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Abstract 

The research explores how the concept of mixed-use development works in 

practice, in relation to its intent as described in the theory on land use planning and 

sustainability.  Specifically, the research intended to gauge whether mixed-use 

development contributes to the creation of a vibrant, compact, and complete community 

for those who live in the suburban neighbourhood of London’s Landing in Richmond, 

British Columbia.  Mixed and multiple research methods included: secondary data 

review and analysis; semi-structured interviews with relevant planning professionals; a 

survey questionnaire of neighbourhood residents; and direct unobtrusive observation of 

the neighbourhood.  A comparison of the findings from each of the data sources used in 

this study with the indicators of a vibrant, compact, and complete community, as 

compiled from the literature reviewed, demonstrates the outcome of the research 

question along with some unintended discoveries.  The research recognizes that the 

London’s Landing is still evolving and that there are indeed missing pieces, which 

prevent London’s Landing from being considered a truly vibrant, compact, and complete 

community.  Perhaps the most interesting overall finding is how residents surveyed feel 

about London’s Landing regardless of whether it meets the theoretical outcomes of 

mixed-use development theory, e.g. that they love it and overwhelmingly consider it to 

be an attractive neighbourhood to live in.  With this knowledge, the potential exists for 

the proliferation of attractive mixed-use neighbourhoods that are misleading, lacking in 

authenticity, and that are in fact environmentally, socially, and economically 

unsustainable.  Additional action and research is needed into certain practical aspects of 

mixed-use development to fill the gaps that exist in the complete-community theory for 

the purpose of avoiding the pitfalls identified in this case study of London’s Landing. 

Keywords: land use planning; mixed-use development; sustainability; neotraditional 
development; complete communities; Richmond, British Columbia 
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1. Introduction  

Mixed-use development is advocated by a large body of urban planning theory 

as a good principle of contemporary land use planning for its potential to serve various 

sustainability objectives.  The theory advocating for a mix of land uses and housing 

types in a given neighbourhood grew out of post-modernist strategies to address some 

of the undesirable features of the conventional suburban planning model.  The theory 

asserts that a relationship exists between the type of development and community 

vibrancy, compactness, and completeness.  This relationship is based on the view that 

mixed-use development offers benefits that contribute to the presence of these features 

in a community, such as social diversity, opportunities for reduced auto-dependency, 

housing affordability, and easy access to a complete range of amenities and functions 

necessary in day-to-day life and over one’s lifetime. 

This thesis describes research carried out between early 2011 and 2013, which 

aimed to explore how the concept of mixed-use development works in practice – as it 

has been applied in a suburban area – to test whether it achieves what it is intended to 

in theory.  Specifically, the research involved the use of a mixed and multiple method 

approach to explore whether mixed-use development contributes to the creation of a 

vibrant, compact, and complete community for those who live in the neighbourhood of 

London’s Landing in Richmond, British Columbia.  The mixed and multiple method 

approach involved: secondary data review and analysis; semi-structured interviews with 

relevant planning professionals; a survey questionnaire of neighbourhood residents; and 

direct unobtrusive observation of the neighbourhood. 

The purpose of the research is to: add to the knowledge that exists between 

mixed-use as a theoretical suburban land use planning principle and its application in 

practice; identify any critical success factors involved in the implementation of mixed-

used development; and identify any recommendations for policy or regulatory 
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improvements that may assist in addressing any of the challenges observed through the 

research. 

The next section identifies my research question, defines some terms that are 

used throughout this thesis, identifies what prompted my interest in this area of research, 

and the justification for this research.   

1.1. Research Question and Definitions 

The research question developed for this study is: 

Does mixed-use development contribute to the creation of a vibrant, 
compact, and complete community, for those who live in the 
neighbourhood of London’s Landing in Richmond, British Columbia? 

I am investigating the concepts of community vibrancy, compactness, and 

completeness at London’s Landing because the literature reviewed claims that these 

elements are among the benefits of mixed-use development.  Further rationale for 

investigating mixed-use development in a suburban context is provided in Section 1.2   

There are a few concepts identified in the research question that I will define for 

the purpose of the research project, on the basis of my interpretation of these concepts 

in the literature reviewed. 

