on one point there. Do you think the vision is often well stated by the 
municipality?
No. I think sometimes that it is misdirected. And again that happens because it is being driven from the 
top down and people at that level, with probably a broader understanding of there community or deeper 
understanding would have perhaps an agenda as for as, if it’s a particularly a council that is driven 
towards economic growth then obviously here’s going to be a flavor of that in the OP.

Question Statement *C*: Related to the Effectiveness of the Erin Official Plan documents:

Mv conclusions about the Erin Official Plan based on the Erin Focus Group results:

a.) The public defines the community of Erin as the Township and the Town combined. The public 
generally believes that Erin is a sustainable community, defining Erin’s sustainable characteristics as 
its rural character, local diversity and tolerance for the diversity of individuals within the community, 
and evidence of respect for community and individuals.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Director of Private Non-Profit Communitv Group
Oh, I agree. Actually as place goes, I think Erin is pretty good. I don’t see that it’s got a lot of entrenched 
bad attitudes that can’t be overcome.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for Local Newspaper 
I would agree with that.
Why do yon agree?
Well, its very strongly evident, from the public, from all ages, both genders, both urban and rural, is that 
they know what Erm is and that they believe it is a sustainable community and that they are very 
committed to it’s rural character. That evidence by attendance and support for the fair and agricultural 
society, ft is a very tolerant community. I have never seen a lot of evidence of lade of respect for 
community and individuals rather the opposite. The only thing that make me hesitate a little bit is 
tolerance of the diversity of individuals within the community. From the point of view of race or other 
cultures there is not a lot of diversity within Erin and so therefore whether it’s tolerant of that or not I 
don’t know. It’s not called upon to show. That may be a function of where new immigrants to the 
country congregate such as larger centers, or it may be a function of accessibility to Erin of new 
immigrants to the country. Also a feet that there is no base here of other individuals means that where 
you do have a few individuals come in from other culture’s it’s a pretty rough go.



Interviewee #3: Municipal PoHtieian
I sort of have mixed feelings here actually cause I know what my own thoughts were initially when we 
talked about that during our discussion. I’ve actually come to rethink some of this. The first statement 
where die public defines die community to be Erm as the Township and Town combined, the people you 
spoke to were more forward thinking than perhaps a lot... they were not representative of the community 
because certainly there still very distingue lines drawn between the former village and the township. It 
isn’t being thought of as one. Now people, they believe that the community is sustainable as far as 
perhaps from a social aspect but in terms, this is my own thinking now to, in terms of an economic 
sustainability it is not. When I say sustainable as far as our social requirements I’m making a statement to 
include an outlying area even as fin as Guelph. L think of that as part of my Erin community because 
that’s where my hospital is and that’s wherea let of services are that I requira. Butnct everyone thinks of 
Guelph as part of there community. Other people would migrate in different directions depending where 
their services were. But as I say, I think the public believes-it’s sustainable in a sense that they live here 
but I’m not sure if it is true, in fact I know it is not.

b.) Social characteristics of the community are die most important positive elements of Erin as a ‘livable’ 
and sustainable community. Growth is viewed as a negative influence on these positive social factors.

Your Opinion: Do you agree I disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response;

Interviewee #1: Director of Private Non-Profit Community Group
I think that there is some resistance to growth from some people but I think its how it’s done not the 
growth itself. But there is a big need for affordable housing, we tend to be bringing in city people who 
work in the city, they have there interest in the city, they buy big house or big property out here that aren’t 
so connected in some cases, not all cases. There is a big need for more core, more village type housing 
that walk about the stores and things for folks whom don’t have 2 cars, everybody does.
Do you think that growth is a negative or can you have a sustainable community that grows?
I think it’s how it’s managed.
In terms of how the municipality manages it or the public?
Everybody. Everybody’s outlook upon it and how the rules are enforced. Having made rules they should 
stick to them but they should be very careful how they make them in the beginning. I don’t think there 
should be all this lobbing to get things changed all die time, ft wastes so much time and ends up in 
unfairness.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for Local Newspaper
Yes, I would agree with the first part of that sentence. The second part of the sentence is something I 
would have to question. I know that there are some people who support growth and some people who see 
it as a negative influence. And that conclusion, I wasn’t at the focus groups so, I can only assume that 
you took that out of die people who were on die focus group. Whether that applies to the community as a 
whole or not I really don’t have enough information,
Ok, let me ask you this. My conclusion statement was: Growth is used as a negative influence on 
these positive social factors do you think that a sustainable community can be a community that 
grows?
Yes.
Are there limits or bounds or perimeters of this growth?
I’m sure there are but I don’t think Erin is near to that at this point in time
So it has room to grow and to enrich itself and develop and still be sustainable in the long term?



Yes.

Interviewee #3: Municipal Politician
Yes, I think you have captured the thoughts of the community. But we have to understand, it’s a double 
edge sword the only way to have a sustainable community is for growth to occur. One has to support the 
other. It’s a bit of as I say, an oxymoron here almost. But yes I think you have captured the thought 
there.
Are their defined limits to growth even though it seems to be a necessity from an economic point of 
view?
There is, I think within the official plan it is stated that it’s 2% growth, an annual growth.
Can that go on indefinitely?
As long as, obviously the infrastructure has to keep up with die growth, dien were coming into economic 
discussions, can we afford this growth, die infrastructure to support the growth.

c.) The Official Plans of Erm Village and the Township of Erin generally support these views. Both 
documents emphasize social priorities first, with economic priorities as a second priority. 
Environmental priorities as addressed in the OP, are treated as secondary issues related to social and 
economic concerns.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Director of Private Non-Profit Community Group
I think it has done through die recession but now we seem to be coining out of the recession period that 
we seemed to be sitting through for a few years. I think that probably will achieve more prominence in 
the future the environment stuff. It has to. For instance the Village of Erin is still all on septic systems 
which is not the best way to go for such a large village. Things like this. I’m no expert on the 
environment but I do believe that it will come more and more to the forefront as we get more and more 
problems arise. Certainly ifthey can keep die economy booming they should use this time to address ft.

interviewee #2: Staff Member far Newspaper
Well, that surprised me a little when I read it. I would have to go back to die two official plans. Emmore 
familiar with the one fiom Erin Village than the one from die Township but I don’t think there is a lot of 
difference between them as I understand it. All I can say is I think you may very well be right but there 
again 1 really need to have a closer look with that idea in mind. 

Interviewee #3: Municipal Politician
I agree with your statement That is die way it is. Now of course the both, die Erin official plan, Village 
official plan and die Township official plan will be melded into one document. And the county of 
Wellington has a brand new official plan and many of the municipalities have adopted ft as their own 
obviously with some specific issues dealt I think that once die plans are updated, and I suspect we will 
follow die county’s official plan, ft will reflect the new attitudes that are seen in die county official plan. 
Which has. a little more tolerance for urban issues and more emphasis on environment concerns. 
Understanding that ft is primarily a rural area but obviously the economic impacts to this area have to 
open up to ft in order to survive.   



TOWN OF SOUTH BRUCE PENINSULA 
FOCUS GROUPS AND KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW SESSION RESULTS

Focus Group *A* Sessions

Question #1:
“What in your opinion, is a ’sustainable community*, and what is your perception of your role within 
sustainable community?”

Response;
> Sustainable community has to support people who are here in the community.
> Quality of lives lived here are a part of sustainable community.
> Now very difficult to make decisions (due to lack of municipal grants etc.).
> Has to have sustainable (and continuous) growth.
> Problem with residents not working in Wiarton - working instead in Owen Sound etc.
> Has to have an attraction to hold people in community - in economic ways there is not much to hold 

people here.
> Has to have opportunity for steady employment Hard to get full time employment here.
> It is however, a beautiful place to retire.
> Much like Newfoundland here (in South Bruce Penninsula).
> Need to induce low impact / high tech companies such as Bell Canada into this area.
> Note that ‘community’ is seen essentially as the region on the one hand - or completely the opposite 

- as Wiarton, Sauble Beach, etc, on the other.  

Question #2:
“What in your opinion, are the key elements (characteristics) which constitute a sustainable community?”

Response:
> Cooperation with other surrounding communities.
> Access to schools and education.
> Availability of recreational facilities.
> Availability of theater and culture locally.
> Natural environment is South Bruce’s greatest resource - don’t look towards (promote) logging and 

quarrying for development.
> On the other hand, if you choke off the logging and so on you have a strictly retirement home town.
> Balance of development and natural resources.
> Computer technology etc. now helps people to work from their homes.
> The push for a long time has been tourism, tourism. Now need a different push..
> As soon as the economy declines so does tourism.
> Safety is a key element of sustainable community - no locked doors etc.
> Health and safety.
> Quality of life issues.
> Improvements in levels of quality of service.
> Become more interested and involved in the community.
> Volunteerism (sports, fund raising, donate time, etc.).
> Cooperation in community.



Question #3:
“How do you think these elements (characteristics) can be measured and defined?”

Response:
> Measured by die level of maintenance and expandability of infrastructure.
> Through levels of community involvement
> Specifically, through levels of volunteerism in community.
> When safety is considered 'a given feet'.
> Accessibility to services.
> By the balance between development and natural environment
> By the degree of quality of the natural environment.

Question #4:
“In your opinion is information important to the sustainability of the community, and if so, why?”

Response:
> Yes information is important (general agreement).
> For example, information on tourism is important to this area, and 95% of tourism promotion is done 

by volunteers.
> We need a local tourism department and someone to coordinate efforts.
> Yes, we are not sure we are getting our fair share of tax dollars, trade off some services for 'quality of 

life* to help pay some income tax (contribute to the municipal tax base).

Question #5:
“What information do you require to make your ongoing participation in this community, viable and 
sustainable. Where would you expect to obtain this information?”

Response:
> Information on tourism.
> Information on volunteerism to assist the local community.
> The internet — for example, with the internet the local municipality can gain information immediately 

on Provincial Grants and apply quickly.
> Information on die official plan which can be used to limit growth and to control expansion within the 

sustainable community.
> Again, internet makes getting information a problem of die past - speeds up access to important 

information.
> The local (Owen Sound) TV Station or newspaper is where you get die most important local sourced 

information.
> Owen Sound information is essentially negative (about Wiarton) a totally negative slant and biased 

against Wiarton — especially politically.



Question #6:
“Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of te Official Planning process?"

> The group was mostly aware of the Official Plan, but some were not quite up to date having not been 
involved lately in die Official Planning process.

> Public have a mixed reaction to the Official Plan — some were interested but most are only interested 
when it effects them or perks their attention.

> The Official Plan ‘vision (especially long term - 10 to 20 years) is not clearly communicated to the 
public.

