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srgmfrcant role m shapmg urban developmen

- 4-‘.vhmdered the |mpact of the LRT system Most rmportantly, the present system

Y.provides mcomplete coverage of the crty,‘ servmg only the nonheast

"V-”i;_-,.?.:comdor Secondly, ma;or tenants such as the prov:nc:al government

L ‘:fr:.‘._J."admrnrstratron were not concerned about access:btlrty to the LRT Frnally, - _,,

the growth m the number of parkmg stalls m downtown Edmonton has

Several factor ave o
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o ';i-'f:'*fstudy s> concemed W{th the mfluence of Llsht Ra" Transut -on: urbanf_.’

Lo :'development wnthun theC-BD of the cuty of Edmomom A'be"" Ca“a"a




:;rcapacrfy nght rall transrt-'_ v

land development |n downtown Edmonton The fmdmgs may have tmplrcations S
on Iand use planmng and tra'\sportatton plannrng poltcres ' |
1.3.1RT System Description = .. . = 3\ S
ln the famuly of urban raul transut streetcar systems and heavy ratl
trans:t occupy opposute ends of the spectrtm Streetcar systems typrcally
‘operate on a shared nght—of—way m mrxed traffrc Constructron costs ar&
Iow, but so s capacnty. Heavy rall transn operates wnthm a fully
;controlled ex usnve nght—of-way ThlS “e of rrght-of-way is very,

'_expenslve to construct but lt results m a transrt system w:th a very hlgh" |

,erges charactenstlcs of the streetcar w:thl_i- g
vcharactertstrcs of heavy rasl transnt ThlS produces a rarl/ﬂtransut system- )
¢

_whrch combmes operatmg flexrblhty and hrgh capacrty LRT has "llghter"ﬁ"

j'nght-of-way requrrements than havy raul transut LRT operates on a

:f‘-"rrght-of-way ,yvhlch may be physlcally separated from other trafflc by curbs, *

'_-street closures bndges, and tunnels, yet Ievel crossmgs at roadways are

-permrtted (Vuchlc1981) ThlS results |n lower constructron costs and

g Iower capacuty than heavy rarl transrt placung LRT toward the centre of

:the rall transrt spectrum LRT technology is yg;y advantageous in urban

'

) 1-:‘,-~areas whrch need mcreased transrt capacnty but do not requnre the hngh

L ae

L capacnty of heavy rarl transnt and can therefore take advantage ot' LRT’

)

lower c0nstruct|on costs

Edmonton s LRT. system presently has a snngle Irne runmng from the CBD» -

: to the northeast edge of the cuty When the LRT system opened m 197” g

a 3




o _'m1983 bnngrngthetotal Iengthto 103km .-'3"]‘, “’ S

WaS 7 2 krlometers (km) tn Iength consnstmg of a 16 km subway sect|on in

-""..the Oowntown and a 56 km at-grade sectron ,along a frenght rariway;."-',;_’_f

i nght-ot'-way m the northeast The northeast at-grade sedon was extended'_:‘jf:__ "

by 2 2 km in 198? and the downtown subway sectron was e;tended by 0 9 km

4

There are four underground statlons w'th'" the ‘CBD Dlus four at—Srade>'._v-"°: »

statuons atong the northeast sectron The LRT system rs complement{ed by anv'

'vextensrve feeder bus system convergrng at the four outlymg statrqas n

Rk ".1985 the Uﬁ' accounted for 7% of all trrps made rnto the CBD durrng the AM el

| peak hour Table 1 1 shows the growth m darll rrdershrp on the LRT t'rom

. the frrst year of operatron to the present

’

C UL WEEKDAY . T O UL
. YEAR »‘RIDE.RSHIP T RN S T AT, Je
e Tao

©1979 - 19,063 . g

o 4 o '”1980:‘}’"?5' 20201, T
o< e e

- 1982" 22,261 C e
il na1983 20420 .. .

1984 o253 o b0
re8s 24522 ot o
1986 25346 - ‘ e B

TabIeH ' LRT erersh|p1978 Present

v”,
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N .:-ptanmng stages would cause employmentm the CBD to. reach 115 600

o ttme the Planmn')epartment of the C|ty of Edmonton forecasted that CBD'
employment would rise: to 78 000 once ofﬁce sﬁace then under constructnon';_‘... )

?_-was occuptedt In adJmon, ,the constructlon tf protects that were in’ the‘-v"“_'ﬁ..“;‘

Due to the economtc downturn of 1982 CBD employryent d|d not grow as_",‘. e

v"‘_,.ﬁ‘..’..'preducted but stabnhzed at the 1981 Ievel Transrt ndershrp, however

B j‘peaked in 1981 and has steadlly declrned ever smce The screenhne counts

Clin Table 1.2 show that by }985 the number of fransut tnps bemg made into’

. the CBD dunng the AM peak hour was actually Iower tban—m 1977 both in

absolute numbers and as a percentage of total trlps Edmonton Transrt s

. b . desp:te the |"troduct|on of the LRT, system

ey

share of tnps mto the CBD decllned durlng thls penod t'rom 43% to 35%_; o

!’)

D ol L g
sk W T A T

L1972 '9'27'2". SRR }.9,2"7'_2:"'71'9,59-1 28863 .
S % = TR% ek . 100%

';'1‘9‘7'7. e o 13,787 ;'.1183397' .?;’3_2_,164. e

G T - L TS ioow
1980 13;247“3 087~ . 16334 "20,»_500 23683
3% 8% 44w sen TTi00% T

198f 11,63_5__.2,,1445 ”13 779 ”g'z',-3‘76‘f. 36,155 .
32% Te% 3% 2% @100% .

| 1985 :10.166' 2,,726 '12,-8,92!- : 23 804 36,696 ,
S 2% % ',3.5% 65%,‘_’ 100;;/o

B _jTa-bIe 12 CBD Screenhne Counts

Person Entrtes By Mode .
7 30 AM 8: 30 AM -

- o . —



'-:"-,":--'mcreasmg competmveness of the_automobnle Table 13 reveals that the'_’“'

,.t{_

’Lw .

o a",-_"Tablel 3 tompanson of the Growth in >

lifﬂfl;lnf‘xCBD?' -‘j;fd}’ CBD

terzases > ‘97""984

The demtse of transrt ndershrp can be partlally explamed by the..;'_}_j-,_:
e ~_ growth m the number of parklng ‘stalls |n thé CBD has been far greater lhan:""- i

RN peak hours As a result there 1s an abundance of mexpenswe parklngc e L

: '; “'.'the grOWth in the "“mbe' °f l"PS bemg made mto the CBD dunng the AM e

It |s expected that the LRT wrll attract more nders once the system_f

becomes more complete A south lme |s under constructron and there are iy

a

tenta;we plans for a Ime fo the west end of the city

N

- Screenline .. - o %Parkmg
"Co_un_ts;n_. o Stalls.

o977 ;84 76 Tfi.zo,.m..,. o ﬂ |
1980 36,834, . 1980 24,040

{»1983.¢;;536155’“‘,,;L«J982fs;';26h4a}[;,“l Fnrl
s g Tese aaenm

In"crease’:‘f-‘f,",".]4'%':' e lncrease 47% N

. N

Screenlme Counts and m Parkung Stalls B




. _,,chapter descrrbes the procedures that were used to obtaln data

14 Ol’ga mzatrono f théTheSlS

. PP c o0 e . . Sk

_ Chapter 2 provrdes background rnformatrcn whach was obtarned through a
. _.revrew of the lrterature Thrs chapter estabhshes the settrng fol, lhe‘-_w_‘-_
' TL;J ST ; ,-

.

e . remamderof thethesrs Lo e ,

Q o -

Chaptter 3 outlmes the research methodology used in thls thesrs Thrs."; -i;

2

Chapter 4 drscusses the analytrcal methods whrch were employed and

o -;presents and |nterprets the data

Chapter 5 presents the conclusrons ansmg from thls research \ _
Survey questnonnanres, orrespondence, and tables of data are. contaunedj .

v.lrn the Appendrx |
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- _-such as the horse-drawn tram, the electrrc streetcar, and the automoblle

transportatron has had an. urban fOrm. .The evolutlon ,,o_.urba

1 l .

Thrs chapter prowdes an htstorlcal oyerwew "'.of the' rmpaCt that .

l

transportatron RS

'j'?::'jf'technology has played an nmportantv;: role' in the development of the}f
o rndustrral crty Urban form has been shaped by transportatlon tmprovements‘.‘}_.;“ff-"f'""»_"?’

o Thrs hlstoncal overvrew leads 'fo a more specrﬁc mvestrgatron of the landf

'_»deve.oprnent rm{)acts of rarl raprd transrt systems currently m operation in’,-_'f S
V*-.'North Amerrca There are confltctrng reports about rarl raprd transrtsv"_'

-capabrlrty of generatmg land develbpment

_.'_':v_v'?'has |dentrf|ed the need for an m-depth Study of Lrght Rarl Transrt’s:'._:-” 3
i, "i'rmpacts on land deyflopment wrthm the CBD | fv_.»"_" 5_.'; S

D TR

The Irterature revrew has led to a focusrng of the thesrs toprc.’- '




The two major modes of trhnsportatron wrthm the tndustrral crttes of

-',;'::'_'5-{_;‘1'7}2'_-the nrneteenth century‘{yere walkmg for the workmg dlass and horse—drawn

o ‘. ;_'f.rarrlage for the wealthy Crty form was a functron of- the travel trme

. '-‘v:’.:",'characterrstrcs of these modes of travel Closely surroundmg the Central

f Busrness Drstnct (CBD) were the densely populated homes of the workmg

: class.‘These people had to lrve wrthm a reasonable walkrng trme from therr

- -:"-';:"_7place of w0rk m the CBD Tﬁe weglhy, who could afford a horse and
jv{,carnage, and could therefdre lravel further m an equal amount of trme =
hved beyond the workmg class zone in ‘much more spacrous surroundmgs

o e

: ._.':.(Kolarsand Nystuen1974) S L
| | “The 1860’5 saw the mtroductlon of a new ﬁmode of travel to the urban 'ff;?
: ;:w.transportatton system horse-drawn trams on\rarl’ tracks Thls mode bf n
_:::travel expanded the functronal area of the crty lt mcreased the area
"whuch was wrthm reasonable commutrng trme of the CBD allowmg members of -
“the workmg class to Irve further away from therr place of employment |
L fwrthout rncreasmg theur travel trme to w0rk By prov:dmg lrrIproved
__transportatron along a frxed route, the trams created market forces whrch
'generated Irnear development along the Iength of the route Thts marked a
B 'changeuncrtyform E @ s " - ' |
lmprovements were made to the tram m the 1880'5 when electncrty
,_.-f:replaced horses as a source of power for pmpulsuon ‘Electnc streetcars
",had the advantage of tncreased speed over the horse-drawn trams . Thrs P
"‘.‘,_,-,'allowed an even greatgr expansron of the functtonal area of The'crty, as “
grea’ter dustances could be covered m the same amount of trme Thls caused

"
. iy
|




-':"the Irn ‘ar df(’elopmeﬂt _;Dattern "'o‘ become mo re pronounced creatmg a

-":?_'j-spoke-hke urban fbrm (Canadran'Uvrban;-Tra it Assoaatlon (CUTA),TSBS)" '

The populanzatuon and vaffordabllrty 'of'“the automobrle, _,begmnmg ,n L

g

‘he 1920’5 and mcreasms stronsly after World W_idll createcl5 a new

: pattern of accessrbrhty Now; , th,"_the constructron ol' roads the urbanvf

_':j""area expanded outwards m all drrectrons as the automobrle brought the",.'.i-"A".”,"."f

urban hrnterland to wrth’n reasonable commutms trme of the CBD The.:_:'

. L 5 -'{-'f-j,"»; roadvl/@y pattem became the major determrnant of urban form

The ever mcreasrng use of Q:e autornoblle brought about rntense'.'