In her research on the concept of mixed-use in theory and practice in the 

Canadian context, Grant (2002) characterizes ‘mixed-use development’ according to 

three conceptual categories involving: 

• An increase in the intensity of land uses, such as mixing housing forms and 
tenures, with the effect of increasing overall densities; 

• An increase in the diversity of compatible uses, such as mixing residential, 
commercial, and institutional land uses; and, 

• A careful integration of segregated uses, such as some types of industrial 
uses.  
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Examples of mixed-use development include mixing single-detached housing with town 

housing and apartment housing in a single neighbourhood, and mixing residential and 

commercial uses within a single building or neighbourhood, such as apartments over 

retail or office uses at grade.  Mixed-use development counters the conventional 

suburban planning model, which is characterized by uniform, low-density, mass-

produced sprawl that is located at or beyond the urban fringe, in which land uses are 

segregated and in which a car is necessary to go to work and to meet daily needs 

(Harris, 2004).  

A ‘vibrant community’ is characterized in the literature as one that: has a 

concentration of activities within a neighbourhood; has visible levels of human activity in 

the public realm at all hours allowing economic and other activity to thrive; allows daily 

social interaction between large numbers and diverse groups of people; and fosters 

strong personal and civic ties of residents to their neighbourhood (i.e. a sense of 

community)(CNU, 2001; Frey, 1999; Grant, 2002; Lozano, 1990;).  

A ‘compact and complete community’ is a concept that is relative to other more 

dispersed models of development, and is characterized in the literature as: being 

physically compact and walkable; containing growth; consisting of intensive, integrated, 

and diverse land uses; having a high density of dwellings; offering a range of amenities 

to enable daily human needs to be accessed and fulfilled locally; and, offering a range of 

housing choice to serve people as they move through different phases of their life (i.e. 

aging-in-place)(CNU, 2001; Frey, 1999; Jacobs and Appleyard, 1987). 
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1.2. Justification and Significance for the Research: 
The Emergence of Mixed-Use in Suburbia 

The purpose of the research is to explore how the concept of mixed-use works in 

practice, in relation to its intent as described in the theory on contemporary principles of 

land use planning policy and sustainability.  The context for what prompted my interest in 

this area of research, and for what serves as the justification for pursuing the research, 

is the emergence of relatively isolated mixed-use developments in suburban areas that 

are increasingly marketed by developers as “vibrant”, “compact”, and “complete” 

communities where people can “live, work, and play”.  These planned mixed-use 

developments are isolated in terms of their proximity to the more urban areas of a city or 

suburb, or to other established residential or commercial land uses, and their limited 

access to public transit service. 

These developments are also “isolated” in time, as they are created over relatively short 

periods in comparison with the mixed land uses of traditional towns and cities, which 

grew incrementally over time and whose design and form reflect the different periods in 

which they developed. 

In terms of a contemporary contribution to mixed-use theory in practice, the 

emergence of “isolated” but so-called “complete communities” in suburban areas present 

a potential contradiction worth exploring.  In the local context, for example, marketing 

slogans for Morgan Crossing, a mixed-use greenfield project in Surrey BC include 

“escape ‘suburbi-yawn’” and “live in the ‘middle of everywhere’” (morgancrossing.ca, 

n.d.), which are attempts to create counter-images of the undesirable features of 

conventional suburban communities.  Another suburban mixed-use example that has 

been heralded as a more sustainable greenfield development is East Clayton in Surrey 

BC, whose guiding planning principles included “designing compact walkable 

neighbourhoods” with a mix of land uses and housing types, such as “multiple-unit 

residential…single-family homes on small to medium sized lots, live/work and mixed-use 

commercial/residential housing.” (Smart Growth BC, n.d.b, para 6 and 9) 

The neighbourhood known as London’s Landing in Richmond BC is another one 

of these places, which has been promoted as a “master-planned community” in “an 
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urban setting close to employment, services and amenities” (City of Richmond, n.d.a, 

para 9; CMHC, n.d. p.5), yet is isolated in terms of its nearly rural location next to 

agricultural land and the riverfront, its setting among remnant industrial land uses, and 

its lack of public transit service to the neighbourhood.  The significance of exploring the 

phenomenon of suburban mixed-use areas through a case study of London’s Landing - 

involving an evaluation of residents’ perspectives, choices, patterns, and behaviours - is 

to potentially assess whether this kind of mixed-use suburban development meets the 

theoretical intent of creating vibrant, compact and complete communities that serve 

sustainability objectives.  Essentially, using London’s Landing as a case study, the 

research questions whether mixed-use in suburbia works and whether the asserted 

benefits of mixed-use claimed in land use planning theory actually manifest themselves 

in practice. 