> ft would be a good idea to hire 2-3 people to canvas the neighborhood during die Official Plan 
review to discuss the review process and inform them about ft.

> The Official Plan is a good tool for sustainable community in terms of specific controls on land use 
(industry, retirement, etc.).

> The Official Plan is broad brush, zoning is quite specific with a narrow focus - people are generally 
quite ignorant of zoning but tend to know more about Official Planning process in general.

> Public reluctant to get involved in Official Plan (apathy?).
> Process of fighting Official Plan and zoning is too complicated.
> Because the Official Planning process is regulated by the Province, the problem becomes that the 

Official Planning process becomes mired in red tape.



Focus Group 'B* Session*

Question #1:
"What in your opinion is a 'sustainable community', and what is your perception of your role within a 
sustainable community?"

Response:
> One ofthe aspects of a sustainable community - people have places to work - provision for new 

people to come in when they leave.
> Opportunities (are available for) adult age group - very little opportunities for youth - sustainability 

would mean that people would be kept in die community.
> There needs to be a certain quality of life
> Need diverse society to allow older people to stay and younger people.
> Land base has to be healthy not polluted
> People trying to establish themselves, trying to achieve sustainability.
> Thinking about growth — two main tourist seasons, winter and summer.
> Quality of life - social, emotional, family structure.
> Balance (in the community).

Question #2:
"Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of the Official Planning process?"

Response:
> Public should be involved idealistically, but there are problems!
> The Official Plan is one of the most important documents but public don't understand and don't get 

involved.
> The Official Plan is technically complex.
> The Official Plan is onerous-too much red tape.
> The public is frustrated and suspicious about the Official Plan.
> Every municipality has one (an Official Plan) - to protect environment and the social fabric - (there 

are) broader ideals in the Official Plan.
> Does the public have a review (ofthe Official Plan)?
> Toronto processes are much different than here.
> The Official Plan is die most important document for people.
> Developers are the ones who get involved with the Official Plan.
> The Official Plan is a 20 year document — it assumes growth but cannot count on growth — other 

industries - Owen Sound for example — are up and down -this area is somewhat removed - no 4 lane 
highways - different pressures.

> The Official Plan prevents ban planning from happening.



Note: The FARMS analysis results (prepared before the Focus Group U’ session and listed above) were 
presented for discussion at this point in the session to the Focus Group *B'participants. Following the 
presentation of the FARMS analysis results, die below listed 3 questions were tabled for discussion.

"In your opinion how accurate are die results of die FARMS model application?"

RqpgsK;
> In this environment a stable economy / social is first priority.
> Your evaluation is a snapshot in time - (this) area does not support stability - general instability in 

this region.
> Stable lifestyle is offered (here).
> Health care and (availability of) physicians is an obstacle to sustainability here.

Question #4:
"In your opinion how effectively does T ARMS' evaluate the level of sustainability of community?

Response:
> (The FARMS evaluation is) basically on in terms of the evaluation (of the level of sustainability of 

this community).
> (The FARMS model evaluation is) pretty well on (target).
> (Supports the evaluation and adds) questions are asked by the people all the time.

Question #5:
"In your opinion does the FARMS model effectively evaluate degree of public input into the Official 
Planning process?"

Response:
> It is very accurate - local governments and people take a long-term view fortheir household (ie. 

availability of medical services, etc.).
> There is only so much an Official Plan can do.
> Balance is necessary.
> Employment is driven by fishing, tourism - no one organization is predominant - this is a very 

resilient community
> Public may not communicate well and die perception may be different too, then the planning 

committee.
> Very acairate analysis.
> My opinion—the public and the Official Plan lack perspective on resilience - all three link very 

closely together in this area -a balance leading to resilience.



Kev Informant Interview Sessions

Note: Text within the dialogue boxes highlighted in bold is the interviewer’s dialogue. Other text is the 
respondent's dialogue.

Question Statement *A*: Information Sharing and the Sustainability of Your Community:

My conclusions about information sharing based on die South Bruce Focus Group results:

a.) Information is viewed by the public in South Bruce as very important to the prosperity and long term 
sustainability of the community. Specific types of information include information on local economic 
issues (jobs, new business opportunities...), on local services offered by the municipality and other 
agencies (United Way, Churches...), and information to others outside the area about the local 
community, its amenities and attractions.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Municipal Politician
I agree with it. Actually I agree with everything you’ve done.
Why do you agree with this?
Part A?
Yes.
In my interaction with people in the community I would say that those are fairly high priorities and they 
always want information, they like to know what’s going on. A good example of this is we were not 
getting local newspaper coverage for the last 2 54 to 3 months due to some problems, people were upset 
about this because they did not know what was going on in council, at the council level on a regular basis. 
So the information is very important to them and not just in terms of knowing what council is doing but 
how it impacts on them specifically. Whether their operating a busmess or whether they live on a certain 
road that has to be re-constructed or chipped from gravel, that sort of thing, so they do take an interest.

Interviewee #2: Community Volunteer
I agree, diffidently.
Could you explain why you agree?
Well, I think myself I get everybody involved not just one group of people but I think from all walks of 
life. You got to have the thoughts of other people so they can work together.

Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member
Agree
Could you expand a little as to why you agree?
I would say generally that information and communication is one of die most important things especially 
at this time of amalgamation when people want to know what’s going on and they want to feel part of 
what’s going on so to bring all die different areas together its one of the most important things. 
Obviously economic issues are on everybody’s mind, ft’s an area where there are not a lot of large 
economic opportunities, not a lot of large busmesses so anything that effects die economy is certainly 
there lively hoods. That’s a given as well.
Has the amalgation process been controversial or has the public been involved extensively?



It has been controversial to an extent Whey they were trying to sort out how best to do it. It has had its 
ups and downs just as any process does. The public hasn’t had that much direct input into it other than 
through some open forums and obviously die election. Just a last comment Information to others 
outside the area about the local community, its amenities and attractions. Of course relates quite a bit to 
the feet we are one of the strongest economic factors in this area. That’s why I agree it makes sense.
Just to clarify that then. Your saying that probably the most important information is to 
communicate information about the local community to the context surrounding it, to Southern 
Ontario and beyond?
Yes.

b.) Local information sources are important (as opposed to outsiders reporting local news with a bias). 
Accessibility to usable high quality information is of most importance, for example, on the Official 
Planning process. This type of information can enable people (if it is used) to understand how the OP 
effects their activities in the community, and to make better decisions based on this information. Of 
great importance to the public is the communication of a municipal ‘vision., however, the public 
believes that the municipality does not communicate this vision well.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response?

Interviewee #1: Municipal Politician
I do agree with that. First of all, there is no vision, that’s lacking right now. Actually the new 
municipality has been in existence for almost a year now and we’re just having our first all day session on 
vision building and that’s coming up next Tuesday. We should of really done this back in January or 
February, I think anyway. We just, you know, as council we seem to go in there and deal with a 
multitude of issues at each meeting. You know, you go through them very quickly. Sometimes, I think 
what we decide as council with one issue is conflicting with other decisions we’ve make so there is not 
overall vision. There should be and there probably will be, but it will take a while to develop. It’s very 
difficult to communicate a vision when there isn’t one to communicate.
Yes, just to confirm. Your feeling is that this vision is a fundamental part of creating a sustainable 
community?
Yes
And then that can be accomplished to a large extent through the official planning process?
Yes, and we are just starting the official planning process right now. 

Interviewee #2: Communitv Volunteer
Well, Yes and No. The last part of that is we are not informed what is actually going on enough. They let 
us know what they want us to know but they don’t give us the full story.
Why does that occur?
Well, they don’t want the people here actually to know what’s going on. Not on everything, on certain 
things.
So it appears that they are being selective in the types of information that they give?
Right.
And what would their motive be for that?
Some of them can’t do it. They haven’t got the funds to do it. They don’t think it’s reasonable.
But you do agree that local information, especially on the official plan would be an important asset 
to the community and a contribution to the sustainable community?
Definitely.



Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member 
I agree.
Why is this belief common in the public?
I don’t believe at this time the municipality has a vision and again I think communication is paramount. 
There is because of amalgamation a certain amount of distrust out there but I think the main thing is I 
don’t think there is a vision yet
Is there an attempt through the amalgamation process, I believe you are also redoing your official 
plan?
That’s correct, we are redoing the official plan and doing a strategic planing process which will certainly 
help in not just communicating a vision but actually creating one that the community will be part of.
And how is that being undertaken?
A consultant has been commissioned to undertake a new official plan by reviewing all the existing 
documents, looking at existing development and looking at, with a steering committee, what the goals are 
for the future.
And has that process started yet?
Yes it has. Only just.
Perhaps this information I’m sending you will be of some interest?
Very much so.
Has it been effective so far in drawing the public attention and participation? 
Not at all.
And that would be possible this lack of communication?
No, it is in the very pelimary stages and I think sometime peoples misconception is that a whole lot of 
decisions are made on this perhaps before it comes to the public, but that is really not the case. You’re 
doing a lot of data collection and putting information together so that you can show them something. And 
the second factor that’s critical in this area is that we have such a seasonal population. If you undertake 
to, like right now, the difficulty is that a public meeting could be scheduled for February, but if you 
undertake a meeting in February and the segment of the population that does not live here feels excluded, 
so its never been a good practice in the past and I have suggested it, sitting on the steering committee, it 
may not be a good practice because you need people to buy into and to give good input into this whole 
study process and the information exchange. If they don’t then you’re really not left with anything of 
great value. So some of our difficulties are communicating with people who are not in this immediate 
area and making sure that we’re able to communicate with them somehow.
So it must be difficult with a seasonal population to do that?
Yes. It’s just a little bit more complicated.

Question Statement *B*: Public Participation and the Municipal Official Planning Process:

Mv conclusions about public participation based on the South Bruce Focus Group results:

a.) Public participation and input into the municipal official planning process (OP) is viewed as being a 
high priority within the community. However, die public perception is that tire municipality does not 
communicate the OP information very effectively. Second, the OP is a complex document that is 
difficult for the public to interpret and apply to their everyday lives.



Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Bsnsmsi

Interviewee #1: Municipal Politician
Yes, I agree with your conclusions. I agree with your findings.
Any specific reason for that?
My own personal experience as a counselor would support what you've concluded. We’re just starting to 
go through an official plan right now and it is our intention to have public hearings on it, rotating 
meetings and the whole process is going to take a couple of years and that’s very important. Also in my 
experience, I find that when a member of the public stops you in the street and wants to know die 
background to various issues, I find that there knowledge of various aspects of bylaws and the official 
plan of Bruce................ or the municipality are very lacking. They don’t really seem to grasp how it 
impacts on their particular situations. Another good example of that is when we deal with minor 
variances you get the same feeling and frequently when members of the public come to council for minor 
variances have to consult with a professional consultant to assist them because of there lack of familiarity, 
lack of understanding, lack of experience with the official plan. They couldn’t present a case successfully 
and argue it without a consultant being one of them.
Would you say that is a) because of lack of communication by the municipality or b) because of lack 
of involvement or interest by the public or c) because the document is simply a highly technical 
document that’s difficult to interturp?
I say more c and b and a bit of a.