.:'?_»congestron wrthrn the CBD of the Iarge cmes‘ Not only_" }v 'j’mobtles were'f-'f

i delayed by traft" ic congestnon so . ere the downtown street ,_}_’rs-fwhach shared
e the nght-of-way wrthrn the CBD Thrs led to the constructron of‘f'

'_.jundergr0und or elevated rarl transrt Ilnes m some of the Iargerf'-‘_

"ttsuch as, New York Chlcago, and Toronto

|t is noted m the Canadran Urban Transrt Gurde that hrstorrcally,
i A

one of the ma;or elements m the process of change rn urban areas has bee '

e the mode of transportatron avarlable. (CUTA 1985,p 27-5) Thts thesrs,_.,¢,.,»

.,!‘

) u"fstudy lS concerned thh the possnble effects that rarl rapld transut rsf.

-capable of havmg on urban form and development




P

S

T (Stmpson & Curtm 196?,pp 9-11)" |

C e \

19.50’5 and the 1960’ ln a 1967 raptd transrt planmng repdrt prepared by_

Slmpson &Curtm for the Clty of Calgary, |t IS stated R R R

- There has never been an unsuccessful' 'raprd
i";_,_,_'-}transnt system Toronto belreves that therr ssystem .
yvould be a fmancual success even |f they collected
_ no . fares from passengers* land development and
: *.-,fjf.nsrng tax assessments are returnmg h

- mvestment

»",_-,-"Tpronto fomfres the land development mfluences
e of raptd transut ln the flve-year penod from 1959

. ‘:-to 1963, almost half of all htgh-nse apartment

, ,development in the metro area occurred in’ the four
/»_,' ""':plannmg dnstrrcts sl'r/addlmg the Yonge Street
"-!_'c_"fthus same | penod took place m three plannmg
_-}dlstncts whuch the subway blsects ln other words, ,
B ‘-tWO-thIl’dS of all new development in: metro Toronto B e
o "m thrs flve ‘year - peruod toolé place wnthm
"frve-mmutes waIk from the Yonge Street Subway " e

_The Iand development rmpltcattons ol hlgh-speed
hft;ansut - whtch have been the unrversal experlence
oof all cmes w:th rapld transrt < far’ outwelgh the
e revenudcost _ratio developed by the transit’ system
7"'3'_|tself De\ielopment of raptd transrt ‘has
”v"",consnstently generated ‘mo ,.j.';'compact and orderly
R development with a stnong Swntow
. .. residential development O

[N "‘ “ IS

g -_,»'V"Subway Almost 90% of all: offrce constructron in




P -'.fmodel of raprd transrt development rmpacts was an extreme srmpht“ catron o! -

L derrve a net benefrt from an rnvestment m a raprd transrt system Thrs

, *""?the Metro drd not extst In support of _'(he N
“.'*Maggf"i g stated that more than half "'

Srmpson & Curttn argued that new raptd transrt systems automatncally

mduce land development to occur m the \ncmrty of |ts statrons he_.

i :'."the real world Accordmg to thls modei a raprd transrt system could be
_‘constructed m any cuty, under any economtc crrcumstances, and the restrlt

| :'V\lould be a massnve mfusron of develdpment and the creatron of a strong

% .:“CBD lf thIS model was accurate any aty m need of rewtahzatron would c__“j e

‘:lf'v"‘°d€' has"e"“"b"enpfwen-
- Neverthe1ess, there contmues to be support for the rdea:: hat ratl
: :,"transrt rs capable of generatmg deveIOpment Tbe WaSthgton Methpohtan};'vf:;:‘:"'.-l'-."_j:f
v Area Transn Authorrty (WMATA) eStlmated lat three years after ?‘e" flrst

va. .

""'Y;V_Metro segment opened it had already generated 5970 mullron wor&ﬁ of prrvate'-,"-’ 5

'_ \
. v.,statron (Plannmg /Magazme,1984 p 11)

»,.‘Prrst not man eople




e

"-'stStems alter the spatral cﬁstnbutron of urban real estate values The':‘j-'

. ‘,_;'vf'concluded that there |s some tentatrve emprncal support for the th"_""

“'.fv”i',:lv:'._f’:._development may have taken place where rt dld due tootherfactors ST
_ | The Journal of Transport Economucs and Polrcy publrshed ﬁpaper m
';September, , 1980 entltled 'Response of Urban Real Estate Values |
'}.,vf"Antrcrpatron of the Washrngton Metro The authors of thrs paper tested the‘:j.:"."’-" |

L ‘theory that by rnfluencnngwthe pattern of development _raprd transrt'-f._f‘-’;tf*_'_.

' _“-;'that real estate propeny [value] shrfts do indeed occur om areas neari'_-j“-'f =
“-‘_[Washmgton s] transrt statrons (Bamm et al 1980,p 333) However, lt |s_'_"'v:
" ._'-f:not clear nf the rmpacts expenenced m Washrngton were more a result of

market forces created by the. Metro system OI' of poIr,cnes pursued bY the"' i

7

f,Washmgton Metropolrtan Area ‘Trans‘t Authorrty and Iocal offrcrals \NeWa_":’ﬁ-_
',,thrgh-nse offrce burldlngs have transformed the area arobnd the Suburban o

New Carrollton statron, but a su 'ey showed that only one perCent of the"?_. R

workers employed there actu_lly

resrdentral constructron has taken place i the vtcmrty of Metro statrons e

(Planmng Magazrne,1984) j . : TSI S

Lot

V Krerbrch reported m Transportatlon magazme that the Munrch Raprdij.-_

Transnt System "has had ‘a ..major effect on the spatnal structure of the‘- A

regron ) charactenzed by "a. strengthenrng of the servrce functron of the' R

cnty centre' (Krerblch 1978p T37) North Amencan proponents of raprd_':'. 3
transrt would pornt to thus as proof of the success of the system..-'Ij,.”;f-';::__‘:-;:‘-'f[
Krerbich however stated that thrs type of development ns not compatrblevg__» ';I
wrth the object‘s of elther the state or the regron He argued that the
radral structure of the raprd transnt system favored the growth of the CBD

at the expense of the suburban actrvrty centres Thrs conflrcted wuth thef.
T e T ze S D e TR

the Metro Moreover,. httle new



Yy _».'Ti'v-._.':;SUPp°” ratl raptd trans:t B}oth dalm that rall rapld transut l capable ) “7»
e ;_of mfluencmg urban"d/ elopment in a fashton whach strengthens the CBD

o m ranl trans:t ln flfty years ACCOfd'NS'Y- ma_;qr‘}.','s_”t.tidiieg:‘“

comm:ssnoned to determme nts umpacts"'_so that'_ uture decmons regardms

':.‘.[:ioccurrmg m the vncumty rs, . offic
B ;_'tenants and retaul 1enants were )gurveyed to* fnd out what the determmants

i __"of locatnon deCtsnons actuaIJY Wefce

s seven ma,or projects wnthm San Francnscos CBD. BART had conmbuted to a
-'“:lg shlftmg of the Iocatuon of new off' ci':":'iconstruction toward Market':"vStreet
{'”-v_",.However, |t was found that the |mproved aCCESSib”'tY offered bY GART wa

“".f"'rall transut mvestments could be made mbre k.nowledgeably One of : these

"'f‘j'BART statlons Rather"'_ 2

The surveys mducated that by 1979 BARTFa—hﬂuenced,‘;_the locauon of-




s '.-A,,:j_?"to burldmgs wrth durect entnes 'to:v or located near a BART statron. Both of]:'-"“ o

R l‘l"‘i'_these factors had an effect on deve10pers' Iocatton decrsrons Thus, BART' R

‘::government polrcres rather than market forces (Dvétt et"al 1979 p 81)

"_:.'.:"-'-'_:locatnon decrsrons. BART was Ie$s tm%onant than

L _-._completely dtsregarded BART |n therr locatlon decrsrons

_":--mtluence on(the Iocatron of CBD development_ Was prtmanly due to

Most offrce tenants mdu:ated tbat BART was a1_mmor factor m the.rx.,
:te avatlabuhty, pr)ce'_f:__:j":';"__.

"_and proxrmrty to other t‘trms Retarl tenants, on the other hand almost;-'_-f"_v'.f’_,;;

The BART repo:t goes on to s{ggest that BART has had more of an effect L

S \ v'-,;"'
¢ on behavrour patterns (such as shoppmg and workers’ Iocatton preference)

than- on Iocatron decrsnons whrch affect the CBD real/estate stru , ure The-}d, -,*;»f :

o _report concludes that ". . . Y

v LR o . R . s . b
t' A s L o e

0. - O .

————

a necessary ‘condition: Othef’ cities must not-expect -
‘a new - transrt system,alone 10 solve development' o
~problems. unless they are caused soldly by

j'l.',correctable transportatlon defrcrencres (Dvett et . :
‘.al.,1979,p 81) Sy -

. 1

‘2 4 Developme... Impacts of Lrght Ratl Transrt Systems

More than twenty North Amencan cmes have butlt or are commttted to~_

_‘BART clearly has not proven to ‘be a- sufftcrent"}}i_i:..'_‘.-:nj-"-:,
”condrtlon to. produce Tew office - patterns, nor.is. it

burldmg an I.RT system ln many of these cmes the LRT has been pTanned aS_ '. "::

a component of a. downtown redevelopment effort. (Cervero 1984a p 140) |n-,‘._ _'

Buffalo' f°' example, .the LRT lS belng vnewed as 2 necessary factor for .