In selecting a study area for conducting this research, I intentionally wanted to 

avoid a place that had already been studied for my purposes, and I required a 

neighbourhood with residential and mixed-use buildings that were fully occupied, to 

enable a decent response to the survey questionnaire of residents.  Although light 

industrial uses remain within the neighbourhood and not all parcels have been 

redeveloped, London’s Landing contains over a decade of new development of mixed 

housing types and mixed-use buildings that are fully occupied.  London’s Landing also 

fits the criteria of being a mixed-use development in a relatively isolated suburban area, 

reflecting the scenario that initially prompted my interest in this area of research.  

Incidentally, the isolated suburban - even semi-rural - nature of the study area also 

served the purpose of acting as a controlled environment for the research, in that there 

is less potential for influential factors, such as adjacent commercial land uses or the 

complexities inherent in a downtown context, to affect results. 

Practically speaking, London’s Landing is a suitable place of study for the scope 

of this research because it is within the city of Richmond, where I live and work, and 

because public data sources on its development history are readily available.  My 

personal familiarity with the study area is also what makes it a place of interest to me as 

a student of urban studies and as a land use planner interested in exploring mixed-use 

development and compact-community building.   
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As mentioned in the previous section, the research aims to identify critical factors 

that must be present for the asserted benefits of mixed-use to be achieved, or 

deficiencies that must be accounted for in their absence.  The research also aims to 

identify whether there is merit to land use planning policy and design guidelines that 

advocate for mixed-use development in contexts other than highly urbanized city 

centres, and if so, to identify any policy and regulatory improvements that may assist in 

developing mixed-use neighbourhoods in the future. 

It is with this intent that this research may make a small contribution to filling a 

portion of the knowledge gap that exists between mixed-use as a theoretical land use 

planning principle and its application in practice, as well as contribute toward the 

improvement of land use planning policy, design, and development as it relates to 

mixed-use development. 
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2. London’s Landing and the Promise of Mixed-
Use 

To better understand London’s Landing and to be able to properly assess the 

degree to which it adheres to the design principles of vibrant, compact, and complete 

community-building, I have gathered information about its geographic location, 

boundaries, and land use designations. 

London’s Landing is a small and evolving mixed-use neighbourhood (12 ha) in 

Richmond, British Columbia, that is adjacent to farmland, is set among remnant light 

industrial land uses, and has been undergoing incremental brownfield redevelopment 

since 2001.  The neighbourhood of London’s Landing is located in the Steveston 

Planning Area in the southwest portion of the city (Figure 2.1).   

London’s Landing is identified as one of Steveston’s eight waterfront 

neighbourhoods.  Specifically, it is located at the south foot of No. 2 Road and is 

bounded by Agricultural Land Reserve to the north and east, the south arm of the Fraser 

River to the south, and No. 2 Road and remnant marine industrial uses to the west 

(Figures 2.2 and 2.3).  

Historically, a settlement was first established in the area known as London’s Landing in 

the late 1800’s, consisting of London Farm, a church, a post office, various boat works, 

bunkhouses, and cannery structures (City of Richmond, 2009b).  Incremental changes to 

the neighbourhood occurred through to the mid 20th century, transforming it from a 

village settlement to a productive manufacturing and marine resource industrial area.  