Interviewee #2: Community Volunteer
No, I think the OPP has tries their very best to come down to everybody’s way of thinking, to let the 
community know what’s going on. I agree with the other.
You agree that public participation is a high priority and your feeling is that you disagree because 
the municipality is actually trying to communicate effectively?
Yes.

Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member
I agree. I think the OP is a complex document but it is also misunderstood and people confuse die official 
plan and the zoning bylaw.
Do you think this is just a confusion between the two or is the actual official plan difficult for them 
to understand when there talking about severance of there property and so on and so forth?
If they sat down and read it, it may not be that difficult however, what we have here is we actually have 4 
different official plans that affect the area. And within each individual area people aren’t that familiar and 
the policies are somewhat different. So that can be confusing. My neighbor, he is right across the road 
but he is in a different official plan so that doesn’t help.
So this amalgamation with help?
Yes hopefully.  



b.) Conversely, the public can be apathetic and disinterested in the process, except when the process 
surprises them and causes them problems because it impacts on their personal interests.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Municipal Politician
That’s correct And a good example of this is last spring we had a public meeting on garbage collection 
issues. We had well over 200 people attend and quite a reaction to what we were proposing. We were 
proposing a user paid system based on back pack and die reason I think we got such a reaction is people 
deal with garbage on a daily basis. Puttheir garbage out once a week, there into recycling and stuff like 
that so its something they drought was close to them and they understood it. Whereas if you have a 
zoning bylaw somebody could live in there particular area and it’s a residential area and could be affected 
by it all their lives unless someone across the road wants to change the bylaw because they want to open a 
business of some kind and then they get involved at that point in time. Unless there involved on a regular 
basis they really do have trouble understanding the overall perspective associated with a plan and a bylaw 
and that type of thing. Also, there’s a degree of apathy. I think the apathy is more a result of them not 
having a need to know and then when that need arises drey don’t know.

Interviewee #2: Community Volunteer
That’s quite true. They’re not interested unless it has something to do with them and then all of a sudden 
they backs get right up and they are interested.
Is it that there to busy with other things or is it that there disinterested because the official plan 
document just seems like another burocratic document, what do you think it is?
I think it’s just a lack of interest They can’t be bothered.
Too many more important things in there life?
Right.

Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member
Absolutely, A good example of that is when people come in and they start yelling because the policies 
have changed and why wasn’t I notified and die policies of course went through a very open as possible 
public process not that long ago but then that person may not have had these plans then or even owned the 
land.
So was disinterested.
Yes. I don’t think people understand how much it does impact and apathy is certainly one of the things 
you fight against when you’re going through this process. You have umpteen public meetings and maybe 
10 people will come out. What do you do to stimulate them? It’s always a difficult question.
What would you say the average is 10 or 20?
ft varies. But attendance is most often very low.



Question Statement *C*; Related to die Effectiveness ofthe South Bruce Official Plan:

Mv conclusions about the South Bruce O P. based on the Focus Group results:

a.) The community of South Bruce Peninsula views itself as having die potential to be sustainable, 
however, not being sustainable in its current form due to lack of economic activity and diversity 
within the local economy. The public characterizes a vision of their sustainable community as being 
one which has a high level of volunteerism and public support, a unique and attractive natural 
context, abundant local recreational opportunities, and a community setting which can offer a safe 
and healthy, affordable living environment.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Bessass:

Interviewee #1: Municipal Politician
Right. I agree with all of your statements there.
Do you feel that this issue of not being sustainable right now is pervasive in the community or do 
you think that it’s a changing issue?
No, I still think it’s fairly pervasive in the community. I think one of the realities of our community, 
those young people that do stay in die community are probably underemployed. I wouldn’t say they are 
unemployed but underemployed or seasonally employed and there are quite a few like that so I think one 
of our goals should be to try to make it more sustainable.

Interviewee #2: Community Volunteer
I Agree. I think that maybe if they put more into it themselves, they could come up with a lot more.
They, being the municipality or the community? The community as the public?
The public.
What do you think about volunteerism in the community? Is it there now or could it be improved?
1 think it definitely could be improved. 

Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Styff Member
Yes.
This is what their ideal is?
I guess that’s everybody’s ideal. I’m not sure its reality 100% but its certain ideal.

b.) The public priority is on social and economic issues (most important to sustainability), and 
environmental issues (important but secondary to social and economic concerns). On the other hand 
the Official Plan (Townships of Amabel/Wiarton — sub component of / rolled into Grey Bruce County 
OP, now being reviewed) presents a healthy balanced perspective on all three aspects of sustainable 
community as their community and regional ‘vision’.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?



Response:

Interviewee #1: Municipal Politician
I’m not sure that our official plan has brought all those factors together. We also have the Niagara 
Escarpment Act and that pretty well protects the environment or it should protect the environment. We 
have a plan but I don’t think we’ve implemented it We are so far been off the mark in terms of 
implementation and I think our new official plan we have to work at how we’re going to make that a 
reality. Because especially die economic part of it as sustainability were just starting to come to grips 
with that. I still think it’s a hinterland area but it is extremely dependent on other regions. Especially 
with respect to tourists.
Just to clarify this point. The township of Amabel Official Plan is the one that is currently in force 
and is being revised, right?
Well, yes and no. There is one for Amabel, there’s one for Wiarton, there is one for Red Bay and what 
we’re doing now under die new Official Plan that were working on over die next couple of years is were 
bring all that together which will be know as the Official Plan for South Bruce Peninsula. Bruce County 
has an Official Plan.
Bruce County Official Plan does or does not encompass South Bruce?
It encompasses South Bruce.
So your component will be a sub-section of the Grey Bruce County?
Right our Official Plan has to conform to Bruce County’s.

Interviewee #2: Communitv Volunteer
I agree.
Can you tell me why you agree with that? That social and economic issues are the priority from the 
public’s perspective but the municipality takes a more balanced view of things:
Well, I agree and I don’t agree. I think that the public if they got more interested they would find out 
more from the facility about it, and maybe they could come along and band a wee bit better too.
Do you think there’s anything more the municipality within the official plan process could do to 
interest the public more and get them more involved?
Inform them more about it. More information.
More hands on information?
Yes
More access to that information?
Yes
And clearer information, more relevant to them?
Yes

Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member
There is no Grey Bruce. There’s Bruce County official plan. There individual plans and the plans for the 
town of South Bruce Pennisula which is being worked on now will end up a separate plan as well. 
Although some of die policies will be consistent
So you will have an Amabel, Wiarton and a South Brace.
No. The Village of Hefivorth, Township of Amabel and Town of Wiarton official plans will become 
superceded by the Town of South Bruce official plan.
You have worked on Amabel.
With it not on it. It is over 20 years old. That’s not surprising because official plans are supposed to be 
balanced documents and are supposed to have a vision. However the vision in the Amabel one and 
Hefworth are over 20 years old. The vision in the Wiarton one is for this urban center only. So, where 
they may have had balance at that time or for that particular area they don’t have a regional vision. Now 



the county official plan is supposed to have the regional vision. I don’t know that is fairly balanced, but it 
is such a large area die vision is broader perhaps than we should be able to do for our own towns.
For the new South Bruce official plan, your aim is to create a new vision or combination, sort of 
modification of what exists?
Well it will be a new vision because most of the documents other then Wiarton’s are pretty old.
And also you*re starting fresh with the amalgamation?
Right.
How long do you expect the new official plan process to take?
Approximately 18 months. We started last month.
So it’s going to be a long process.
Yes. And partly as I was saying. To make sure we include the people who are out of town and who are 
our summer people. We end up with some timelines that are out of kilter. We may have done all the 
work but we can’t have a meeting in February. But not increase what you’re finding that were not 
communicating.



TOWNSHIP OF USBORNE 
FOCUS GROUP AND KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW SESSION RESULTS

Focus Group *A* Sessions

Question#!:
“What in your opinion, is a 'sustainable community', and what is your perception of your role within 
sustainable community?”

Response:
> Sustainable community has a ‘reason’ to be / exist
> Sustainable community has lots of local support base.
> Sustainable community has a ‘focus’ (agriculture, rural, etc.).
> Sustainable community plans and co-operates (co-ordinates) on issues such as agriculture and 

tourism.
> Sustainable community has minimized (negative) influence from other larger communities 

surrounding it
> Sustainable community has a focus that draws people to it
> Sustainable community recognizes the interconnected nature of commerce etc.

Question #2:
“What in your opinion, are the key elements (characteristics) which constitute a sustainable community?”

Response:
> You must participate - no right to complain if you do not participate.
> Participation in local issues.
> Being able to substantiate the need for local services.
> Maintaining a local focus.
> Flexibility and resilience.
> Local business which provides the quality of service one expects in a larger center.

Question #3:
“How do you think these elements (characteristics) can be measured and defined?”

tooome:
> Measured by ‘profitability’ of the municipality.
> Measured by amount of local economic activity.
> Measured by the success of economic activity within the community.
> Availability of local (or accessible) services such as hospitals, churches, dentists, etc.
> By the diversity of land use within the local community.
> By the amount of local economic opportunities.
> Measured by increased growth locally.
> Measured by the ability to withstand closures etc. 



Question #4:
“In your opinion is information important to the sustainability of the community, and if so, why?”

Ramms;
> AH agreed that information was an important element of sustainable community because it 

made public involvement in the municipality an easier tasic^
> Information availability facilitated the business of the municipality as well.

Question #5:
“What information do you require to make your ongoing participation in this community, viable and 
sustainable. Where would you expect to obtain this information?”

RmBS!!2£l
> Information on local political issues such as (Usborne’s pending) amalgamation.
> Information sourced from local residents is crucial.
> Information from other ‘local’ sources (unspecified).
> Information on local decision making - especially political decision making.
> Information on local bylaws and zoning is critical (regulations on severencing lots for development, 

for example).
> Especially, information on buying, selling, severencing, development of agricultural lands is needed.

Questioned:
“Are you aware of die municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of the Official Planning process?"

Response:
> Public input into the Official Planning process is important, but there are pros and cons to it.
> The Official Planning process needs to be fair to all involved (but often appears not to be).
> Public involvement needed to help the process sustain services such as local schools.
> Without this type of public involvement the community is not sustainable.