S -'f',-;,downtown revutahzatton ‘Offrcrals reported that durmg the furst_ year Of

e ,_A':'_jLRT constructlon more than 5200 rnrlllon WOrth of downtown development was

' '_"i]Prttsburgh 4. f..say that “even’
A : e ‘W—

i '%:f_'undertaken or annOunced Transut off' crals
, ‘:-""_'-n__before constructron therr new LRT system ‘was a key faGtOV in corporate VO

.d ‘__-,rsrons whtch led to $1 5 brllron offbunldmg constructton in the Golden:

Ay V;Tnangle wuthm sux years (Passenger Transport 1985)

- .

tn 1984 Robert Cervero, an Assrstant Professor wrth the Departm?t of

Cnty and Regronal Planmng of the Umversrty of Callforma, Berkeley,:
RS AR studred both Edmontons and Calgary’s LRT systems for possrble land use _

rmpacts Focusmg on populatlon densrty and resrdentlal constructron,‘f._';

Cervero was unable to frnd any evrdence of an mtensufncatlon oflfllandm
" : development m Calgary In Edmdnton, ,Cerve;o found that "there have been

SE "__.*"f',.}v:rtually no new bl.llldlﬁg actwrtles around any of the outlylng SlatIOHS";”’"’_ﬁ'v.-'_-;.ﬁ,'g

_',.(Cervero,.1984b,p 14) He blamed thrs on unfortunate trmmg.l A e
e msustence of loca res:dents, a zomng freeze was placed’" ‘arou'nd the""'
Outlymg statnons S0 that comprehensrve statton area p(lanmng could flrst
, 2 ‘.‘- be done The zomng freeze comcrded wrth a boommg local economy, and a
| g number of developers made deveIOpment pnoposals However by the ttme the‘_' ;
4"zom'ng freeze was removed the petroleum-based economy had fallen mto-a
' \ recessron and the proposals were put on hold Cervero argued that beeausg
Y of \be zemng freeze, the-‘ cuty fauled to senze 8L e" opportumty to* '_develop
'?'(Cervero 1984‘n
| | Cervero concluded that 'LRT's m'tpacts ’oni_"densttres, resrdentlal? "

: v"'”‘_\"‘._.,-constructron, and mtxed-l;'se development have“lbeen"’ouuel modest.'-' lt-"
._ i umportant to note that he drd r,)ot do any'/detailed"l 'nalysrsof,the an“ use
umpacts |n the vucmuty of Edmonton’s C&D station areas He‘ has ‘suggestecl

Vi statron -areas when cu’rcumstances were mos favorable




however, that perhaps the strongest development potenttal of the LRT JS m
downtown areas” (Cervero,1984ap 146) i SR

[

. 2.5. Implications of the Literaturée Review =~ -

L T
E 7]

The background mformatton v:ded by the Ilterature revuew ,

’ to a focusmg of ‘the . thesus toplc. The specn’lc mterest of thns study ls[".
whether or not Edmonton 's: LRT system has had an tmpact on Iand development_ S

b wuthm the CB%Funhermore, the Itteratu;e rewew has shown thatﬂthe most L

. Igd:

conclusuve method of measurmg development impacts is to survey the'b i

., mdivuduals who were actually mvolved tn CBD real estate and devekhent.

3 . . . : i
. NP - C

o




o 3 0 ME'THODOLOGY * G .-_»._r;:__‘,‘;_};; “ | | ‘ S

The methodology used in’ thts study was to survey the owners and

‘:

__tenants of downtown burldmgs, askmg the mdrvrduals who were dnrectly

X

:mvolved what factors they consndered when choosl!ﬂ‘g therr locatton L

.v"-Developlng an effectlve, "0“\{’95'“8 SUWGY reqmred an understandrng of

| "_urban Iand economtcs A model of land economrcs ns dISCUSSEd in: thlS

‘ .chapter, and from thls model thrrteen locatronal fadors are tdentrfted ‘:‘

"Once the survey ‘'was developed the next step was to collect the data Thrs L

= - }process mvolved udentufymg butldrngs to mclude in: the study, obtaumng

| ";,-;'what the determmants of theyrJ

o names and addresses of owners, and selectnng tenants
3.2, Resea_gchi Methodology o o

’ EE T TP

Thls study uses a methodology srmrlar to the one used tn the BART.-‘.;

. ; _report Butldmg owners’ are surveyed to f nd out dnrectly from the source

locatnon- decrsnons were. Snmply calculatmg_u_"-"f-'

how much development occurred near raprd transrt statrons, as was done in o

‘-Washmgton, Prttsburgh Buffalo, and Toronté does not necessanly reveal_f‘-ﬂ

the rmpact of rail raprd transut The developers in these crties may have"':j._

o made thelr locatton decusrons wrthout regard to the transrt statron, -_ jf..‘-'._‘i..‘ B

H’whrch case development may have occurred where it dld whether or: not the ‘_'}"_ o

- . R .e

transrt sﬂem was ln exrstence RN '_ .

iy Stmularly to the BART report thlS study méludes a survey of the._;




:}_f_v»pomt-of-wewa Tenants vrews are of mterest to- thls study because theur-;,{, o

tenants who occupy the buuldnngs Thrs was done to provrde a second:_";;."}'”

"locatlon decnslons mfluence the developers decusrons A developer mll,_’{_ﬁw

not construct a Burldmg in.a certam Iocatron unless there lS a percerved

"demand IQ" space at that lo’catron Slnce the success of. a bunldmg depends g

R Iocated where t

on 1ts ablllty‘: attract tenants |t rs worthwhrle to ask tenants why they» i

yd.d:”“

The basnc purpose of the survey ‘was- to obtam mformatnon drrectly" »

-;'asked whether or not ‘their decusnons were mfluenced by the LRT system By. |

- & )
comprhng aIl of thelr responses, the survey reveals the extent to whrch‘ :

o .the LRT has had an rmpact on land development m downtown Edmonton..

' _'consrderatlon The goal was to. develop a survey whrch would answer the :

f..questron wathout lead;ng the respondent to answer |n a partucular way. Thus'f 3

The development of an effectlve survey questtonnaare requrred carefullv -

latter requrrement was. essentlal to avoad brasmg the - results To achneve

_-'-thns, the survey drd not focus exclusnvely on. the. LRT Instead, nt mcluded

all .of - the major Iocatuonal factors Thrs resulted in. a survey whuch

‘zappears o be concerned wrth ‘the lmportance of several Iocatronal factors '

v"‘v;rather than bemg specuflcally concerned wnth the rmpact of the LRT system

n addmon,.thls provrded extra mermatlon whlch |s useful for

._--determmmg the relatuve rmportance pf the LRT system when compared wuth

-".a

from the mduvrduals who made the locatuon decrsrons Those %rrveyed were _



The survey questtonnau:e has three Components Part | consrsts of'

questnons whtch provrde general mforrnatton about the buuldmg and rts,'f"f'}

ownershnp Part o llsts foufteen Iocatlonal factors and asks h

.o

2 mﬁw

factor

Y

. .,..;:on 4

’ ab;ltty o gene‘p mcome Thrs tn turn rgults

Wrespondent to lnd‘ate the |mportance of each factor to the Iand'._v-.""-_‘_‘ o

development m questuon Part Ill consists of a number of short an5wer’v_._'f

to hns land development | . » o
B »_ Part Il of the survey is desngned so that the responses lrom all of

the respondents can be cumulated to produce an overall ptcture The-,"- ;

' questnons gwmg ‘the respondent an opportumty to provnde detanls relevant:»'__,',_

respondenfs are asked to rate the tmpoﬁance of each of the fourteen. o

locatlonal factors on a scale from O (not |mportant) to 5 (very rmportant)_'_‘:\ |

The responses of all those surveyed are then complled to produce a bar_'._""; o

h WhICh |llustrates the range and mtensnty of the umportance of each;'f_'.

Determnmng the locatlonal factors to rnclude in thrs sectuon requrred

an understandmg of urban land economtcs. Economnsts Balchun and l(teve used -

the t’ollowmg model to’ explam the basucs of urban Iand economlcs (Balchm )

o

contact assocrated wnh ut* That |s the greater the accessnblllty,

lower is- the average cost m money and tlme to travel—to that sute from all :

one wrth better accessmmty wnll have a lower economlc cost of personal-_;:.\--, L

o and Kreve 1982 p 13) When compahhg"’two sutes wnthm an urban area, the_ e

other sutes wuthm the urban area The lower the economlc cost of personal:jj

Iocate vat th

Greater demand}._- P’“ucg h'?"er propeﬂY ,value. f' :

the greater the comparatlve advantage of the snte n '-_terms of |ts;';[.

* :‘Breater demand tof'l s



general way how |mportant accessubrlrty |s to the land aye

T'factors ' ;" :

k¢

..;:"Fmally, hlgher property'value generates a. greater mtensrty of

&3 development ThlS |s because the owner of the srte wrll attempt to mamtam
a certam rate ot’ return l’rom hlS mvestment To compensate for the h‘gh
._-property value, he must recerve a greater rncome from the S|te Th,s rs
f__':accompllshed by rncreasmg the rental rate and by mcreasmg the rentable
space that rs by mcreasmg the mtensrty of developmem The conclusuonu_;"""""
"_drawn from thrs model |s that wrth:n an urban area the Spatlal pa'ttern of:“. s

:._,the rntensrty of land development rs largely Shaped by aCCeSSIblIrty |

..‘( B o

Thus mformatron was used to |dent|fy nine Iocatronal factors related-"

10 accessrbrlrty.‘The frrst locatronal factbr on the survey asks A'a_'l‘f-}..

o Respondents were asked to rank the |mportance of

v"a."Be'ing’situated‘with.i_n{the"central area of the city. '

tGoodall a geographer states that the accessrbrlrty of a site 'visfr‘ | |
k dependent on the relatron of the srte to the urban transport system'
’(Goodall 1972,p 86) Knowmg thls, four locatronal factors were developed

‘for the survey Respondents were asked o evaluate the rmportance of bemg

' o

- -{b Accessrble to ma;or roadwaylmks

(automobrle accessnbrhty)

..c Accessrble toa major surface transrt )

- corridor (bus accessrbrhtyl

‘ "“ d. Accessrble to-an LRT stat"’ n

e. Accessrble to heavy pedestnan traffrc_‘ |
(_pedestnan_accessrbrlrty).‘.

~-,

~ .




A factor assocnated wath automobule accessubnhty' ts_ the ava:labuluty

of parkmg Thus Ied tothe followmg Iocatronal factors‘ IR

’ . S

h Accessrble to the enttre crty populatton

e asasourceofcustomers. o

concentratvon Whlle accesslbtlltylfacto_:'

(Gooda"wn,ppas-ss) LTI

L e

o f Avatla htyof convement employee AR .\ IR

Drfferent busmesses have dlfferent reasons for requmng

accessubnhty For example, |f a busmess requnres a |arge Customer base,

) then good accessubnlnty |s requnred so that customers may be drawn from the

h:'re c>ty populatlon Stmllarly, a busuness wl'Eh/requlres a large SUpply

o of well-educated'( employees may also need 1o be accessnble to a Iarge

populatuon base These |deas Sbwere used to develop two more Iocatlonal

factdrs for the survey These were: AR e T

> i

asasourcec)fen1p|¢,ye¢,:s o ‘.’}, e
i ACCeSSIble to the entlre c1ty PODUIation

Che L ata s

ST R It 3
e

Cltlgs are buult to facmtate mteractroh among people and thear

actnvmes. Thns need for personal contact lS the cause of urban”‘“""'

__,.iare Iargely responsuble for
determmmg the overall pattern of the spatual mtenstty of development,

complementary factors affect the loéation of fndwidual developm :nts.' |
Complementary_’_': Itnkages tend to draw related activmes close together




To determme the-vrmpac,t of complementary Irnkages on locatroﬁ'

~ 'decrsrons, the foilowmg factors were rncluded m the survey

i Accessrble to the downtOWn workrng )
populatron asasource of customers. - - S o

: k Nearness to. other busmesses/t;eﬂ,,ceS - o :
- (withwhom. frequent contact |s made)‘ B o

" feg. banks, faw courts, Clty Hall) i -
Namethebusrnesses/ servrces o

B2

,;:l Nearness to specral menrtres (eg parks,r_-f-', = . " » | |

oo o prgonatdd,

",cfv‘_;‘ O . S ‘ . _ ‘
The Iast factor, m., may not appear at frrst glance to be a

'complementary Irnkage However, by reflectrng on what makes an address o

‘j_.‘prestrgrous, one realrzes that rt rs the presence of prestrgrous busmesses.._. o

- or . mstltutrons at that address Those ;who are attracted to a locatron,

- b

"-because of 4ts prestrgrous address are actually tak;ng advantage of the:'_g_‘, '

) -»}prestrgrous busrnesses or. mstrtutrons that are: |ocated there In thrs way.

these prestrgrous busmesses or mstttutrons are: provrdrng complementary*-:'

lrnkages to. the others

The frnal factor Irsted in sectron two of the survey grves the{,_:

respondent an opportumty to Irst and rank other Iocatnonal factors that.', |

[

o _f"were not rncluded in the questronnalre. R f S ,' -‘_S. e

Pag -l of the survey consrsts of shot‘t answer questrons These"f_"v-_”;_.-f_

' 'i'0uestrons grve’the respondent the opportunrty to Lvrovrde specrfrc detarls.»:zl-;;:"v' '

TheY also Serve as logrcal checks wrthrn the survey The same questron rs,: K



asked more tha“ °"Ce' but

in drfferent ways, to see |f answers are-_..;

- : ‘wrthm the survey |s a Way of ensunng the vahdtty of the responses

e force people to ratronahze thenr decnsuon-makmg, somethmg they'_may not;-;?.