The area began to experience economic decline towards the late 1980’s.  Part of the 

planning process for the Steveston Area Plan through the 1990’s was to provide 

direction on the future land uses in the neighbourhood of London’s Landing to address 

the shifting economic times. 
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Figure 2.1. Map of Richmond Planning Areas, showing Steveston Planning Area 
  (used with permission from the City of Richmond; City of Richmond, 2012) 

 
Figure 2.2. Steveston Waterfront Neighbourhoods, showing London’s Landing 
  (used with permission from the City of Richmond; City of Richmond, 2009b) 
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Figure 2.3. Annotated Land Use Map, London’s Landing  
  (used with permission from the City of Richmond; City of Richmond, 2009b) 

The land use designations were specifically intended to create a mixed-use 

community in the area by providing: 

• a mixed commercial-residential core where people could live and theoretically 
work, socialize, and shop at the gateway into the neighbourhood from No. 2 
Road; 

• compact development through mixed housing types in the purely residential 
node to the south east of the neighbourhood; and  

• easy access to passive outdoor recreational opportunities to the south.   

The land use designations include:  “Residential”, “Heritage Residential”, “Mixed 

Use”, and “Public Open Space” (shown in Figure 2.3 and defined in Table 2.1). 
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Table 2.1. Definition of land use designations at London’s Landing 

Land Use Designation Definition 
Residential “Housing and uses associated with residential neighbourhoods, including:  

single-family, two-family and multiple-family housing; childcare facilities; 
group homes; community uses; and home-based business offices.” 

Heritage Residential “Those areas intended to accommodate residential structures of recognized 
historic significance or new structures designed to a distinctive heritage 
appearance reflective of Steveston’s character; …Single detached forms are 
preferred.” 

Mixed Use “A combination of commercial and industrial uses permitted within the same 
building, including residential and/or office uses above grade.” 

Public Open Space “Those area of the City where the principal use is public or private 
recreation, sports, public open space and natural areas…” 

(City of Richmond, 2009b, p. 21, 101, 102; City of Richmond, 2012, p.16-4) 

The land use designations are also intentionally situated to enable the London’s 

Landing neighbourhood to serve as a transition from the marine industry uses to the 

west (e.g. the Steveston Harbour Authority) to the rural and agricultural setting to the 

east and north (e.g. London Farm), and the Fraser River to the south.   

Since redevelopment of the neighbourhood began in the late 1990’s, London’s 

Landing has been designed and marketed as a mixed-use neighbourhood, as planned 

for in the development policies and guidelines established in the Steveston Area Plan 

and as envisioned by the primary real estate developer at London’s Landing.  Dana 

Westermark, of Oris Consulting Ltd., stated that his vision for redevelopment of the 

neighbourhood was to create a village that related to the settlement that existed at 

London’s Landing the late 19th century, and that could be perceived as though it had 

developed over time (personal communication, May 31, 2011). 

Current land uses in the neighbourhood of London’s Landing include: pure 

residential in the form of single-detached housing, stacked and standard town housing, 

and low-rise condos; mixed residential and commercial uses in the form of low-rise 

apartments over commercial uses at grade; and other land uses such as remnant light 

industrial, and public open space.  Tenures in the neighbourhood consist of fee-simple 
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and strata-titled residential, commercial, and remnant industrial ownership, and the 

potential exists for market leasing and rental.   

In contrast, most of Richmond’s residential built environment1 outside of the city’s 

downtown core consists primarily of low-density single-detached housing that is 

segregated from commercial land uses, which are located in suburban shopping centres 

at various main intersections throughout the city (Figure 2.4).   

 
Figure 2.4. Annotated Excerpt of Richmond’s Official Community Plan Land Use 

Map  
  (used with permission from the City of Richmond; City of Richmond, 2012)  

Comparing the built environment at London’s Landing with that of most of 

Richmond shows that development of a mixed-use community at London’s Landing, as 

envisioned in the Area Plan, is a marked difference from the norm.  In fact, the first 

mixed-use project to be completed at London’s Landing in 2002, which consisted of a 
 
1 This does not include the Agricultural Land Reserve, which accounts for a large portion of 

Richmond and consists of active or inactive farms with limited residential buildings. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Denotes a suburban 
neighbourhood 
shopping centre  

Legend 
Denotes primarily 
low-density single-
detached housing 
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building containing commercial uses at grade with 2-storey residential units above, and a 

building containing 3-storey townhouse units with optional live-work office space at 

grade, was a significant and critical opportunity in moving forward the concept of 

suburban mixed-use in Richmond, as it was the first time that this type of development 

was introduced outside of the city’s downtown core. 