Focal Groan 'B* Sm>«M

Question #1:
"What in your opinion is a sustainable community1, and what is your perception of your role within a 
sustainable community?"

Response?
> Four bio systems - woodlands, oceans, croplands and humans in balance.
> Sustainable agriculture community - independent, economically successful farmers.
> More economic / community diversity needed to sustain a sustainable community.
> A diversity of economic, social, cultural as a balance.
> Racial diversity also is important
> Horrendous stresses from uper government to diversify causing stress, also on ag-related businss.
> Sustainable community means (moving) forward and also supports its own cost of growth.
> You can't have both rural and urban.
> My (die research) definition of general sustainable community is not possible.
> Much more diversity in the economic community.
> In order to be a sustainable community pay your own costs of running municipality.
> We need to keep people in community - keep population stable.
> We do not have the right to have our own children live in the community - (get away and) come back 

with experience.
> Free trade in 1988 — vegetable industry is now written off.
> You create your own community.

Question #2;
"Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of the Official Planning process?"

RSBRSl^
> Community / public involvement (makes a sustainable community) - people should but do not get 

involved.
> Community takes for granted - the few make decisions, the rest go to the beach.
> The minute you have globalization you have revolution.
> The Official Plan is written very broadly - it allows for both community and growth to evolve.
> A borad (Official) Plan is useless.
> Official Plan is a policy document, not an implementation tool.
> Few people are now interested in die Official Plan or broader community process - Official Plans 

have run their course.
> The Official Plan is a growing-livingthing.
> The new Official Plan allows for growth and opportunity to get people involved.
> Concern that die Official Plan is to flimsy—much of decisions are out of our hands.
> Official Plan supports health of community and die common good at die expense of a few.
> Do Official Plans ever consider people? (sarcastic comment).
> Lack of village / community spirit is a problem.
> (Official Plan should promote) self sustaining community and locally based economy.



Note: The FARMS analysis results (prepared before foe Focus Group *B* session and listed above) were 
presented for discussion at this point in foe session to foe Focus Group *B* participants. Following foe 
presentation of foe FARMS analysis results, foe below listed 3 questions were tabled for discussion.

Question #3:
"In your opinion how accurate are foe results of foe FARMS model application?”

Response:
> The analysis is a close analysis of the reality of foe Official Plan.
> The public analysis (findings) probably right.
> Environment is not a big issue (in community) due to a double standard - general and agriculture.
> Rural people do not pay as much attention about environment because they are not regulated as much.
> Some day we will drink our own water!
> In fairness, there are people in agriculture who are not as careful as they should be.
> Environmental laws have not been enforced due to foe fact that this is not an urban area.
> Fines for repeat polluters should be increased.

Question #4:
"In your opinion how effectively does FARMS evaluate foe level of sustainability of a community?"

Response:
> No -1 feel we are doing well in (terms of) foe environment.
> Yes, environment is an issue that is critical for survival.
> Yes, environment is no longer #1 issue.
> Environment is perceived as 'part of foe community*.
> We have lost our vision of foe future -our minds are on today.
> 'Environment' is a trend.

Question OSt
"In your opinion does foe FARMS model effectively evaluate degree of public input into foe Official 
Planning process?"

Response:
> Yes foe new Bruce County Official Plan makes a deliberate attempt to involve foe public.
> The Official Planning process (for foe Count of Bruce Plan) was well publicized, with 700 responses.
> We are not a complacent little rural group.
> In terms of foe Bruce County Official Plan, foe opportunity for public involvement was certainly 

there.
> The public does not look at foe Official Plan as a relevant document for foe community.
> The Official Plan is a flexible document and we need to point out foe benefits of it to foe public.



Kev Informant Interview Sessions

Note: Text within the dialogue boxes highlighted in bold is the interviewer's dialogue. Other text is the 
respondent's dialogue.

Question Statement *A’: Information Sharing and the Sustainability of Your Community:

My conclusions about information sharing based on the Usborne Focus Group results:

a) Information is viewed as an important element of Usborne's community sustainability. Information 
must be available and relevant, related to local context. Information on local political decision 
making, local business and services, and information on local municipal administration (by laws, 
zoning, etc.) is believed to be most important.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?
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Interviewee #1: Local Farmer
I would come down on the agree side, George. Certainly we have to have the information to make daily 
business decisions, live style decisions. You bet
And do you think that this information must be available through the municipality and be local in 
orientation and relevant?
Weil that’s the only way it is relevant Every community is unique. We all have our collection of 
characters. There faces are all the same but when you get down to it we’re all different.

Interviewee #2: Citizen. Computer Programmer
Yes, I would agree.
Why would you agree with that?
Well, without information you can’t do anything. Most municipalities, I guess because just the way 
they’re structured aren’t real great on information and maybe long term planning. Really you should run 
a municipality just like a business and it should have a long-term plan. Where do you want this town to 
be in 5 years, 10 years? What businesses would you like to attract? How much growth would you like to 
have, and all sorts of other things. Would you like to have a new arena? They should all have a long-term 
plan and nobody seems to do that and I don’t know why. I think its partly because we don’t pass 
information around very well.
Information is there but not readily available?
A lot of it isn’t even there, I don’t think, we kind of play it by ear. You have one council in for 3 years or 
what ever and a new batch in for 3 more years and their vision is a little different then die previous group. 
Do you believe that this restructuring is going to help?
I don't think it will hurt.

Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member
Could you elaborate on your e-mail answer a little?
I guess it would be best to say that our public, our residents, get really upset if there not given an 
opportunity to be involved in decisions. Especially planning decisions. They want to have a say in things 
they don't necessarily have a say in but they want to be heard. They want to know that their comments 
and concerns are important. They like to see policy developed around the information that’s gathered at 



public meetings. They are quite comfortable coming to council meetings if they have a concern and we 
try to make them welcome and they come and they talk and they expect some kind of action, if not action 
they want at least an explanation. Knowing that they can come to council or can come to any individual 
member of council for an explanation or for more information makes them feel quite happy and secure. 
The information is also available from other township staff or myself.
Do you believe that there is a strong public response and is this a major contributing factor or not 
in the community longevity, sustainability?
It often depends on the issue. At times we’re disappointed in the response, however, when there is an 
issue, something that is general, lately its been very much toward the environmental aspects, and we’ve 
had a couple of large delegations to council in the last 2 months. They were both planning matters. I’m 
not to sure how you would relate it to the sustainability other than the fact that people are happy where 
their living and so will remain there because they know the policies; they know what the government will 
do for them.
So do you think the onus is on the public or the municipality or both to participate in this health 
information sharing process?
It has to be the public. The policies are developed to address the concerns of the public and if the public 
don’t participate then you don’t get the information you need. Now often times they don’t participate 
because they are happy with the way things are, so they won’t come out to a meeting, “I’ve got nothing to 
say” and that’s the end of it. Sometimes we have very poor participation and we have to decide that’s 

more or less a reflection of the feet that everyone is happy with the way things are going because on the 
other hand if there is an issue, we do get a response that we don’t expect. The policies are developed 
according to what they’ve given us.

Question Statement *B*: Public Participation and the Municipal Planning Process:

Mv conclusions about public participation based on the Usborne Focus Group results:

a) Public involvement in the local community and the Official Planning process is viewed as being 
important. Specifically, there is a great need for the public to be involved in and supportive of local 
services such as schools, and local businesses. Level of public participation in local issues is believed 
to be a measure of community sustainability.

Your Opinion: Do you agree I disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree I disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Local Farmer
Yes, that’s a great theory to practice. You certainly don’t get involved in planning process unless it 
involves you specifically. That’s the history of it. Something is going to affect you and you want to do 
something you get a lot more interested. I know Sandy over the years; it’s been a devil of a thing getting 
people to a planning meeting. Unless its something that someone gets really upset about and gets the 
neighborhood stirred up.
Would you say then that the onus is on the public or the municipality or a combination of both 
realty, to make tins work in terms of getting involved in the official planning process?
Well I think you have to be responsible yourself and maybe I’m a little bias in my viewpoint. But I know 
municipalities generally go to great pains in putting notices in and mailing notices and people will still 
come and say, “Why didn’t you tell me this was going to happen”. It’s easy to sluff it off and say the 
municipality should do everything but that doesn’t work.
Are there better ways to do it?



I don’t know how. Basically for the public to get away from the TV and get involved. Well, lots of 
people just go home and don’t care unless they are involved personally.
Do you think that part of the problem is the official plan in Usborne or in any municipality really is 
to technical for the public?
Well, I don’t think it’s too technical. If you’re trying to do business in the municipality you’re going to 
know what the official plans says. For the people who just reside there and work elsewhere they probably 
don’t even realize they have one until they get trying to do something. Too technical? I don’t know how 
you can make it any less technical.
Is there frankly a need for the public to be involved in die official planning process other than just the 
advisory groups that happen during its preparation?
I think there’s a big need. It sure saves a lot of heartache later, a lot of argument later. The more you can 
get people informed up front die better.
And do you thing that*s related to how sustainable or long-lived that community is going to be?
Yes, absolutely. Its direct, a straight line.

Interviewee #2: Citizen. Computer Programmer
I agree.
Why would you agree?
It kind of goes back to like at that meeting I said to the Mayor that if there’s something there, a service 
you have that you kind of want, you better be loyal to it and use it. Or if you see something you need and 
isn’t there, well you should participate to try to get it there. I don’t know if that the question its asking or 
not but you have to be loyal to your community.
Let me ask you if you believe that there is a general public support and involvement in the community of 
Usborne?
It’s pretty good but a lot of these things happen without you knowing. Like in planning, the plan comes 
down and it seems to be ail done with and you didn’t even know they were doing it.
Lack of information, sharing by the municipality?
Yes.

Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member
Would you say that your e-mail statement is your definitive statement of what community 
sustainability is?
Yes, it’s a healthy active community where there are employment opportunities and where services are 
readily available, I’m thinking your elections, your plumbers, etc., you have grocery stores and clothing 
stores near by and certainly the schools. When the enrollment in schools go down, the schools are setup 
for closure. Right now, I personally, am questioning our severance policies because we have large 
livestock operations that are coming to the municipality; they’re building enormous bams. And it’s 
creating a water quality factor from the distribution of the manure and it’s also creating a problem with 
the water availability, when they get down into the glacial aquifers then there not able to be replenished 
and that water is no longer available. Its going into the large bams, it’s not available for human 
consumption and as these large bams become more and more prominent in a rural area we have a lot 
more environmental concerns. That is actually what brought die last delegation to our council meeting. 
They’ve said “OK, we’ve got a half a dozen large bams in a 5 mile block and they are really, really 
getting concerned. Now had we, had our severance policies been such that we were trying to attract more 
rural residences, severing old residences and allowing new building in the agriculture area, those new 
homes would of restricted die large bams. In retrospect we wouldn’t be faced with this problem now, 
because the bams are legal according to our planning document and people come and say “you have to 
stop this” and we can’t because there’s nothing wrong.
That brings up a very interesting point, are the operators of the large barns participating in the 
community in other senses?