B v*_,",have actually done at the trme the decusuon was made Havrng Iogrcal checks g

The follownng@uestrons were]asked m Partilloftl,':e sm'vey L
e 'Of the above factors b. to n, whrch is the most 1mportant2 Why?' Thls,}.'j'_""'.._f}'.'."

"consrstent One problem wrth,subjectrve surveys such as this is that they

questron was mcluded to see |f the LRT system was, ‘on arts own the most_,_-;

H";_ rmportant rnducement causmg la‘gd development to occur where rt did ‘4t

,serves as a logrcal check toﬁﬂte%ﬁsponses grven m tl've second component of

the queshenme Logncally,' none of the other Iogrcal factors ‘should be'_'- ’

: ranked hugher thf the t'actor chosen as the most |mportant

Respondents'

were asked to choose only among the factors b to .

Factor a, lmportance of belng srtuated wrthrn the ceﬁtral area of the

.\v,.' .

crty, is too general sunce all of the other factors are m some way‘-',f'ijf

4»-i"_|nc0rporated m thrs factor ‘ " : _‘f'-' / B T

.~(

: 'S 'Is thrs the rdeal Iocatton for thtS bunldrng? lt' yesmhy? lf not what \"_'j

e snte would be a better locatton, and why?' Thts questton wa& mcluded fc)r e

.,two reasons Fll'St |t ldenttt”es the premrum Iocatron wrthin the CBD

:"f:_._':,Second |t reveals whether or not access to the LRT system wés consndered'_ii

T
:tobean important component of an |deal locaﬂon S a




'Whuch fJnancral mstntuhom S
“'-"_"_{‘-."4-development‘?' o It was ongrnally planned' Of';SUI’VGY the ﬁnancra 4

3 T

aﬁ?j ‘D

_or‘ ihe Survéy

- ) e _""lg'
‘-',,Unfortunately, not enough mformatron

A R
. . ‘—- DL N
Ql":‘_h\ ol .

e rnstrtutrons were not surveyed

| . "lf the LRT étatlons had been localed at'a greater dnstance lrom thas
. 3 sute a) Would the success of your real estate be affected? Why or. why not?'
__"fb) Would you strll have purchased thls srte? Why or why not? (If you are Ry
the ongrnal owner would you ,strll have redeveloped thls srte? Why or why" ;"."":
not?" TheSe questrons were: used to find orlt whether or not the LRT syst’ém” i

- "_was a necessary, Jf not suffncrent factor for rnfluencmg the locatron of -

'Iand development A necessary factor rs one Wthh rs requrred f"
development toQbe mduced to. locate m a certam locatron provuded othe.:“ :
fanrable factors are a'lso present A sufflcrent factor is one | Wthh erI "
on its own, mduce a developmentvto»,locate ina certarn area | _ |
These questrohs serve as an addrtlonal logtcal check “Il thje‘ = '!
respondent mdtcated in part two that the LRT was somewhat rmportant or |
v very rmportant then the success of the development should be affected by |
v 'bemg located atagreater drstance from an LRT statron | ' | “ - | ‘
S After recervrng the early responses from the Iand developers, |t was L
N ‘}found that there were drfflcultues wrth the Iast questlon Respondentsn
tended to answer part (b) as: '£ it was a completely new QUeStlon havrngv.:"-._:
".nothmg to do w:th the LRT Accordmgly, |t was clanﬁed for the tenant},',,-. o
| questronnarre as follows. 1 the LRT statrons had been Iocated at a"." o
. -.--:greater dlstance from thrs snte, would you Stl” have &osen to locate your,“;!f:.



busnness / oft" ce m thrs butldmg? WhyOr why n ot?' e o

Another questton was added to the tenant questlonnatre aftér revrewmg

_ the early responses to the owner questlonnalre Thts was 'Why dld you
3" ' Iocate your busmess l offtce i’n thlS butldmg?' ThIS was an obvnous

qIJestton whtch was ortgmally overlooked lt allows the respondent to 0’“
,f

dnscuss how the decnsron was made wrthout bemg forced to ratuonahze the
decrsubn-makmg w:thm a specrftc framework (as was done rn Part ll of the

e suNeY) W e DT e R

s s 3.4erDataC6IIection . (\

A .

A

- ,’ The flrst step tn the data collectton procedure was to determme
o which buuldmgs belong m the study To thlS end two crrterla were
Tin estabhshed First, the bunldtng haﬂ to be located in the cao Edmontons

u k: CBD |s bounded to the west and north by rallways, and to thg south by the

nver valley There |s no phys1cal boundary to the east However, the land

use beyond 96 Street tS prtmanly resrdenttal rath‘ér than commercral so 96

Street was chosen as the easternbouhdary f' ‘{_v- "g R

The second critenon for the tnclusron ol burldlngm the study Wasf--’-":"ij

o the year of thetr constructuon The intent was to mclude all of the,

,‘A‘,

dunng the LRT planmng." stages were'._’_‘m“"

NN
2

"l', K N B



.,.-,;';'.‘.'plannmg began in the penod from 1972 - 1974 and constructron began m"-;

| "‘.‘.;z.".j:September, 1974 Therefore all buuldmgs construct%tl smce thrs perlod were._':._' : :

e

| ,.:;;_.;'ulncluded in the study, R | S . e
_ Once the crlterra were establlshed the next step was to tdentrfy the
':"_"{-';‘burldrngs whrch ﬁt the cntena A current CBD real estate @map was
s ; obtamed from Royal LePage Real Estate Thrs map ldentuf ed the name andl-‘.'; ,
locatlon of alf the exrstnng burldmgs in. dowmwn Edmonton However the«f'-" . .f"’"

| i-ffdates of. therr constructlon were not mcluded on’ the map To ndent:fy the-w*"'
0 f‘-"bulldmgs Wthh were constructed sunce the early LRT plannmg stages, two S

| ‘sets of aenal photosraphs were pbtamed a 1984 set from the Clty of i e

T

,*vf‘.Edmonton Transportatuon Department and a 1972 set from the Crty Archlves

) 1974 photographs would have been preferred but only 1972 photographs were‘ T

B : ;_{avallabfe The 1972 and 1984 photographs were then compared .crty block by .'-‘_-"i'
i ».‘crty block Bunldmgs whrch appeared on the 1984 photographs but not on the .
1972 photographs were recorded on the Royal LePage real estate map Thns,:,fv;"_:i"'-*: S
*‘, ,-’.nnformatuon was.then transferred to the new. map shown in Frgure 3.1 | ,- ’
Ihe second major step in the data collectlon procedure was’ to: .
-"determlne the names and addresses of the developers of these bUIldlngS 't._ S
; | was hOped that thls nnformatton could ‘be obtamed from hlstoncal records' ;"
'.at the Clty Tax Assessofs Offnce Unforturntely, the Tax Assessmentf:‘.;j’j,‘ ;
"'-[_iDepartment only manntams up-to-date mformatton When a burldmgsf
,‘::,.ownershnp changes hands the Tax Assessor updates the lnfo fmatlon an J
“deletestheofbmformatton - i " = e
A Consequently an alternatrve method of obtalmng the names of the_ .
' ‘developers was used Usmg the mt’ormatlon made avaulable by the Tax’_

AT

- 'Assessors, }the gtames and addresses of the present owners were obtauned An'. L




. - “thelr large number. Consequeﬁtly, ‘( thod
/\ ‘_sull meamngful number had to beéreated L

ClT’l ‘or zmm
- "!’TN\L lUSIN"ﬁS DISTRIC'I'

: mmnc
II -umogy colsmlcnm

At mﬂons e

S Fisure 3. 1 New Development in Edmomon‘scso
_f-_} 1 _j FR Between‘-1972* nd 1986 .




as v'}_.:-"-,development depends on rts abrlrty to’."'"‘

was that the success of a |andf:-f._

\The ratronale for su ylng tena

ract tenants. vThe larger thef".','.'_{..::-v_‘-';:

tenant, m terms of the amount of floor space rented the greater rs that_':‘-'

o tenant’s lmpact on the success of the development. Therefore, the reasonsjfi

that a Iarge tenant rs attracted to a burldmg are more rmportant than

- thoseofasmall tenant._.'__'.';f,.;"' o

.u_“:
A g : ¢

It was mtumvely assumed that drfferent types of tenants had«.-.‘,-,-‘,l,--

| drfferent reasons for locatmg m a specrfrc bunl‘dmg, even though therrfiﬂ'l"'f_’f'";';‘_.

O

v,separate reasomng brought them to the same Iocatron. Therefore, Atwof':.‘."‘ i

4‘broadly defmed categones of tenants were consrdered retarl'/se_rvl__“ce-’_i

| ftenants and offrce tenants SRy . .’

Thus, the crltena for selectmg tenants fow rnclusron m the study;

_r-,v_.:were srze and type"The lArgest retarl/servrce tenant and the- largest,}-} o

"" 'offrce tenant w?g selected from eat:h burldlng Addrttonal offlce tenants,*-zl

‘J.we'e '"d“‘ﬁd depe dms on the size’ of the burldmg, one more tenant was‘-_.f-f"" ’

selected for every friteen stones ThatD ‘, a- burldmg less than hfteen.'

i 'v""."StO"GS hlsh would have one office tenant selected a burldmg less than..". .

.'_thrrty storles hrgh but at least frfteen stones hrgh would have two gffrce-‘”v'f'

tenants. selected and soon RS / T " ‘
Not all burldmgs had therr tenants surveyed Tenants of owner';
4'."-o;cupred burldrngs were already surveyed through the owners survey The'f'f,' “
'«-'_tenants of - resrdentlal burldrngs were not surveyed because the""
| questronnarres were desrgned f,or the work envrronment rather than the home -

'envrronment

a.