Consistent with the policy vision for the creation of a mixed-use neighbourhood at 

London’s Landing and with the developers’ intentions since redevelopment began in the 

neighbourhood, London’s Landing has been marketed as an ideal mixed-use suburban 

community.  Marketing material portrays London’s Landing as a trendy, vibrant, 

compact, walkable, and complete community, as evidenced by the following messages: 

“…a thriving residential development in a rural high-amenity setting which 
looks as if it has been there for years” (CMHC, n.d. p.1) 

“…(designed) using the principals of new urbanism…” (CMHC, n.d. p.4) 

 “…a pedestrian-oriented neighbourhood with a vibrant personality.” (Oris 
Consulting Ltd., 2011) 

“…a lively, pedestrian friendly village with a bakery, market…spa and 
many other urban amenities integrated with condos, town houses and 
single-family homes…with the traditional white picket fence, and a 
distinctly family-oriented outlook on life” (Oris Consulting Ltd., n.d., Oris 
[Webpage] RE/MAX Westcoast Steveston Real Estate, London Landing 
[Webpage], n.d.) 

 “…a compact…and mixed-use community” (Oris Consulting Ltd., 2011) 

   
Figure 2.5. Scenes from the residential node at London’s Landing 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 
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Indeed, if you take a walk around the neighbourhood of London’s Landing, it 

seems like you are walking through a replica of a more traditional neighbourhood – one 

that you might expect to find in a small town, or in and around a main street in an older 

city – albeit mixed with contemporary touches.  There are bright-coloured homes with 

front porches, picket fences, and rear lanes, as well as buildings with apartments over 

offices and shops at street-level.  There are sidewalks with grass boulevards and trees 

in front of residences, as well as generous “boardwalk-style” concrete sidewalks with 

bollards and street-trees within the more urban boulevards on the main street.  There 

are unique lamp posts, and on-street parking on either side of the streets in the 

neighbourhood.  This is a marked difference from the typical design of much of the rest 

of Richmond’s residential built environment outside of the city’s downtown core, where 

many single-detached dwellings lack clearly defined pedestrian entries due to large 

garages that protrude from the primary building facade and take up much of the lot 

width; and where many streets do not have sidewalks and streetlights to encourage 

walking and night-time use. 

           
Figure 2.6. Scenes from the mixed-use node at London’s Landing 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 

So, the marketing material implies that London’s Landing offers a lifestyle rooted 

in the nostalgia and conveniences of village life, and it appears that the evolving 

development in the neighbourhood adheres to the design principles of vibrant, compact, 

and complete community-building.  But does this translate into reality for those who live 

there? 
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While the marketing statements that I described above communicate messages 

that are consistent with the concepts of “live, work, and play” explored in the research 

question, some marketing material that I reviewed is inconsistent with other aspects of 

the theory on complete-community building.  For example, some of the marketing 

material communicates the message that what is being sold at London’s Landing is an 

“exclusive lifestyle” within “Steveston’s Premier Neighbourhood”, which claims to 

include:  

• Views of the waterfront, farmland, and the mountains; and 

• Proximity to natural, recreation, and community amenities (e.g., community 
centres, excellent schools etc.). 

Views and proximity to the waterfront, for example, are highly sought-after 

amenities that demand high prices.  It seems that the message delivered by such 

marketing material is intended to appeal to people who have the means to afford these 

amenities.  This messaging is at odds with the objectives of a complete and inclusive 

community, which is intended to contain all types of people that represent a range of 

income levels.   

Also, the marketing material is misleading.  For example, many of the amenities 

being marketed are not actually within the neighbourhood of London’s Landing, but 

rather are within a much broader area, specifically in Steveston Village or the greater 

Steveston Planning Area.  There is an exaggerated proximity to the amenities promoted 

in the marketing material, and - as the survey results on auto-use tell us (in Section 5) – 

these amenities are beyond walking distance from London’s Landing.   