No, there sort of jointly owned, the one I'm most familiar with is an U.S. cooperation that comes up and 
sets it up. The land is owned by a local person, the manure is generally trucked to a local farm and there 
seems to be third ownership as well. It gets rather complicated. Butthat American interest doesn’t really 
care about the community, they don’t live there and the current owner certainly he has an interest in the 
community but he also has an interest in making a living and they conflict
In fairness to my present living context in Indiana* the same thing is happening here. 
Oh is it?
Yes. I’m becoming familiar with it

Question Statement *C*: Related to the Effectiveness of the Usborne Official Plan:

My conclusions about the Usborne Official Plan based on the Focus Group results:

a.) The community of Usborne defines itself currently as being somewhat sustainable, however, 
threatened by outside economic factors (for example, businesses, which relocate elsewhere, or the 
Wal-Mart in London, which draws away customers from the community).

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Local Farmer
I have got mixed feelings about that It’s hard to have that kind of business, not in Usborne but in the 
town of Exeter which would be the local community. There is room for both of them. I think, sure there 
threaten a little bit but I don’t buy that argument that the local guys build their business on service and 
knowing the people, if there good at it they make a good living at it. It they think that people are just 
going to stop in Exeter, fall out of a car into their store and buy something, well that just isn’t going to 
happen. Town’s are funny. We’ve got all kinds in this part of the world but Exeter probably thrives 
better than most of them business wise because we’ve got a group of people in this town that work at it.
Do you think that my depiction of how Usborne defines itself is accurate or inaccurate?
I think I wouldn’t know how to define Usborne. As a sustainable community, stand alone community, 
Usborne doesn’t have the services, like it’s just too rural, we need the business in the surrounding 
communities. I know the guy who runs the General Store back in Kirkton. He’s ten miles from the 
competition in every direction. If you’re going to go get a loaf of bread or bag of milk and you don’t 
want to go to for you go into Kirkton. At least that part of the world does. But really, it’s the town of 
Exeter or Village of Hamstel where we do our busmess. They supply the support services. You’ve got to 
include that in die area.

Interviewee #2: Computer Programmer
Yes, I agree with that 100%. That’s the same type of thing again. If there are some things a little cheaper 
in London, I know it’s tempting to go there and buy it but that sure isn’t helping your community. You 
can’t do that because sooner or later it won’t be there. That store will be gone.
Do you believe that the general opinion is that Usborne has a ways to go before it’s sustainable?
Well, I really don’t think there’s any community besides Usborne that’s safe to tell you the truth. There’s 
just too many outside factors that can draw your people away. Services from other areas. Stuff is 
cheaper. That’s die way people think now a day.
So do you believe your family and children are going to be there in Usborne 20 years from now?



Well, I would hope so but I really wouldn’t count on it Kind of a 50/50 thing. There has to be 
something there to keep them there. If your community isn’t growing and strong then they will go 
somewhere else because what they want won’t be here.

Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member
You expressed in your e-mail in part that you agreed that the community was being threatened by 
outside economic factors. Is that too harsh?
No, because that’s exactly what’s happening. The big pig bams, our farmers are trying to expand there 
operations and maybe use feed that they grow on there own land, and things like that. They’re trying to 
make a buck. Low commodity prices this year has really stressed out our farm owners. The ends aren’t 
meeting this year. I’m probably one of the first to question why we’re fanning at all. So you know, if 
things go bad in the rural community, people drop out of framing, then there unemployed or there looking 
for work and that stresses the job situation. They move out, move away to get employment, your 
community just dissolves in front of you.

b.) Sustainability is defined by factors such as community support, minimized outside (negative) 
influences on the community, strong municipal management, availability of local services, and a 
strong and healthy local economic focus that is measured by level of local economic growth.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Local Farmer
Yes, that’s a big statement, George. That encompasses a lot of stuff. Usborne as an economic viable unit 
and that’s directly related to agriculture and basically agriculture’s not doing that well right now. In fact 
it’s very ominously quite. People have kind of hunkered down right now. They don’t do anything about 
land sales or rentals or anything like that right now. But as an economic unit defined as Usborne 
Township and all the support services, I don’t think it’s going to happen any more.

Interviewee #2: Citizen. Computer Programer 
I would agree.
How much of this is being achieved now?
Well, some of it is. The loyalty part is what really scares me. There are services that are there that may 
not be there in the future and once stuff starts disappearing it can kind of, it’s like and expediential curve, 
it sort of starts slow and all of a sudden its going so fast you can’t stop it.
For instance* because of lack of local customers* business is closing, you*re saying?
Yes. Well if there’s nothing extra. There’s a store in Exeter that’s in the process, the co-op use to run it, 
it was a do it centers and it bad a lot of farm products there. It sold lumber and general hardware but it 
also sold a lot of Bum related products. It’s being sold to a lumber dealer so a lot of that form related 
product is n<* there any more and I know a lot of people are going to kick themselves in the rear for not 
supporting that store.
You’re talking about a home hardware type?
Yes



Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member
Do you believe that growth is synomous with community sustainability or are the two at odds?
I think, right now, it would have to be growth to sustain a conununity. Because when we look at the rural 
area, we haven’t had the new residences come up, there’s nothing here for the young people to do. They 
can’t build out here. Nothing is happening and we need to have growth in order to remain as we are.
It’s really a fine line?
Yes.
Do you believe that the public supports that, in terms of, that’s what the public is telling you as a 
municipal official?
A few years ago we had a public meeting to discuss our severance policies, our residence, some were 
saying we want the policies to change and some were saying, no we don’t. During the course of 
discussion that evening, the people who did not want it to change or did not want severance policies to be 
relaxed, were able to convince the ones who did that it wasn’t a good idea, ft was wonderfol to see both 
sides at work. The politicians stayed right out of it. The people talked to each other and the one side 
convinced the other that it wasn’t a good idea.
One last question then. In terms of the actual official plan document, do you believe that the 
official plan that Usborne has now, I guess you’re in the process of developing it, aren’t you? 
We’ve finished that now.
Do you believe that document accurately reflects the public input, I guess second to that is, how 
strong was the public input?
We had a lot of public meetings, they were held ail across the county and the public meeting was held on 
every topic. So it wasn’t just one public meeting that covered 12 topics it was 12 public meetings. And 
then they got all service groups, the institute; everybody you can think of, the school kids, they got them 
involved in this questionnaire. And people were asked to complete the questionnaire, answer, give their 
responses and those answers were then collated, whatever at the county and that’s what made up our new 
official plan, ft’s very plain, it’s very small, it’s very easy to read and it’s the discussion, it’s the points 
fiom the discussion and we wrapped them into policies.

c.) Further to these views and beliefs, the public focus is on social and economic stability and 
productivity. Environmental issues are secondary to this, and are related to agricultural issues. 
Conversely, the County of Huron Official Plan document presents a well-rounded perspective of 
social, economic and environmental issues that are balanced in their importance and in priority 
assigned to them.

Your Opinion: Do you agree I disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Local Fanner
Yes, I thing I agree generally with the statement George. Certainly the health. I’ve always said you 
believe in environmentalism as long as you can afford it and if you can’t afford it you do other things for 
awhile. The county plan? Yes, its been a very useful document to the point where the town of Exeter 
hates it because they thing it restricts them. But it’s a difficult thing to balance towns and rural 
municipalities and their interests, ft’s about as good as it can be to this point, ft a moving, living 
document but it’s just a change. But up to this point in time agriculture need a little protection and has 
gotten it and sometime you need to be protected from yourself.



Interviewee #2: Cih^^n Computer Programer
I would kind of agree. The environmental issues to me are very important too, I don’t know if that came 
out at the meeting or not I wouldn’t say they are less important then the others, that’s for sure. If you 
don’t have a healthy environment your not going to have a healthy community, there is absolutely no way 
that will ever happen. That environment is very important to me.
Do you believe that the majority of people in Usborne believe that the environment is very 
important?
I think more people are as time goes on. There’s a lot of big pork bams and a lot of big dairy bams too 
and a lot of people from Holland and Europe moving in here and buying the land and building these huge 
bams. In the last 2 or 3 years that has kind of changed and a lot of people are concerned about the 
environment issue more than they were. Before it wasn’t really an issue because there was no really huge 
operations in the area. But now they’re some that are getting to big really. I think the move toward 
environmental issues is becoming more and more important.
You’re talking agro-business?
Yes, they are all agricultural related.
And are these supporting the community directly?
Well, they’re in the community. I don’t know what exactly you mean by supporting. Participating in the 
community as members of the community. Well, they are members of the community. It’s hard for them 
to be real active at the start because they’re from a different country and they’re new. I’m sure they 
would like to participate but they come from a country that’s basically polluted now. They come over 
here and see all this open land and there ready to really go again. You can only do so much of that and 
you’re in the same position they were there.

Interviewee #3: Senior Municipal Staff Member
The Huron County Official Plan document does present a well-rounded perspective of social, economic 
and environmental issues that are balanced in their importance and in priority assigned to them. As issues 
arise, the Official Plan will be reviewed, will have addition public input, and will be revised to reflect the 
wishes of the public. The Official Plan continues to evolve on a daily basis. Sustainable communities 
continue to evolve in relation to this plan



TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 
FOCUS GROUP AND KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW SESSIONS

Focus Group *A* Sessions

Question #1:
“What in your opinion, is a 'sustainable community’, and what is your perception of your role within 
sustainable community?”

Response:
> Acceptance of outsiders.
> Diversity of papulation origin and length of residence.
> Balanced growth.
> Knowledge-based decision making.
> Longevity of community.
> Puslinch ‘community’ defined as ‘middle’ of 3 municipalities (Halton, Waterloo, Guelph).
> Puslinch ‘community’ defined as both north and south of #401 (as it was before the #401 went in in 

the ‘60s).
> My role in sustainable community is to farm.
> My role in sustainable community is to work for / with community.
> My role has been as a participant on the local school board and as an elder in the church.

Question #2:
“What in your opinion, are the key elements (characteristics) which constitute a sustainable community?”