A total of 77Zbu§ldm35 frt the cr)tena for rnclusron m thrs study 3
Of the 77 surveys marled out to bulldmg owners there were 52 rephes,
resultlng in a response rate of 67% |n addrtron to the burldmg owners, 93;

tenants were surveyed 54 tenants replred grvmg a response rate of' 58%




4.1, Chapter Summary

ST T e

whether o' not the LRT system ‘was |mportant to Iand development decrsuons

7

A m Edmonton A secondary objectrve was to determme to: whom the LRT is ‘

|mportant The data collectnon procedure from the p%vuous chapter produced
o)

large evolume of data In th:s chapter the ‘data |s transformed mto ’
- .'meanmgful mformatron and mterpreted Three techmques of analysrs are

‘f-employedé These are ctassmcatton graphrc presentatron and statrstrcal'

——

B companson An IBM PC-AT mncrocomputer was us,ed for all three techmques Sl

’ Lotus 1-2-3 software was—used to. perform the computatrons

e
~ 4.2, Analytical Methods o
Data analysrs may be deflned as "the ordermg and structunng of data’ . S

to produce knowlédge (Howard and Sharp,1983,p$9)’*~W|th thns in’ mmd the
’_purpose of thls chapter was 10 accomphsh o %bbjectlves The fr;t." |

:objectuve was to transform the rAw data, as comprled m the Appendrx into

"meanmgful mformatron The second Obj

= mformatuon

ive was to vwmterpret. ‘the

i

R
-

The objectrve of thrs chapter i’ to determme from the survey data'j L



fdrwsron of a large set of d‘mto smaller sets of related data ln thss._‘__‘:v S

_study the survey respondents were classrﬁed mto categones accordnng to

;characterlstrcs such as dlstance from the LRT statrons, burldmg value,' '

‘bunldmg aSe, and burldmg ownershrp The purpose -of classifrcatnon |s to

JdlSCOVGf whether or not drfferent categones of respondents place a

¢ .

" ‘_drfferent rmportance on accessubnlrty to the LRT

The second techmque used to order and structure the raw data was to |

v'reddce a, set of data mto a smgle descnptuve statlstcc Thns faculttates'f. "

: f._fthe comparlson of a number of sets of data by allovtrmg a' sungle frgure"’ 5

_‘-represent an. entlre group of numbérs The fmer detaﬂs of the data become (e

ey

. 'Iost or hndde.n but m therr place new mformatlon is created TS

The thrrd technlque was, to produce graphlc mformatnon A graph |s af

) ‘:. vrsual representatlon of data Comparlsons of data sets become much more 3

'meamngful when seen in ‘a graphnc presentatlon as opposed to a table of _

numbers




o -:__f4;3.voaitaj'otgfa;iizei_t;ion :

Yo Keu L

Table 41 outlmes the classuflcatuons Wthh were used to. dwnde the »

- a(espondentsofthe owners surveymto categorles -

'OWNERS ’_;.mssgr.m'.b,q | WEGékY. R

Buuldmgtype | 'offnce
T resndentual

D?Stﬁahce':i_ A - -Zohes125;(Figu,fe‘4.1)l e
v B_u‘i‘lgii;néva_lge:,*' - < $5 m1II|on; o
R B 4= 7510 mllllon S
ST - .- 10:30million -
SR e o s s 530rnunon: -

. - (yearof'* — . :,1;975’ -":19'78. SEREERERE
' '_constructlon) o 1.97'9_. 1982 ] L
| AR 49§3f1986“4”

Ownership: - ,orlgmal owner ‘
R newowner

- iTable 4.1_1 o | ,C(Iaésifi'ca'tidn Gfoqps of Owners .
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 Tenanttype: - busmess _ _
~ o LY provincial government'_ '

B Tl retarl/ rvrce

3 ‘(Figu’r_e'4..1)
‘Table4.2 * Cfa‘ssi.ff_cationvi:Crodps of Tenal'nts, .

cy
’

Two descrrptrve statustlcs were used Jn the analysrs of Part Il of thef

suvey:. - oo "l .

1. Average response for the LRT
2. R ive rmportance of the LRT

The average Jresponse for the LRT tndrcates the rmportance of the 1RT T

on a scale of O fo. 5. The relatrve rmportance of the LRT compares the s

average response for\t\he LRT to the&svérage response for all. of the. other; S
L.

Iocatlonaf factors Irsted |n Part. w of the survey Thrs flgure was -,

determmed by calculatmg the average response for aM 11 of the other

Iocatuonal factors (not mcludmg factor a, “central crty, whrch was an

et ,\I

general factor) and then subtractmg thts flgure from the average respon'se,E o

0

for the LRT If the LRT rs above average in rmportance this’ statrstrc erI' S

K



'ithe re‘latuve |mportance of the LRT The data that form these tables and

o be posmve *f the LRT is below average ln rmpor‘ance thrs statrsttc wrl-l
V- “".;‘; sbenesatwe Eal e ' e .

E Data from Part Il of the survey was used to cbmpare ti\ tmportance of

“the LRT wrth the |mportance of a, varrety of other locatronal factors l

contrast the responSes from Part lngf the survey reveal what rmpact the

'_ 'LRT actually had |.f any, on the detrsron of choosmg a locatton Both

. parts of the survey have valu.e t"' "'thrs\_ Study Part - glves a drrect

*g\

An IBM PC-AT mrcrocomputer was used to organize and mampulate the

L v-.'data, usmg Lotus 1-2-3 software Thrs softvvare was also used to produce

" ;'the graphs Lotus 1-2-3 proved to be a very worthwhrle tool for orgamzmg

- f’,and mampulatmg the data base BT e

‘, o . - . . Lo

44 DataPresentatlon o ,' . 5 S

Thrs sectron presents the data from the owners survey, followed by the

o data from the tenants survey 'l‘he frrst table |n each of these subsectlons

L compares the overall rankmg of each of the thrrteen loCatlonal fact0rs

C et

" s P .

) -

“'”;:_hsted in" Part lt of the survey Thls provndes a durect companson of the o

o rankmg’ of th§ LRT wrth the rankmg of the other factors Thrs overvrew |s

. followed by a more detalled analysrs of the LRI data A sertes of graphs
. 7‘;.”',_dtsplays for each category of respondent the average rankmg of the LRT and




e .OVeral,I:';Ranl(ing of; tfhe_Th’_irteen l.ocational Factors s

. e

The overall rankmg of the thurteen Iocattonal factors hsted in Part.“_"
ll of the survey |s shown in Table 4 3 As expected the downtown bunldmg-"";:
owners ranked 'belng sutuated wuthm the central area of the crty
hlghest of the thtrteen factors Three of the next four most hlghly rankedf

factors corresponded to - the major modes of tranSportatuon avatlable in

Edmonton Automoblle accessrbrht? was the most |mportant of the three,_fg

' followed closely by bus accessuballty The rankmg of the LRT tranled the_’;

{

other two, but was stull glven the f‘ fth hlghest scoreoverall

i -vaeraI_I_" . locational. . . Average lmportance
.'R'a'nk'ing S .Factorv..,“_f.:_v ‘, (ScaleofO 5)

' Central Areaofthe Clty '. '4.3»3;_' O
AutomobuleAccess'brhty ] 392 T
~ Bus Accessrbnlnty o 1383 '
~ Nearness: to Other Busrnesses 380 - - .
LRT AZCESSlblllty RN R 337 R i
Conv nient Customer Parklng S03.29 '.'i';f Ll
4 Pedestrian Accessublll,ty .‘.'-:{3,’1'7_'; AR
Clty-wnde Source of Gustomers '_ 332
Downtown Sourceof Customers S 3.08
" Convenient Employee Parking - - 3.02
-_‘:vfllf Cnty-wude Source of Employees L2298 .
S P PrestngoousAddress ERTE f 2 48 o
B 3_ Nearness to Specral Amerﬁ% '2 35

’io_:c: \r' 'ax":u- A.u‘a_.,n.'—-

.
3

Table 4} Downtown Bunldmg Owners Overall Rankmg
of the Thmeen Locatzonal Factors LR




' owners than the LRT system, desprte the LRT's

lt s mterestmg to note that the bus "jystem |s more rmportant to

apparent advantages The LRT [ L

'system rs a’ htgher form of publrc transrt’than the bus system. WIth'-.'_.j

o potentrally a much greater corr;dor capacrty The permanency of the LRT' L

"locatron of future bus routes The LRT system also has a hrgher proﬁle.;"}"_f_-'.-
than the bus system Nevertheless, the relatrve rankmg of the three modes,’.'

'f__-automobrle, bus, and LRT rs consrstent wrth thelr actual usage, asr

- lntroductron s s ,"_;" o ‘ B :

.- ':not Iook upon the LRT wrth great enthusrasm, yet they do concede that |t rs‘ki E

-‘; ! frxed routo offers securlty compared to the uncertainty of the exact-'-f*::

measu Jed by the CBD screenlrne counts presented m Table ‘1 2 rn the )

'-‘J-'

-

' LRT Average and Relative Importance: -~~~ a0 L

,&.,_.

Respondents to the owner survey gave the LRT an average rankrng of-" T

3 37 whrch places the LRT between somewhat rmportant' and

f_-;umportant' 'on the scale from 0 to 5 Thrs .,reveals that burldrng owners do}-f"ﬁ

4 ‘:‘worthy of some consrderatron The relatlve rmportance of the LRT was 0 1@,:{:.{

', suggestlng that the rmpact of - the LRT on Iand development deCrsrons wasg:

‘:[slrght S f K s _j ,‘ .' ) Lo ,

AEY




~

Owners Classifications: BEE S

Owners BurldmgType-

|

TS0 I /N

=
e Vr. . i.

‘Average Rankfng -

»

of the LRT
N (9% )

N
SN |

N
N

7

 Indicator - -7 -

:Relative'lmpOrtance('

Residentiar |||

Residential P
Officef, ,;_; S

Office

', FrgLre42 Survey Responses of O\wners,- . o o | .
; f P Categonzed byBurIdrngType | S e
1] ‘ .

‘; ! Lo T v _‘f o , " CeE

Remdentra,,l burldrng owners placed far more umportance on the LRT than .

drd the/ oft'rce burldmg owners, rankmg the LRT a full pomt hrgher (4. 33

7 versus 332) The relatrve rmportance lndrcator magmfued the |mportance

. "»[ .

that resrdentrai burldmg owners. attach to the LRT At 195 no other
' category came close to. placrng as much rmportance on the LRT Offrce

burldmg owners, tn contrast gave the LRT a relatrve rmportance of -002

e .’ﬁ / oThrs suggests that offlce buuldrng owners drd not consrder the LRT to be a ‘_ N

very rmponant |ocatronal factor



/ Owners: Distance from the LRT:

...
o !

- .

+2 e

+1 "".‘.’“ '.

3TT222'T>

/.

N

- Indicator
o

-Average Bénkingf_h f ‘_':Q
s of the LRT ' '

Zone 1
AZone_2;}5

:+ Relative Importance -

?zohe'ﬁfT
Zone S
Zone 1

zone 2] ] e

\ S " anure4 3 Survey Responses owaners, : _ |
‘ = Categonzed by Zone (See Fugure4 1) -

.