Despite these potential inconsistencies between the marketing material for 

London’s Landing, the complete-community theory, and the neighbourhood’s reality, 

London’s Landing has received various praise and awards on its positive transformation 

from a brownfield site into a mixed-use community.  For example, various projects in the 

neighbourhood have received a “Gold Georgie” award in 2002 from the Canadian 

Homebuilders Association of British Columbia (CMHC, n.d. p.4), a “Brownie Award” in 

the Heritage/Adaptive Reuse category from the Canadian Urban Institute in 2004 

(CMHC, n.d. p.1), and a Richmond Lulu Award in 2009 for urban design excellence in 

the category of residential mid-rise development (City of Richmond, 2009a). 
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To summarize, the planning for London’s Landing intended to create a 

neighbourhood that contained commercial retail uses and services, a mix of housing 

types, and access to nearby passive outdoor recreation opportunities.  Further to this, 

the marketing and award submission material suggests that London’s Landing has 

evolved into a thriving mixed-use village.  By exploring the theory behind vibrant, 

compact, and complete community building, and by using a variety of research methods, 

this thesis will test the claims of whether London’s Landing truly adheres to the planning 

principles on which is based and whether it delivers on the promises made in its 

marketing material.  
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3. Conceptual Framework: 
Literature Review  

This section identifies, summarizes and evaluates the bodies of literature that are 

relevant in informing the study of my research question.  They include: 

• The origins and definitions of mixed-use, and theories that support mixed-use 
as a good land use planning principle, such as those provided by Jane 
Jacobs, New Urbanism, and Smart Growth; 

• Theories on the relationship between mixed-use, vibrant, compact, and 
complete communities and other notions such as density and urbanity; 

• The influence of mixed-use theory on municipal land use planning policy in 
Canada; and 

• Indicators and local examples of vibrant, compact, and complete communities. 

These bodies of literature provide a conceptual framework for this research, which is 

intended to contribute to the knowledge that exists on mixed-use as a theoretical land 

use planning principle and its application in practice, by testing whether asserted 

benefits of mixed-use truly manifest themselves in the field. 

3.1. Examining the Origins and Theories behind 
Mixed-Use Development 

What is mixed-use and why should we care about it?  The meaning and 

significance of the concept of mixed-use is identified in numerous pieces of literature that 

originated in and grew out of the critiques of modernist urban planning and development, 

starting in the early 1960s, to become the new and ongoing orthodoxy in contemporary 

land use policy and planning.  Among the principles of good urban planning advocating 

for the concept of mixed-use are those provided early on by Jane Jacobs and later by 

the movements of Smart Growth, New Urbanism, and other literature on sustainability 
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(CNU, 2001; Dale, 2003; Downs, 2005; Duany et al, 2001; Frey, 1999; Grant, 2002; 

Jacobs, 1961; Jenks and Dempsey, 2005; Smart Growth BC, n.d.a).   

As evidenced in several pieces of literature on mixed-use and the social 

dimensions of urban design (Frey, 1999; Grant, 2002; Larice and Macdonald, 2007), 

typically any discussion of the emergence of postmodernism almost always includes a 

reference to the earlier work of Jane Jacobs who - decades before the movements of 

Smart Growth and New Urbanism existed - highlighted the benefits of mixed land uses in 

her quintessential attack on modernist planning in The Death and Life of Great American 

Cities (1961), in which she argued that “fine-grain mixing of diverse uses creates vibrant 

and successful neighbourhoods” (Grant, 2002, p. 72).  In this piece, Jacobs made the 

case that among the necessary physical conditions for dynamic urban life are dense, 

pedestrian-scaled, mixed-use neighbourhoods that enable “eyes on the street” that keep 

the city safe (Larice and MacDonald, 2007).  For example, Jacobs asserted that:  

“The basic requisite for…surveillance is a substantial quantity of stores 
and other public places sprinkled along the sidewalks of a district; 
enterprises and public places that are used by evening and night must be 
among them especially.  Stores, bars and restaurants, as the chief 
examples, work in several different and complex ways to abet sidewalk 
safety.” (p. 36) 

Since then, the literature has broadened to describe additional benefits 

associated with mixed-use development so as to strengthen its significance in 

contemporary land use planning and development.  Grant (2002) summarizes the 

benefits asserted by supporters of mixed-use development: 