Response:
> #401 has contributed by increasing industry and access to community.
> #401 could possibly destroy character of the rural community over time.
> Strong political will / strong government (politicians can prevent #401 having a bad influence on 

Puslinch).
> Impact of gravel industry on Puslinch has been big - change Provincial legislation which dictates that 

if gravel (aggregates) exist they must be exploited.
> Availability of local employment opportunities.
> Close proximity to established family ties.
> Intergenerational habitation within municipality.
> Mix (balance) of rural to urban.
> Good mix (balance) of context around puslinch.
> Closeness to urban services and facilities with the option to experience ‘rural’.
> Helping each other.
> Well balanced community in general.



Question #3;
“How do you think these elements (characteristics) can be measured and defined?”
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> Measured by balance of urban and rural.
> Measured by economic growth.
> Measured by social health.
> Measured by environmental health.
> Measured by the level of ‘rurality’.
> Measured by presence of local ‘natural features’.
> Measured by amount of people who are local /established in community.
> Measured by density (low is better).
> Measured by die balance between economic and social opportunity and environment.
> Measured by municipal accomplishments.
> Measured by balance between social, economic, and environmental health.

Question #4:
“In your opinion is information important to the sustainability of the community, and if so, why?”

Response:
> Need to inform people of local services, political and otherwise.
> Information on development.
> Information on local resources (use of I availability...).
> Sufficient amount of quality information (info quantity and quality).
> Information to public on municipal administration as a basis for informed decision making.
> Information which is ‘local’ in nature.
> Fire and safety information.
> Information on local trends.
> Scientifically based environmental information as a basis for informed decision making.
> Balanced and accurate information.
> Non-political information.

Question #5:
“What information do you require to make your ongoing participation in this community, viable and 
sustainable. Where would you expect to obtain this information?”

Response:
> Information on and from the Official Plan.
> Information which is usable.
> Information from the local newspaper.
> Information fiom local institutes such as the church.
> Information fiom / about local government.
> Information about surrounding communities (contextual).
> Information on local history.



Question #6:
“Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of the Official Planning process?

Response;
> Yes, all were more or less informed of I aware of die Official Planning process.
> Public input should be a key ingredient.
> Public involvement as a method of making informed decisions about the Official Plan.
> Make public more aware of the Official Planning process.
> More communication between municipal and upper tier government.
> Public is apathetic (possibly unaware) of Official Planning process until it impacts them.
> Public is now becoming a more informed consumer and expects information of municipal Official 

Plan.
> Provide a balance of Official Plan information to the public.
> A bad thing about the previous Official Plan process was that their was poor communication with the 

public.
> More specific public involvement in environmental issues (water, gravel, development) is needed.



Focus Group *B' Sessions

Question#!:
“What in your opinion, is a 'sustainable community1, and what is your perception of your role within 
sustainable community?”

Response:
> Information sharing in the community plays a role in sustainable community.
> Participation is important
> One (a community) that participates and gets things done - strives for goals.
> Must be a fellowship (in the community) — for expample, team sports - there must be a vision so that 

community can move on —the community must have a life.
> Clean the lakes up and become involved.
> The "Pioneer" (local newspaper) is the cohesive focus.
> The answer is working hard and doing 'it' right.
> I disagree with the definition (given earlier). Not too many rural communities can meet this. We 

needa mix of rural to urban opportunities.
> Sustainable community needs a vision — of the future in particular.
> Part of the answer is found in conserving nature and heritage.
> Puslinch is a sustainable community.

Question #2;
"Are you aware of the municipal Official Planning process, and if so do you think that public involvement 
is or should be a key component of the Official Planning process?"

Response:
> Public participation goes without saying!
> The Official Plan has been a unifying mechanism in the municipality.
> The Official Plan is independent of the community sustainability.
> The Official Plan has not helped to preserve natural resources
> The Official Plan has not protected water resources
> Will the county administration assist in making the Official Plan more effective ? No!
> Aggregate extraction dominates over agriculture in Puslinch. In some cases (extraction is below 

water table).
> Public input is nullified in the case of aggregate extraction.
> We must guard our aggregate resources.
> The Official Plan is just'going through the motions'.
> The Official Plan has drawn separate communities together to get a vision (this is viewed negatively).

Note: The FARMS analysis results (prepared before the Focus Group 'B' session and listed above) were 
presented for discussion at this point in the session to the Focus Group 'B' participants. Following the 
presentation of the FARMS analysis results, the below listed 3 questions were tabled for discussion.



Question #3;
"In your opinion how accurate are the results of the FARMS model application?"

Response?
> Disagreement from one participant with the analysis that environment is not important in the 

community and the Official Plan - he believes it is, and that the most positive aspects of the 
community are the people.

> Puslinch is a unique community with different kinds of environment — related issues.
> One of the most positive aspects in Puslinch is social - volunteerism.
> The Official Plan reflects more of the environmental aspects than my analysis reveals.
> Environment is not subsidiary to, but completely integrated into the whole.
> Sustainability is understood, for example, if we believe it is sustainable dien it is.
> A second individual agrees also with the first disagreement to the findins, stating that there was a 

number of meetings held over the Mill Creek development.
> Environment is a central, totally integrated issue (in the community)
> Some environmental issues such as water are very important.
> Puslinch community is threatened. Farmers in Puslinch are threatened. Houses are being buildt on 

good farmland.

Question #4;
"In your opinion how effectively does FARMS evaluate die level of sustainability of a community?"

Response:
> Agree that Puslinch is a sustainable community that is being threatened.
> For example, Burlington is an agricultural community that is threatened.
> We are being squeezed off of the farms.

Question #5;
"In your opinion does the FARMS model effectively evaluate degree of public input into the Official 
Planning Process?"

Response;
> In the case of encroaching development, public input in the Official Plan was not a help in stopping 

the problem.
> Open mindedness is needed - if you can move here then why not others?
> Public input is required (by the Official Plan) in all kinds of development, but does not always work.
> Expert opinion is the 'great enemy* of public opinion.
> A balance between expert and public opinion is needed.
> Need a balance of different people with different thoughts to make (good) decisions.
> The Official Plan is a barrier to public input!
> The people want severances but the Official Plan does not allow it.
> It is not working because of 'expert opinion'. Bureaucrats are die experts and are overriding public 

opinion.
> The Official Plan is very important.



Kev Informant Interview Sessions

Note: Text within the dialogue boxes highlighted in bold is the interviewer’s dialogue. Other text is the 
respondent's dialogue.

Question Statement ‘A’; Information Sharing and the Sustainability of Your Community:

My conclusions about information sharing based on the Puslinch Focus Group results: 

a.) Information is very important to the Puslinch community and it’s long term sustainability. 

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Senior Municipal Staff Member
Yes, I certainly agree.
Could you qualify it a bit?
I’m not sure it needs any qualifying. I think the residents of Puslinch always want to be kept informed.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for Local Newspaper
Agree.
Why do you agree?
Well, it’s the weaving together of the community. The information holes the community together.

Interviewee #3: Citizen involved with municipal committee
Information on which part?
Information in general on the community.
I would think so. For our committee you have to have a lot of information before you can a decision. 
That’s why we try to gather as much as we can before we pass it on to counsel.
What types of information are most important?
All of it The back ground studies they have to do now, the amount of water, amount of pollution there 
going to cause, if there’s going to be any flooding, any of those things. They go into it pretty in-depth 
now.

b.) Information on local municipal management and municipal services is very important. Information on 
surrounding communities and their services is also important. Of specific importance is information 
that is locally based, such as information on local history and community activities.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

RgggnK;

Interviewee #1: Senior Municipal Staff Member
Yes. Certainly agree. The local Historical Society and our Optimums club in particular with the 
community activities are very important.
Specifically to the sustainability and the management of the municipality?



Yes
And would you say that the local newspaper is an excellent, or a good, or fair information source? 
ft has become a very excellent source of information for the residence.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for Local Newspaper
Yes I agree with that as well.
From your unique perspective as the editor of the local community newspaper do you have 
anything to add to that?
Just that the community members are very active in sending reports on history and what’s going on in a 
municipal way. They are very active that way keeping the newspaper informed.
Do you find that there*s a lot of support for the community newspaper?
Yes. ft has become a very strong organ of the community, ft is die communities newspaper, I think that’s 
the attitude with most of die residence.
Yes, my findings support that. Do you feel that the newspaper is contributing to the sustainability 
of the community?
Yes, I do.
Because it is a voice for the public?
Right ft is a voice, not a neutral voice but a voice for all sort of factors in the area and not one way or 
another.

Interviewee #3: Citizen involved with Municipal Committee
I would say yes. The local history certainly has a lot to do with the number of people that have lived here 
all there life and are still interested in what’s going on, would certainly indicate that.
So why would you say that local history is important to the sustainability of the community? 
Sustainability?
To the longevity of the community.
Puslinch, I understand has been around for 150 /100 years plus.
Its 150 this year. They are getting ready for celebrations during 2000. Yes, a lot of that history comes 
into play when they are planning things like that. Things to look back on. The one thing there doing is 
making a garden in front of the old community center (where the old one was) and its going to take into 
account a lot of the historical things in the area.
Would you say then that local history gives one a sense a belonging to the community?
Yes, I would think so.

QWtipn ‘B’; Public Participation and the Municipal Official Planning Process:

My conclusions about public participation based on the Puslinch Focus Group results:

a.) Public input in die municipal planning process is essential to the effectiveness of that process. Public 
involvement in this process is viewed as a method for making the OP process more equitable for all 
residents of the community. The public needs to be informed of the OP process through provision of 
balanced information on that process. Public apathy with the OP process is a problem as is lack of 
communication about the process by local government to the local public. The public is often 
unaware of the OP process.



Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response;

Interviewee #1: Senior Municipal Staff Member
The first part of that statement I certainly agree with. The last part regarding the lack of communication 
and the public being unaware I don’t necessarily agree with. The people within the township who are 
interested in the official plan process are able to find out whatever information they require and it 
certainly circulation of these planning approvals are widespread. I’d say 95 % of the time its in the 
Pioneer and/or the Guelph Mercury and I think its very well advertised and our public meetings are very 
well attended.
To clarify this, the response is that, in terms of the public often being unaware of the OP process 
your response is correct me if I’m wrong. This is well advertised and the meetings are well 
attended and those that feel that they are unaware of the OP process have probably not taken 
advantage of that?
Exactly
So it’s a matter of “leading a horse to water**?
Exactly

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for local Newspaper
Yes, I would agree. I don’t know if your would call it apathetic but I would say that the public is often 
unaware and I think the newspaper is beginning to try to address that.
Do you thing that this lack of awareness is a defect of the municipality or a combined problem 
between the municipality and residence?
I think it would be the latter.
You don*t think the public is simply disinterested?
No, I don’t think the public is disinterested. 