Theory and common sense drctate that the |mportanée of the LRT should
.decrease as drstance from the LRT tncreases Thns is. tndeed the case in
this study, as the average ranktng of the LRT decreases as one: prograses;i__‘-i
o ‘from Zone 1 tor 4 Cunously though, thrs Qend reVerses in. Zone S Whrch"‘
_-ranks the LRT even htgher than Zone 1 This sugge§ts that tHe LRT s rankedi--‘_,_",‘

R P

e '_l'v."AdlSCUSSed, resudentaal burldmg owners ranked the rmportance of the LRT_fff"_ :

L very hlghly.

—~ The relatwe trnportance of the LRT does n& show any trend wnth_

s

1 '_dnff'erently by vanous categones» of r_espondents and that one ot’ the,
y _.;lcategones whlch ranks the LRT hughly s concentrated |n Zone 5 ln fact,v__'f'_"f.”-’

‘,"feS!dentlal buddmgs are- bnrnanly satuated |n Zone 5 As prevrous|y :_';,V;fi'.




RN : o S o L . ‘ ) N '

:.A/ R

U respect to dlstance. lt does,.however conflrrn the rmportance of the LRT

-_to Bu;ldmg owners rn Zone S Thrs agam rs due to the concentratuon of

'-lre5|dentral bunldmgs in Zone 5

 Owners: Buildingage: ../

-

R

g

+1VE

»
—

W oW
-

“Indicator ..

.- of the LRT
T

. Average'Bahki“él

b9
ﬁelatiVe Importancef

N
N
- 4

6.

e

1972 - 1974
1983 - 1986 | |

© 1975 - 1978
1975 =.1978 . |

1972 - 1974
1979 - 1982
r_t§83t;_1986

1929 - 1982

.'anure44 SurveyResponsesowaners,, | , P T
| Categonzed by BurldlngAge '_ g ‘

° e ‘ . . ) . q

Owners of buuldmgs whuch were constructed pruor to the constructlon

‘" of the LRT placed the least tmportance on the LRT The LRT was most ",
: rmportant to owners whose bunldmgs were constructed at the same tnme the ;

LRT was bemg constructed (1975 1978) L R



.valued Iess than $30 mrllron. However, the opposrte |s true rg regard to'-‘;“ |

| - +2
- '~i': % '
SR 4 +1
. 3 -----

[ 3 .

Indicator.:
o

b
z‘..
N
=
Bragi
ey -
) .

..
20,
-

-
x\
o
q
[
Q-
a0
©
R
7]
>
<

S
o

" Relative Importance ~ - .

<35m
.. $5m _l:_ lOlllA : .. } ]

Fugure4 5% Survey Responsesof Owners, L o o
\&B Categorlzed by Buildmg Value vij. | e ___e

-

Access to the LRT o;, s:gmftcantly more rmportant to owners whose? S

' burldungs are valued over $30 mrllson than to owners whose butldnngs are

, "the relatwe importance of the LRT where owners of burlélmgs valued ove,! .,v;’zk.j_'l;
”$3° “‘""0" were the only category wrth a negatlve value Thrs apparentt"".,{-'iQT""'-'._: r
o 3 "‘oontradrctmn suggests that whtle the >$3@ mrllron buildmg owners ranked‘,i?‘y"l

: the LRT hrgher, they also ranked several of the other locatnonal factokr;
hrgherthan d.dtheombusldmgowners. . s

o, ',_. EEEAE




' q.»-developers.

e
~Relative Importance

-

4
X

NW
N

azon dzaﬂf,c ‘

“Indicator -
o

. ‘ M ' .' N )

i
SN

Ll

- of the LRT .

‘§§§§§§$;§sii.f‘_ . 'q;fa ‘_a} ;;‘v:;i

) Average~Rﬁnkingh,

.O<

LS

NonFinginal

eron-Origipal""
eriginal75_".vh""_..}

Original

Tk

F'SUfe4 6 Survey Responses of Owners, D _' |
_ Categorlzed by Ownershlp lOr's’nal/Non-or.g.nan L

’

The LRT |s more rmportant to those who were not the actual developers

~of the burldmg Thls us lnterestmg because rt suggests that the

‘fnon-onglnal bualdmg owners are more concerned “with the Iocatronal'_

R famenmes of a sute than are the developers However, if the LRT is to have""‘

&

an rmpact on' land development then obvrously 'ut must have ar‘mmpact on the._..'_ '

.
, |




" Overall Ra}rkipgbff_thétﬁiftéeﬁ'Locaticﬁai'Fa‘_c@g e

e o

The overall rankrng of the thrrteen Iocatronal factors hsted in Part-ff»,'-' RN

ll of the survey is shown in Table 4, 4 The downtown tenants ranked "bemg;

sttuated wrthm the central area of the csty the hughest of the 'hlrteeni<":::_;.';:':.-jfj

|ocatronal factors, as drd the buildmg owners.- However there are_":.._-_'_".vj Tt

esrgmfucant drfferences after thrs. g The second hlghest ranked factor was.:_'. A

5.

thenr desrre for convement automobrle access Automobtle accessrbthty and,;- |

the aVallablllty °f convement employee Parkms, ~wh|ch corresponds to.;":'ji

bUS accessubrhty were tled at fourth in the overall rankmg The LRT only“,‘.lﬁ' i

‘ﬂked ten{

.iﬁ‘

.‘.1‘ L

As in. the . owners survey, the relatrve rankmg of the two PR

.f the publrc trans:t system, bus and LRT corresponds to theur‘ e




L Aother/pcatronal factors o Sl e o “ : " S -,

* " LRT Average and .Relative_ lmportanc'e:'

Overalt Locatnortal Average Importance S
; .‘,-:"_Rar‘ikingt'  Factor. (Scale ofO 5)

r

WO O N A h W N

o Central Area of the Clty - 398

Convement Employee Parktng 370 o

N Nearness to OtherBusmesses ' 3.66 o B

Automoblle Accessrbthty -3.04 i

- Bus Accessibility . 3.04

| ‘Convement Customer Parkmg o 286 .

: ,‘Downto n.Source of Customers - 2.64 L

Cuty-wr Source of Customers"" f'2_;3.5-.'_ o

thty-wrde Source of Employees [ »’2‘.'34"

-~ LRT Accessrbllrty R _‘f"-»2v.30; ,
Pedestrlan Accessrbrllty : 2.10
'Prestrgrous Address _' L o _2.0'6'_ SR

]_Nearness\t@peaal Amemttes (2 110 o

3 . .
v . X . . -
A S e S : B B

‘v_‘
S VY]

SN Tatﬂ_e 44 ’ Downtown BurldmgTenants Overall Rankrng P

of the Thnrteen Locatronal Faﬁtors S

R
2y .

Respondents to the tenant survey ranked the LRT srgmftcantly Iower_‘:_

L than the respondents to the owner survey At 2 30 the averagé‘ ranklng of . "

the LRT ns situated at the lower end of somewhat tmportant" on the scale'_;f |

D e L

R

o ”"from 0 1o S The relattve |mportance of the LRT was -O 33, mdncatmg that-".,f_ff" .

tY to the LI@ was Iess |mportant to tenants than a number of S



 Tenants Classifications:

 Tenants: Tenanttype: - .

-'locatronal factors are more |mportant

=

Indicator .

of the LRT - = ' -

_Average Ranking ' © .

v

- Business’ -
G Relative”lmportanoe"' . liffhy*

4 :.G:o'trexj'nmen_t
Retail =~ .-

<

e

anure4 7 Survey Responses of Tenants, L

Categonzed by Tenant Type

-

The most stnkmg ?evelatnon m thns cIassaflcatlon lSo the absolute ’

'.,‘ummportance of the LRT to provmcnal government tenants Th,;s |s shown m

| ;.f vf':both the average ranklng of the LRT (0 27) as we|l as the relatwe , .5-:

v




s

‘Relative Importance’ - ‘v 7ot

‘Indicator . . = -
(=]

i — 7!

iy

anee NN -

zone s
Zone |
zone 3 | |
‘ane:§: ..f
.Zoee 5

' '/"'

No trend rs revealed :, Tbrs lndr;atgs that the |mportance of the LRT

| dep?nds more on the type dfﬂéﬂfw than on the drstance of the tenant f’°m |

the LRT A Iarge proportron of me tenant's m Zones 2 arid 4 are. provmcral

government teﬁants who ranked the LRT very Iow in’ rmportance - ‘




- 4.5. Data Interpretation; =
N A l' ",/ q’ ,..‘v‘-‘. . .“"t“ . ‘; v» o v}g,- ) # s AL AR R

The follo\vung COncluSrons can be drawn from the data obtamed :n Part}f-?-"‘"

i.2 of the ‘surveyt The LR.T :s recognrzed as an 'mportant mode ot',"
oy 'v‘_transportatlon prd\udmg accessrbrlrty to the CBD 9et it rs not consrdered__ T

l

e have a: major rmpact on ‘CBD real estate The generally low flgures for‘:"r".'i-:"f
B ."":-‘the relattve rmportance of the IaRT lndtcate that the LRT had httle |mpa %J
on development decusrons Consequently, |’t can be concluded that the LRT .
o .,: : -‘dld not have an rmportant |mpacton urban fon'n |n Edmontbn»s CBD _ "' 4‘ .v .
Reasons for the LRT lack of tmportance are revealed m comments ma‘de;fl"[;v;
by burldrng OWners throughout Part 3 of the survey. Respondents repeatedly-. _‘-.‘"j .
."v.‘.commented that whrle publrc transportatton is an asset the current LRT"'::

".;"’system rs rncomplete and therefore relattve’y ummportant One respondent

iy i
N },stated that 'close proxrmrty to publlc :transportatton »IS a marketmg tool

v :'It enhances the- bunldmg and rts locatron A resudenttal respondent wroteQ T

_that the 'LRT makes rt possrble to Ilve m thts burldmg, and work anywhe;e‘v'

- ,‘ in the downtown. However, one owner c‘ommented that the 'LRT does not serve‘;.;_'._;.

- ;the whole crty so rt |s currently meffectwe" Another owner sald thati_f.-._ﬂ_r,_”v-.

'_ the LRT s not presently an rmportant means of transportatton' for the,':;f?. R

f Acrty Whtle one bunldmg owner mentroned that 'an immedlately:adjacentf'"i"
':'vi‘statlon wrll always be a ber(ef‘ t' | another Bluntly stated that; ‘the l.RT 'has,_,,
o measurable eft'ect on succe§§ Investment decmons ar_,':fnot made on such,f;":_

,} _a mmor transportation mode m Edmonton Edmontons LRT |s no drft‘erent'._ff-.?_jf



“,'_'”_"comment was that 'although the LRT ns at a youthful stage rt w:ll become |

the _use of the LRT was one of the Clty objectrves WhICh we' supported "
Srgnrfrcantly, th|s buuld;ng |s government-owned 5O . commerc:al success was

;not the fu rst prronty in determmmg Iocatren

o "one respondent mdlcated that theur decrsnon to locate where they are was

‘ "; than a well trav’elled bus route In fact, the LRT is. used for 7% of the AM g

peak hour trlps to the CBD thCh rs far mor{[han any smgle bus route rn »" o
Edmonton _' L j'-'»-. e R '

Nevertheless, bulldrng owners foresee future beneflts One owner wrote

L that the 'LRT is not a major factor today However |t wrll become more and
more rmportant wrth trme,, Another owner stated that"'as the LRT system |
e :matures and extends to other areas of the cuty it erI become a real bonus o

o thls development At present, it rs a. modest convemence Another :

' mcreasmgly rmportant to our success, ‘as tradrtuonally m other cmes the

o strong@t real estate is that Iocated close to the subways

Only one respondent mdrcated ‘that th&LRT had drrectly mfluenced ﬁ?