Interviewee #3: Citizen involved with Municipal committee
Well, that has been the case in the past but now they have moved the official plan up to the next level of 
government and we’re not going to be dealing with that any more. In a lot of cases the residence are 
unaware, or just not worried about it until something happens in there own back yard. We’ve had a 
couple of meetings this foil where they’ve filled our meeting room because of something going on in a 
specific area. One had to do with around the Puslinch Lake area and the room was completely filled that 
night because people were interested in what was going to happen there. But other than that, people from 
other areas of the township probably wouldn’t even know what was going on, somewhat unaware of all 
the issues.
Is that because municipality doesn’t communicate or the public doesn’t get involved or a 
combination?
I think the municipality always advertises any changes in the local papers. Its probably just when your 
further away from it your not as interested but when it’s right beside you then everybody’s Inerested. 
When it affects you directly?
Yes.

b.) In Puslinch, public involvement is also a necessary element for the resolution of other issues in the 
community such as environmental and economic issues.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?



Interviewee #2: Staff Member for a local newspaper
That’s a hard one to answer. I do see, as editor of die newspaper, a lot of people interested in 
environmental issues and I don’t know what die numbers are that are not interested or apathetic. I guess 
there is always a group that are apathetic but Puslinch, from my experience, and I’ve lived in a fair 
number of other cities and places, it’s the most dynamic, interested community I’ve ever had the fortune 
to live in. I guess I’m not in touch with the apathy, I’m sure its there but I’m more aware of die activity 
than the apathy.
So, you believe that the public has a major concern with environmental issues?
Yes
What about the official plan documents itself and the administration of that. Does the municipality 
appear to be as concern with environmental issues?
Well, I’m at a lost there. I have not yet seen the official plan. I have a friend who’s getting it for me and 
we are going to study it and present it in the newspaper but I can’t answer that.

Interviewee #3: Citizen involved with municipal committee
I don’t really agree with your last statement at all, about the environment. That seems to be the first thing 
that comes up when there are any new developments initiated. Everybody wants the answers to whether 
its going to contaminate there water or whether its going to pollute the ponds and whether their going to 
cut all the trees down, those kinds of things. No I really wouldn’t agree with that. I take it as one of the 
upper concerns when there is something going on.
Then the other part of that, the official plan of Puslinch, do you think that, the one that existed 
before your new one that I believe Wellington county is doing now, Right?
Yes the county has taken it over.
Before that, do you believe that the official plan of Puslinch was reflective of those environmental 
issues as much as it could have been?
Well, in the last few years, yes, they did a whole review when there was to be any development in that 
one section of the old official plan had to do with all the criteria that they had to meet when they wanted 
to develop something. One other thing, it’s not quite on here but it has to do with planning and this type 
of thing. There are rumors now, its not an official presentation or anything, but rumors that we are going 
to have a golf course surrounded or in among 350 homes. Nobody has made a presentation to the 
planning or die council on this. The proponent had a public meeting inviting all the neighbors and now 
the neighbors are all up in arms against it for wanting to do this. I don’t know how that all fits in but it’s 
along the lines the public involvement and maybe they’re jumping to conclusions when they don’t have 
all die information. Whether that fits in with what you want to do here or not?
Do you think that kind of development is good or bad for a rural community such as Puslinch?

Weil, when it’s developed and they meet all the criteria, over they years it hasn’t deteriorated the 
township at all I don’t think.
It certainly points out public interest in the environmental issues if that, I assume is the basis for 
there protest?
Yes, the amount of chemicals that a golf course would use, and the amount of water they would use. 
Those were the first dungs that came up.
Consumption of resources?
Yes
Well it must be a pretty busy task being the chairman of the planning committee.
Well, a couple days a month when we have our meetings yes it takes time to get ready forthem.



No.
A good healthy mix of them all?
Exactly, I don’t think we have a major business that would draw people who would say “I want to go 
work for— so I’m going to live in Puslinch”. I don’t think we have any one business like that but it is a 
mix of many different things.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for a local newspaper
I agree with ail that.
Would you please explain why?
Well, it’s just what I’ve witnessed and its interesting from the opposite side ofthe view, speaking with the 
mayor. I’ve had a long interview with him and he’s from Puslinch from a long time and he to has the 
same view so to me its very nice that we have this sort of mayor in Puslinch who has die exactly the same 
views as die general public.

Interviewee #3: Citizen involved with municipal committee
Yes, pretty much. I guess its going to have an affect on the different generations living in the community 
now. That was more based on the farm population when you decide to stay in the area. I guess certain 
other ones have always stay in the area. When first thought of was that it had more to do with the farm 
population, stayed around where the family was and worked on the form or worked close by. The balance 
mixture of the rural and urban has worked quite well in Puslinch. Probably because we don’t have that 
much real top land. We have places were people can build and the scenery is nice and the environment is 
nice and it’s a drawing card for people wanting to live in that area.
Yes it certainly is. I have a question on that. Do you think that the fact you’ve got a balance of 
urban and rural, lets face it your within a 40 minute drive of the Toronto International Airport, is 
that going to eventually destroy Puslinch character?
If there was no local government or no local activity it would probably take it away from us, like with all 
the centralization there trying to do. It would probably take some away from the fact that Puslinch is a 
uniton its own.

b.) The public focus is on social stability and productivity, and second, on economic stability and 
productivity. The Official Plan focus is on economic stability and productivity as a first priority, with 
social stability and productivity as a secondary focus. Environmental issues are not a major concern 
of the Puslinch public as a whole (with exceptions), or of the Puslinch Official Plan.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

BMBgUKt

Interviewee #1: Senior Municipal Staff Member
I certainly don’t think that the last statement is what I can agree with, I think we are becoming more and 
more aware of the environmental issues. I think we have major restrictions within. Puslinch no longer 
has their own official plan. We are now under the ospus of County Wellington official plan and they have 
major restrictions on there green lands and die core green lands and die township itself has a 
hydrogeologist that we contact on every zoning amendment and comments like that and I think we maybe 
haven’t been in the past but we are becoming more and more aware ofthe environment concerns and the 
need for that to be atop priority.
I certainly saw enough evidence of that in my meetings and tins comment was based on your official 
plan that was in existence just prior to the amalgamation and yonr point is certainly well taken.



Interviewee #1: Senior Municipal Staff Member
Certainly.
Do you agree because the municipality has gone through a number of experiences with public 
meetings on these issues or are there other reasons why you would agree?
No, I just believe it’s the public meeting process and die number of people we always have who are 
willing to volunteer to sit on committees that the township needs to have. I don’t think that’s a problem. 
Then can I interpret that to say you have a relative high level of volunteerism and interest in the 
community on these issues?
Yes, we certainly do.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for a local newspaper
I agree.
Do you have anything further to say about public involvement and environmental and economic 
issues?
Again, there’s a lot of interested and various groups in the township in the environment and a lot of 
strength and commitment. Really fascinating to watch this community. I don’t know if it’s because it’s 
being squeezed on all sides by other communities. It’s a very fierce little community.
Very dynamic.
Very dynamic.

Interviewee #3: Citizen involved with municipal Committee
Well, I think with all of these things, public involvement is you get the best answer for everybody and 
when you get everybody out and get there opinions on it 

Question Statement *C*: Related to the Effectiveness of the Puslinch Official Plan:

Mv conclusions about the Puslinch OP based on the Focus Group results:

a.) The community of Puslinch defines itself as very sustainable based on its long history. Specific 
defining characteristics include acceptance of outsiders within the community, availability of local 
employment opportunities, the balanced mix of rural and urban character of die community, close 
proximity to other communities and their services, a healthy social and environmental context, and 
the feet that different generations of family units choose to live together within the community.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response:

Interviewee #1: Senior Municipal Staff Member
I certainly agree with that and I think its probably the comments speak for themselves.
What would you think was the most determining characteristic of Puslinch as a very sustainable 
community?
I would have to think about that a bit
Perhaps the intergenerational aspects or the mix of rural and urban character?
It’s probably a combination of both. We’ve managed to appear to have some urban carters but still keep 
our rural roots. I think that’s probably one of the most important.
So basically it’s no one characteristic above another?



No.
A good healthy mix of them all?
Exactly, I don’t think we have a major business that would draw people who would say “I want to go 
work for— so I’m going to live in Puslinch”. I don’t think we have any one business like that but it is a 
mix of many different things.

Interviewee #2: Staff Member for a local newspaper
I agree with all that
Would you please explain why?
Well, it’s just what I’ve witnessed and its interesting from the opposite side of the view, speaking with the 
mayor. I’ve had a long interview with him and he’s from Puslinch from a long time and he to has the 
same view so to me its very nice that we have this sort of mayor in Puslinch who has the exactly the same 
views as the general public.

Interviewee #3: Citizen involved with municipal committee
Yes, pretty much. I guess its going to have an affect on the different generations living in the community 
now. That was more based on the form population when you decide to stay in the area. I guess certain 
other ones have always stay in the area. When first thought of was that it had more to do with the form 
population, stayed around where the family was and worked on the form or worked close by. The balance 
mixture of die rural and urban has worked quite well in Puslinch. Probably because we don’t have that 
much real top land. We have places were people can build and die scenery is nice and the environment is 
nice and it’s a drawing card for people wanting to live in that area.
Yes it certainly is. I have a question on that. Do you think that the fact you’ve got a balance of 
urban and rural, lets face it your within a 40 minute drive of the Toronto International Airport, is 
that going to eventually destroy Puslinch character?
If there was no local government or no local activity it would probably take it away from us, like with all 
the centralization there trying to do. It would probably take some away from the fact that Puslinch is a 
unit on its own.

b.) The public focus is on social stability and productivity, and second, on economic stability and 
productivity. The Official Plan focus is on economic stability and productivity as a first priority, with 
social stability and productivity as a secondary focus. Environmental issues are not a major concern 
of the Puslinch public as a whole (with exceptions), or of the Puslinch Official Plan.

Your Opinion: Do you agree / disagree with my conclusion? Why do you agree / disagree?

Response?

Interviewee #1: Senior Municipal Staff Member
I certainly don’t think that die last statement is what I can agree with, I think we are becoming more and 
more aware of the environmental issues. I think we have major restrictions within. Puslinch no longer 
has their own official plan. We are now under the ospus of County Wellington official plan and they have 
major restrictions on there green lands and the core green lands and the township itself has a 
hydrogeologist that we contact on every zoning amendment and comments like that and I think we maybe 
haven’t been in the past but we are becoming more and more aware of the environment concerns and the 
need for that to be a top priority.
I certainly saw enough evidence of that in my meetings and this comment was based on your official 
plan that was in existence just prior to the amalgamation and your point is certainty well taken.