B Iocatrorn of the burldmg The respondent wrote that 'closeness to an LRT

._statnon was an |mportant reason for selectlng thrs srte and encouragmg -

L
-~ R

BRI

The L-RT had almost no rnfluence on tenants chprce of Iocatron @nly

| dependent on‘ access’ to the LRT explarnmg that the 'LRT glves us- core
,'.,;advantages that other burldmgs do not have, : Another tenant was not .
"prumanly mfluenced by the LRT but nevertheless consrdered the LRT to be
'v;’_’-.an |mportant faCtor Thls tenant wrote that"the locatron of LRT statnons
'v"_._'and public transportatlon access would have a major mfluence rf two
o srmrlar propemes were avarlable Two tenants commented that the LRT rs a

convemence but not.a necessrty Two other tenants wrote that the LRT was "



. _-~presently ur&npertant because |t does not yet provrde full coverage wrthrn

. The magomy of tenants mdlcated that the LRT drd not mfluence therr
- ‘.,'chmce of Iocatron wrth comments such as; 'the LRT rs not zmportant to our _
&',“’; 0 busmess ,- 'the LRT ‘was not a factor in the chorce of snte and :t would

have no effect wherever the LRT was srtuated . L



:“'

"y

The Prrmary objectrve of thls study was to determme rf the LRT has
affected land development m Edmonton s CBD As revealed m the revrew of '_'.j __
the lrterature on the subject many unsebstantlated statements have been

made about the abllrty of raprd tranSrt to generate and shape land;‘

i
development in cmes

. In order to uncover the true |mpact of the LRT on land development m _
Edmonton the PGOple who were drrectly mvolved m Edmonﬁn s downtown*-.;..',f'-‘v
development were surveyed wrth wrrtten questronnarres There was a vefY{;
strong response rate of 67% from the burldmg owners Burldmg tenaﬁts were
also surveyed to provrde secondary mformatron. Smce developers bu:ld':; R
offrce and retall space to attract tenants, determmrng the Iocatronal-_" ‘.i_ii.-'_,

.nfluences actmg on tenants rs rmportant The response, rate of tenants :

58% was alsovery strong L

N
":

The purpose of the wntten questronnarre' was to detenmne rf bunldrng .
7 owners and tenants were mfluenced |rr therr cholce ‘of locatron by thev'_jf.'_."r.;*f

locatron of the LRT statrons. The questronnarre was concerned wrth all_'_.-_

loCatronaI factors and therefore dud not lead the respondents to answer |nl;-

apamcularway e e e

_ The lmost sugnlfrcant frndmg of thrs study lS that the LRT was not-'"j\:i{'
ranked hrghly m |mportance relatlve to the rankmg of many Other:‘_*"._ -
locatronal factors. Thrs reveals that the LRT drd not have a strong lmpact-‘:, ’

. on Iand development m Edmonton s CBD In fact only one major developmem..f

was d"eCllY '"flUGNCEd by lhe LRT A locatron close to an LRT statron was".__%




;*-chosen for?hrs governﬂtent-owned development m order to encourage | e'l,use
' of the LRT and to provude the butldnrtg tenahts wrth' convementé-’;{l

" transportatlon

L .':_'.hrgher than drd any other Sroup of owners or tenants These owners feltfi'i SREE
o that the’ accessrbrlrty offered by the Lf :
. resudents, many of whom do not own an aut _

Whrle only 6ne development was dlrectly'nnt'h:enced to'l‘e near the
,LRT the surveys revealed several categones of burldmg pwners whrch werev‘ L
not mfluenced but nevertheless placed rmportance on accessrbtlrty to the- .

LRT The most notable were resrdentual burldlng owners, who ranked the LRT"E';"» L

i’f_f--fthe resrdentlal burldrng owners because they want to attract tenants to

- theur burldlngS

o "ﬂ.'j'developers were hopmg that the same umpacts would occur m Edmonton Once g

‘perhaps because rt dld notlrve up to expectatrons

, The SU"VeY also lndlcated that accessrbrlrty to the LRT was mosti‘,v-‘;;-’i[;f’_"1‘?_‘-
‘v"j,_‘"'frmportant to burldmg owners whose burldmgs were constructed durrng the
| same penod that the l.RT was constructed ‘thls suggests that, havrng heardf»_"

‘_»f"reports ab°”t land U59 |mpacts Of rapld transrt m other crttes, hese "

_._/-

" "'_the LRT was operatmg the developers showed less rnterest in the system'

' In addut‘ion to showmg whrch groups of survey

- posrtrvely about the LRT the survey also rdentrfred groups of respondents_";"'_;.t.'.'-_f';,t,
-whrch felt the LRT was not umportant Offlce and retarl tenants placed very

_}z_‘_fhttle |mportance on the LRT to the success of thegr husrnessfland were

'Ewas VefY 'mDOrtant to their <

_o e' The LRT ns rmportant to BB

're;pondents felt*.'-_ -



: mexpenswepafk'"g / |

L
Lo

employees because therr employer substdrzes the cost of parkmg

: -'-'.

P

L »gover/hment admtmstratton tenants based therr Iocatron not on accessrbrltty

to/ the. l.RT but on the c¢)rl1$>lemental')""ffaCt9r of betng close to other

provlncnal government offtces and on the avatlabrltty of parkmg

Coﬁvement parkmg is” especrally tmportant to. provmcral government

l} was learned thr0ugh the wrrtten comments of the respondents that'

the mcompleteness of the LRT SYSIem has been a crucral factor in rts-,i RS

mabllrty to mfluence land use lt currently serves only the north east-

quadrant of the crty lt has not radtcally altered the pattern ofllll

accessrbrltty in downtown Edmonton. In fact the automobrle has mcreased '

,;;:_..’fl'_-_\ its . share of rtdershtp to the downtown srnce the ttme the LRT began; e
operatmg Thls can be attnbuted to the growth m the number of parkmg,

stalls in the downtown area 'whrch has resulted |n an abundance of L

e 8
8 .

Ca

ln conclusron, thrs study has found that the LRT. system has not played N
v a s:gmftcant role tn shaptng the spatlal pattern of Iand development rn o
'\"
c downtown Edmonton Moreover, no. evndence was found to suggest that tltle LRT_ R

system attracted new hrgh densuty development lnto the CBD The f;ndmgs of |

thrs thesws demonstrate that transportatton planners and bolmcnans cannot

expect rarl raprd transut to strengthen and revrtalrze theur crtys CBD On
ltS own, wcthout the assustance of other suppOrting DOltCleS The deCtsron\‘ B
to° construct a rarl rapud transnt system should be based on tranSponat,On

| ‘. factors rather than on anttclpated Iand use tmpacts

b




SRR Canaél ia"n fUr_ban Transil -Assocl_atiOn (1'9_85). '
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e

3. In vhat year was this site redeveloped? _

Ad . >

4 '_ ,A&dxfgs.gf;h T

e 7.




}J
T
3
L]

‘,.5.-How do. tho following locational factors rate in . 1mportance

to; the success of your real estate holding7

_ Vot P Soneuhst Very

R Important ";Imﬁortsnt_ Important : .

e e v B ”_¢-;1 *Circle
SCALE: "0 - - j1‘"4"2. ”ﬂf3£"j-6 EREEEEE- SRR ;your response

Do, Y

“‘the c1ty.,

';ﬁ;‘Acce551ble to maJor roadvay links'?n.,*iv'”_LOZul»:Z"B;rﬁ;f
v“(automobile accessibility) ’ g ey T

.,c.dAcceSSible to a maJor surface tran31t '._~’303‘lf 2'f3.>5,'v
; *“corridor (bus accessxbility) o . S

.d.?Accessible to ‘an LRT station.-i ffff'i' S 0 1f]z'~;,/a-y
- e S B
e, Acce331b1e to heavy pedestrian trafficf, 012 16)'4:

»'i(pedestrian accessxbility) ;; el v ST

R ;.1Availab111ty of convenient employee ”fi"_ 0 1723

g;sQZBeing 51tuated uithin the central aree of ’ _Of‘l'_2l.31’4;yl7*

jparking., ‘”‘:,5 Sl T T e e

—gl;nvailability of convenient customer'f‘ . 'j.O_cl :2313' bff;;'

»T;.u .parking., ~’{H

o h.,ACC&SSlble to the entire city population fi;O 71‘12:'3"6
.- as a source: of employees.w“ SRR o o
'i;yAccessible te the entire. city population 0 1.2 3 &
. as a source of customers. ' ' o '

"j,*Accessible to Eﬂe downtown vorking '-'i'f'.O 12 3% e
.'.population as a source of customers. ' e o

',k.~Nearness to other businesses / services 0.1 2 3 4
—."(with - whom frequent contaét is’ ‘made) S T
~.(eg. banks, law,courts, City ‘Hall). . - -~ %

g}Name the,businegses / serv1ces._ B :

vf],l. Nearness to special amenities (eg. psrks.‘ }yQ -1j’22d3»163:
" view of ‘the river valley). /- T TR Co e
- Name the special amenities.”j LR A U S

"l-:m. Possession of a prestigious address. SR 0”1Tf2g-5 RN T

e Other locstionsl factors.,'c

. 1‘\"‘



™

Why’

Of. the above

.Eagtpﬁszb;:tq.d;b"yhidhﬁishtﬁé;@ottsamhpttgnt7 o

gg;tu.

".,7‘"

Is this

- Lf not,

jsite
nvhat

PN

the ideal location for this building’ If yes. why’
site vould bela better location, and why’ SO

».'

At .
. -r
' . . ‘e B : o .
v S . G,
~ . K . " B . :
: L . .
."'
* - P
o - *

8.