Interviewee #2: Staff Member for a local newspaper
That’s a hard one to answer. I do see, as editor of die newspaper, a lot of people interested in 
environmental issues and I don’t know what the numbers are that are not interested or apathetic. I guess 
there is always a group that are apathetic but Puslinch, from my experience, and I’ve lived in a fair 
number of other cities and places, it’s the most dynamic, interested community I’ve ever had the fortune 
to live in. I guess I’m not in touch with the apathy, I’m sure its there but I’m more aware of the activity 
than the apathy.
So, you believe that the public has a major concern with environmental issues?
Yes
What about the official plan documents itself and the administration of that. Docs the municipality 
appear to be as concern with environmental issues?
Well, I’m at a lost there. I have not yet seen the official plan. I have a friend who’s getting it for me and 
we are going to study it and present it in the newspaper but I can’t answer that.

Interviewee #3: Citizen involved with municipal committee
I don’t really agree with your last statement at all, about the environment. That seems to be the first thing 
that comes up when there are any new developments initiated. Everybody wants the answers to whether 
its going to contaminate there water or whether its going to pollute the ponds and whether their going to 
cut all the trees down, those kinds of things. No I really wouldn’t agree with that I take it as one of the 
upper concerns when there is something going on.
Then the other part of that, the official plan of Puslinch, do you think that, the one that existed 
before your new one that I believe Wellington county is doing now, Right?
Yes the county has taken it over.
Before that, do you believe that the official plan of Puslinch was reflective of those environmental 
issues as much as it could have been?
Well, in the last few years, yes, they did a whole review when there was to be any development in that 
one section of the old official plan had to do with all the criteria that they had to meet when they wanted 
to develop something. One other thing, it’s not quite on here but it has to do with planning and this type 
of thing. There are rumors now, its not an official presentation or anything, but rumors that we are going 
to have a golf course surrounded or in among 350 homes. Nobody has made a presentation to the 
planning or die council on this. The proponent had a public meeting inviting all the neighbors and now 
the neighbors are all up in arms against it for wanting to do this. I don’t know how that all fits in but it’s 
along the lines the public involvement and maybe they’re jumping to conclusions when they don’t have 
all the information. Whether that fits in with what you want to do here or not?
Do you think that kind of development is good or bad for a rural community such as Puslinch?

Well, when it’s developed and they meet all the criteria, over they years it hasn’t deteriorated the 
township at all I don’t think.
It certainly points out public interest in the environmental issues if that, I assume is the basis for 
there protest?
Yes, die amount of chemicals that a golf course would use, and the amount of water they would use. 
Those were the first things that came up.
Consumption of resources?
Yes
Well it must be a pretty busy task being the chairman of the planning committee.
Well, a couple days a month when we have our meetings yes it takes time to get ready for them.
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APPENDIX ‘E’

Tabular Summary of Focus Group ‘B’ Responses to Focus Group ‘A’ 
Conclusions

Containing Tables #43, #44, #45, #46 and #47



TABLE #43

Key Elements Of Rural Community Sustainability

Key Element Identified Municipal Participants Identified 
This Key Element

Municipal Participants Did Not 
Identify This Element

Quality of life / livable 
community

OM, E SB, IJ P

Proximity to high quality services OM U E, SB, P
Proximity to / availability of 
amenities

OM E, SB. U, P.

Degree of rural character OM. E, SB. U. P.
Local recreational opportunities OM, E, SB U. P
Local heritage (sense of identity) OM. E SB. U. P
Connectedness with / cooperation 
in community, paiticipaliun and 
volunteerism in community

OM, E, SB, U. P 1

Safety and security, health OM SB E. U, P.
Long standing stability of 
community long term residents, 
family ties

OM, E SB. U. P

i
Availability of local employment 
and healthy local economy

E. SB. P OM. U i

Local cultural opportunities E. OM SB. U. P
Churches, morality in communitv E. OM SB. U, P |
Diversity and well balanced mix 
within community

E, P OM. SB. U i
Availability of information E. OM SB. U. P
Hon waste is processed E. OM. SB. U. P •
Acceptance of community 
characteristics

E. OM. SB. U. P i!
Controls on community 
environment quality

E. OM. SB. U. P j
1

Strong property rights E. OM, SB, U, P |

Cooperation with surrounding 
communities

OM. SB E. U. P. !

Access to schools and education SB. OM E. U. P
High quality of local 
environmental context

SB. OM E. U, P

Balancing development with 
environment

SB OM E. U, P

Substantiated need for local 
services

U. OM E, SB, U. P.

Flexibility and resilience SB. U. OM E. U. P
Strong local government P. OM E, SB. U.
Mix of urban and rural P OM. E, SR. U
Close proximity to urban services P. OM E. SB, U
Key:
OM = Township of Oro-Medonte 
E = Town of Erin
SB = Town of South Bruce Peninsula

U = Usborne Township 
P = Township of Puslinch



TABLE #44

Measurements Of The Elements Of Rural Sustainable Community

Ksl
OM — Township of Oro-Medonte (J — Usborne Township
E = Town of Erin P = Township of Puslinch
SB - Town of South Bruce Peninsula 

Measurement Municipality Identified 
This Element

Municipality Did Not Identify 
This Element

Through the effectiveness of the local development 
controls

OM, E. SB. U. P.

Low- densitv of development OM. P. E. SB. U.
The degree of quality- of local environment / 
environmental health

OM.E.SB, u, p.
Degree of intergenerational communication OM. E. SB. U. P.
Amount of cross generational pride in community- OM. E. SB. U, P.
Perception of degree of safetv in communitv OM. E. SB. U.P.
Level of local crime OM. E. SB. U. P.
Degree of local public concern tor community-, 
community involvement, volunteerism

E.SB. OM. U. P

Level of local diversity- E.P. OM. SB. U.
Effectiveness of Information sharing 
Perception of community- as a good place to raise 
kids

ui ui OM. SB. U. P 
OM. SB. U. P

Degree of tolerance w ilhin community E.P. OM. SB. U.
Perception of communitv health E. P OM. SB. U.
Information availability- E. OM SB UP i
Respect for community characteristics by 'outsiders’ E. OM. SB. U. P
Number of complaints bv public to council E. OM. SB. U. P
Degree of availability of local recreational 
opportunities

E- OM. SB. U. P i
Level of occurrence of impositions on private 
propertv rights

E. OM. SB. U. P

Qualitv of local infrastructure SB. OM. E. U. P !
Degree of access to local and regional sen ices SB. U. P OM. E
Balance between development and environment SB. OM. E. U. P |
Degree of economic viability of municipality, 
amount of local economic activity

U.P. OM. E. SB.

Amount of increased local economic growth U.P. OM.E.SB ।
Economic resilience U. OM. E. SB. P
Balance of urban and rural characteristics P. OM. E. SB. U.
Degree of social health P OM. E. SB. U
Degree of rural character P. OM. E SB. U.
Amount of local natural features P. OM. E.SB.U
Amount of population who arc long term established 
residents

P. OM. E. SB. U

Balance betw een economic and social opportunities P. OM. E. SB. U
Effectiveness of local municipal government P. OM. E. SB. U.
Balance between social, economic, and 
environmental health

P. OM. E SB. U.



TABLE #45

Types Of Information By Municipality

Type of information Municipal Participants Identified 
These Types

Municipality Did Not Identify 
These Types

Local services OM, E. SB, U, P
Land use information OM E, SB, U, P.
Development issues and related 
information

OM E, SB, U, P

Economic information OM. E. SB, U, P.
Historic and cultural information OM, P. E, SB, U.
Community events information OM. E. SB, U. P
Accessible information on 
outside communities

OM. P E. SB. U

Information about municipality 
provided to outside municipalities

OM. E, SB. U, P

Accessible information in general E. OM. SB. U. P
Information to politicians and 
municipal workers 'in power*

E OM. SB. U. P

Two way information exchange 
between public and municipality

E, U. OM. SB, P

Information on tourism SB OM. E. U. P
Information on Official Plan, 
zoning and by-laws

SB, U, P OM. E

Information on local 
volunteerism

SB OM. E. U. P

Local political issues U OM. E. SR P
'Local-based' information U. P. i OM. E. SB.
Information in general on 
agriculture

u OM. E, SB

| Usable information p OM. E. SB. U
Kev:
OM = Township of Oro-Medonte U = Usborne Township
E —Town of Ei in P —Towitsltip of Puslinch
SB = Town of South Bruce Peninsula



TABLE #46

Sources Of Information By Municipality

Source of information Municipal Participants Identified 
These Types

Municipality Did Not Identify 
These Types

From municipality OM, E, SB, II, P
Locally-based newsletters E. OM, SB. U. P
The Internet E. OM, SB. U. P.
The Official Plan E. OM. SB, U. P.
Local-based newspapers SB. P. OM.E.U.
Local churches and institutes P. OM, E, SB. U.

OM = Township of Oro-Medonte
E = Town of Erin
SB = Tovn of South Bruce Peninsula

U - Usborne Township 
P = Township of Puslinch



TABLE #47.

Public Involvement In The Officiui Planning Process

Opinions on OP and public 
involvement in OP

Municipal Participants Agreed Municipal Participants Did Not 
Agree

Valuable opportunity for public 
input

OM. E, SB. U, P.

Valuable opportunity for 
information sharing

OM. E. SB, U, P.

A reinforcement of local pride and a 
sense of community

OM, P. E, SB, L'

An opportunity for trust building 
related to the local OP

OM. E, SB, U, P.

Provides a strong tool for 
maintaining / building sustainable 
community

OM. SB. U E. P

OP is too technical for public, must 
be communicated in plain 
understandable language

OM, SB. E. U. P

i
OP should be well communicated to 
public

E. P OM. SB. U j

Public apathy is a problem with 
involvement in the OP

OM. E, SB. IL P !i
Lack of public understanding and 
awareness of the OP which is 
endangering the OP

E. P. OM. SB. U !
i

Too much 'red tape* associated with 
the OP process

SB. OM. E. LL P ■

OP process must be fair and 
equitable

U. P
OM. E. SB I

Public involvement in the OP as a 
method for making informed 
decisions

P OM. E. SB. U |

'squeaky wheel' special interest 
groups most often got the attention 
at OP hearings and in discussions

OM. E, SB, U. P

Public attitude of 'NIMBY' (not in 
my back yard)

OM. E. SB, U. P

Lack of community spirit is a 
problem with public input into OP

U. OM, E. SB, P

OP should support local economy u. OM, E. SB. P
Lack of effectiveness of OP in 
dealing with environmental issues

p. OM, E, SB, U

More specific public input through 
the OP on environmental issues

p OM, E, SB, LT.
I

Kev.
OM = Township of Oro-Medonte 
E = Town of Erin
SB - Town of South Bruce Peninsula

U = Usborne Township 
P = Township of Puslinch
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