(Answer this question if you are’ the original ‘owner / devel&per )
- Did. planning requ;rements /- concessions (eg. Floor/arep ratio,. .

height restriction. parkimg spaces) havt an effett_on thé chodce]”




- oAddress: o oo T vl T e R T

(Answer this queStzon if yOu are ‘the orlginal owner / developer ) f
Which" f1nanc1al insti:ution provxded the flnancing for thls X S
development’ LT o e

L3

}OfIf che LRT stat1ons had been locpted at a greater distance from'
 § this s1te : I : - S :

a) Would the success of your real estate be affected’
Why ‘or. why not7 BT R R

-

L

fes s

b) WOuld you still have purchased this. site’ Why or why not*’”
(If you are :he original owner, would you still haveb
redeveloped/this site’ Why or’ why not’) : L

- +d

’ o . / S . . N

i
1

Ay D




r -Dear Sir/Hadm. S

‘ -rcdcvelopnd vithin the past ﬂ.ftun yaars:: ‘l‘ho name’ tnd pdd'rui 02. he
- =build1ng 1n quution is 1ndidacud_at ““, :op of‘ thc L?irqt page Q

- "determine the locational; benefits ‘associated v
. '-redevelop-tnt. ‘Therefore it 'is 1Qorunn £o ﬁtn
" (1f possible) by s,ﬁom ‘vho n&ﬁ.nvolvcd in’ 'k:l.ug
‘ "'your buumu herc. : :

'b.'i,'_cont:act 3111 ac

. 'D‘pnrtunt .of Civil Enginugn(

: JJB/m"..v. :
"IEIJCL_:,‘. '

Umversxtv of Alberta R D'Pl“mentofclvllE“Bll\“rmg B
Edmonton ,' e e L ':3 TR
c;mda T6G ~c,7 e T TR OC:vxl/Elmncal Engmeenng Bunldmg

. : - R Telephone(&OI” 432-4235 SO

Yout bunincu 1- locatod in s damtovn rul c“hur.r h%ld.t

ﬁqa“or:ancc of 1ocu1~om1 vniablu &G :pg' dovn: sl ast :
‘effect of these vnr:lnblu son lapd- rphnlgp-nt. 3 Thi LY ,u;tpdl,_ R
‘v{th.‘tho wite which spromoted. 4::

A2

thi qﬁutiomigc- npwor

1e you hlv luy quueion or diffl‘cultu
,8—6532. S *__.. B

y oJo B.kk-.! '.

Professor




"a'f_Since ely'f

meMMAMm,ﬂfﬁ_ﬁ@ﬂ@@&ﬁﬂﬁ@&ﬁ@j@;
). Edmonton -_.- g : :.1 : \ ' e : e

- Canads .,'I’AhG;v:(‘i' L "’0 Cwnl/Electn:al Engmeenng Bmldmg
B T e Tdephone(403)4324235 - SR

-'D(ar Sir/Hadem' -

This letter serves to 1ntroduce !111 Sebey, who 1: a grnduate studen:

g '_‘aitending the University of.Alber;e.- BL11 1is. certying out a.survey in order . ... .

to obtain'data for his thesis. We recently sent & questionnaire to you and. it“'"’"

. has not' been teturned ‘to-us as yot. . 1 would' lppreciete it very mch if you -

"'vwould take the ‘time to couplece this quel:tonnnire apd recurn it using :he : HA.EYn

envelope provided.‘:vd

L You ate :he ovnezwoﬁgﬁowntovn teal e-tace vhich has. been tedeveloped
within the peat fibte The nanc und addr‘?n of the buildiug Ln :

r;i lct to- the downtown real ‘estate. nutke: end the

'fimportance of - 1o_ tdoaal
zjﬁpd redevelopment.  The survey intends:to ..’

. {ffect df these vagiab]
L decernine ‘the’ locatiaggl

xhsriafits associated with the site which Proﬂoced Ces T

' iredevelopﬂen:.‘ Therefore it is important to have.this questionnaire enlwered:,,;lf

"(1f ‘possible) by somsone who' vas. involved in lnktng :he decision to redevelopv,

(or purchase) thil real Cltlt.-f'f}}‘f LT ;.,._ . :._- RS S

: - If ygu heve nny queltion. or difficultiel with che questiounaire pleaae
~concact Bill n: 488-6532.“- 3 S R o

‘et

Survey renponsee 9111 be kept tnonyHOul.

Thank you for ;tur cooperntion end llliltlﬂCl.

A Bakker— -
7 ‘rofellor_jjﬂfV/rf
Q.Departnent of Civil Engineering R
' UL R R T IO ST




R
e

R -

"

g Charak . Lo
Ehatrman - oo L T
" Downtown Parking Advisory Board .= ..

T

i This correspondence serves as endorsement by the Downtown Parking  Advisory

Since the results of the ~survey will be available to the Downtown Parking ‘.

‘concernis ‘of owners. and -developers as they relate to. downtown parking, - we

- N : L . N T

~Board of ' the. research project ' being.~ undertaken by Mr. -Sabey of the
_'-.Dep_a'r;tmeh-t; of ,,_C1_v1_-1__;j£-pg.inegr1i;g _‘TUni-vog'_si-t_x .‘-of{:‘m berta: - ...l

o '

Advisory Board, and because'we. are sincerely interested in determining- the - .

urge you-to:take the time necessary to complete the survey. :.

Stncerely yours, 1 o PR

o PR P
S L
ey O .
. P r

.O v‘,

coy T




 Survey and Cortespondence Mailed o Building Tenant
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oSURVEY ¢

"N;m¢3ofi3§i1§ingf'.ﬁ'v; T

Address of site : . L

G e N L e s e T
".H_ S T

Name' and” Busi ness ‘ad d tﬁ'e'fé':s df re spondent: .

[ AR

2;" Phone numberi.

s

Vieh ot the felloving atagories do you belons?

flgsériigé_ﬁ:_“,

Business OEfite




to'vour bu31ness°~ﬂg j _V_ff"‘ L Chl e R
TNot T Someuhat‘f Very .*f,'-'g» aj.ff,fu; O
Important . Important Impo(cant X R T - o

4y Hov ao the following locational faccors rate 1n inportance "»§e"

Being 51tuated wichin the central area
‘the c1cy : : G c
e o DI ﬁ' B ,.“ﬂ I
b Acce351b1e to maJor roadvay links I S
(automobile acsebsxbilitvfl S g ‘ﬁ?

”,}c: Accessible yb ‘@ major. surface transxn,
" corridor (bus acces51bility)

Accessible to an. LRT sta:ion.‘ -f
v ?i Accessible to hesvy pedestrian traffic
(pedestrian accessibility)

X Loy

>';f, Availability of convenient employeemi
parking." ,

o e vy T P :
L8 Availability of convenien: custgmer T D00 T2 3 e 5
cuﬁ v parking C e T I R & TS S

_ Accessible to the Entxre c1ty population. : 2o,]iﬁr¢'w3'44 }5f.'
s as a sourte of employees. ;;7 Lo T

b
ISR,

e

. i Acce351b1e to t!@ entifewcity pooulationn Aﬁ‘O(jlfl2;'3. 45 -

' ‘45 a2 source of customers.h L A

R Accessible ca the downtown working N ¢ :E_,Z
population as ‘a source of cﬂstomers.-u ‘ i

k Vearness to o:her businesses / serv1ces -,f_f o 1 2
(with whom frequent: contact is- made) T
“(eg. banks, law courts, City Hall). -,'-fa ARSI

;-q Vame the businesses / services." L : o E

Vearness'to special amenities (eg psrks{\-}fQ"1~fZ;V3,7ﬁ L3
-view of the river valley). : e e
Name the speciql amenities._ SR e

Possession of a prestigious sddress. o0 2 3 080 50

Other locstional factors (name them) 4}5nQT‘f"2j;3f55 ?5_3o




5. Of the ‘abave

'Y

Al

6. Why did vou locate your ‘business / office in this building? ... ..~




R

‘I's thzs 51te che ideal location’ If yes. why’ If not,

f, Slte wpuld be 8. better locatlon, and why
v R , ‘ - L

o .’/,

:”0.:ﬁ;jﬁ

he]

i‘ If the LRT scations had been 1ocated ‘at s greater distance
: from this site, would you still have chosen to locate your’
business / office in- this building’ th or why not’ '

-




: \‘:“\

%\E bmversxtv of_Alberta' SO j_'Ptp_attmgﬁt n(’Civil"‘Engiq&,ins',,’.i' I

. Pebruary 14, 1986 . %o

) Edmonton

Canada TbG -G’ SR o T 220 le/Elecmcil En;mcenng B\nldmg,' -
CoRTen e Too ’ ‘Telephone(403)432~i235 B

Cr O

Lo

’ uDear 51r/u.da--:;r'~ o

el C e : i '1.,

Sa 'n':is le:ter urvn 6. !.ntroducc 3111 Snb-y. vho u a gnduutc n:udcnt )
attending the Univcrnizy of. Alberta. Bill is. u:rying out a’ survey in ‘order .
© to'obtain data for his: thesis, We recently sent & quutionnniu to you and: 1;
~ . has.not Bun returmd to us as yd;. 1. would: cpprccutc it very mch:if youlo.rs
" would take the time to- coqiccq th{i quutionnain nd roturn it unins thc :
: envelopc providcd. 5 o c B L .,? L

T Your bun‘.nul is locatcd 1n a’ ovn:wn rul enun holdimg uhich hu Bu
';:T'redevelopcd within the" past.. f1fteer yuto.~ __Iho nane and ‘address of - the ‘
:'."’.building 1n quutlon 1. 1ud1caud lt tho cop of :he firu: 9.30 of tho uurv.y

: " The purpou of thit projcc: 1- to 1nrcvq our ‘Undcrlundtng of the Lo N
: .iworunce of locational v:thblu to the :downtown real astate’ market: lnd :h... BEPR
. effect of these variables on’land. rodovol{cpunt. !The-sutvey intends to: .- -

. determine the locnuonal bbuﬂ.t .associated. with the site vhich pro-otcd {cs
A _redpvelopunt. ‘Thersfore it 18" 1qorunt to have this. quueionuuu lmvcrcd' e
_ _'(ﬂ' pouibh) by ‘someone vho vu’xnvolvod in kin; th. dccinton to locuc BRI
= your bustncu horc. e . ol , IR e

~ -

S If you havc any quc#tiom or diffipxltiu with :hc quutiomuiro plnu oo
,,qonttc: 8111 .: 488-6532. Sl SR ,.:_ : . e T S

Survoy rup’ouu will bt hpt nnony-buo.; -

Thunk you for your coopcrltiou cnd u’htancc.

.Profcuor TR Y AL L
Dcpnrtnnt of c1v11 !nginuriwz_ R

JJB/ln v{j:“' )




e "Dear Sir/ﬂadu. v e
o has. no: bun utuzm_

f"‘.r.cdcnlopnd ‘withia thc ‘past.’. ftfcnn yuu. “The name and ndduu of- thc ST

PR

Umversntv of Alberta..:';_l_" o
Edmonton I

Qnadalz_toc;(;‘-"”) s L ».20 ClVIl/EleCtncal Eng_meenng Bullding
: : T "Telephone(w3)4324235

LI

o Thia lcctc‘ .
, nttending the U luy ‘of Alberts.’ 5111 is. carrying a ourvcy {o-order - "

" to obtain data for :hi@ thesis. We rcuntly -sent ‘8" quutiomuin to.. you and’ it; e
,:'o" us as yct. I vould upptccinte it very. n:ch Lf you LT

I vcnvnlopc provid’

Yout bulinul is locatcd 1n 8 dovn:ovn rul Iutace holdinz wh:lch hu beeu

..Hbuild:l.ng 1u qunt:lon 1. 1ndiuccd ac th. top of’ thl firlt pagc of :he survey..i “

£ Thc purpounof thtl ptojcct 1.- to 1qtov¢ our’ undcronnding of the . -Ii, e
. iqornncc of locational variables to the downtown real estate markef and the el
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