• The creation of an urban environment active at all hours; 

• The provision of a greater range of housing choices and tenures, potentially 
increasing housing affordability and social diversity; 

• The opportunity for reduced auto-dependency and increased pedestrian and 
transit use, by locating housing within close proximity to commercial and civic 
activities, where people can shop, work or play; 

• Mitigation of the environmental consequences associated with automobile use 
and the conventional suburban model. 
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On this basis, Grant (2002) comments that “mixing uses thus forms part of a strategy for 

sustainable development as well as a theory of good urban form, with the objectives of 

economic vitality, social equity and environmental quality” (p. 73). 

The movements of Smart Growth and New Urbanism that emerged since the 

1980’s were born out of the theory of sustainable development and as a reaction to 

results of modernist-based development patterns, which are “defined by car-centred 

transportation, separation of land uses, and development on green field sites” (Smart 

Growth, n.d.a, n.p.) as well as other “undesirable features of continuing growth through 

‘suburban sprawl’” (Downs, 2005, p. 367).   

Although there is agreement in the literature that the concept of Smart Growth is 

ambiguous, subjective, and with no single interpretation, commonly identified principles 

have been compiled in an attempt to define the concept (Dale, 2003; Downs, 2005).  

Smart Growth is defined here using the combined land use planning principles identified 

by Smart Growth BC (n.d.a) and Dale (2003).  Smart Growth is a concept used to 

describe development that: 

• Includes mixed land uses; 

• Creates compact, inclusive, and walkable neighbourhoods; 

• Encourages transit-oriented development; 

• Fosters distinct, vibrant neighbourhoods to strengthen sense of place; 

• Provides a range of housing forms and affordable choices; 

• Preserves open space, agricultural land, and natural areas; 

• Concentrates growth in existing communities; 

• Promotes green buildings/infrastructure; and, 

• Ensures meaningful public participation in the development process. 

These principles are intended to promote the opposite of the features found to be 

undesirable within the conventional suburban planning model (Downs, 2005).   

Similarly, New Urbanism encourages a return to development that is based on 

traditional urban neighbourhoods or towns, in which mixed use and compact 

neighbourhoods are also emphasized (CNU, 2001; Duany et al., 2001).  New Urbanism 

encourages mixing uses within housing, within neighbourhoods, and within buildings.  
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This is intended to be manifested in the form of: a) home offices, secondary suites, 

coach houses within residences, b) corner stores, shopping districts, workplaces and 

civic buildings that serve the complete needs of the neighbourhood located within 

walking distance to residences, and c) residential units above retail and office space 

within low rise buildings (Duany et al., 2001; Grant, 2002). 

The theory on New Urbanism also promotes a neotraditional form of 

development because premodernist town design is perceived as being more conducive 

to building a ‘sense of community’ relative to conventional suburban development 

(Southworth, 1997).  Nasar (2003, p. 58) defines ‘sense of community’ as “the feeling an 

individual has about belonging to a group…(either) in relation to a geographically defined 

territory such as their neighbourhood or in relation to a community of shared interest.”  

This perspective is rooted in the nostalgic notion that social ties to one another, to one’s 

own neighbourhood, and to overall civic life were stronger in traditional towns of the 

past, and infers an assumption that new development based on traditional urban models 

can create that same idealized sense of community.  This perspective supports the 

suggestion that the physical design of the built environment influences or determines 

how people will behave. 

In her research on mixed-use in theory and practice, Grant (2002) asserts that 

New Urbanism has probably done the most recently to build the case for mixed-use 

development within the North American context.  Grant identifies two main streams of 

New Urbanism:  Traditional Neighbourhood Development (TND) and Transit-Oriented 

Development (TOD), each with two different strategies for mixed-use, the former geared 

towards greenfield, brownfield, or greyfield development in suburban areas and the latter 

geared toward urban infill.  The influence of these streams of New Urbanism is 

widespread in current municipal land use planning policy in North America. 
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3.2. Perspectives on Related Notions: 
Density and Urbanity 

Key to all theories of mixed use are the intertwined values and objectives of 

density and urbanity.  These values are described in the works of Jacobs and Appleyard 

(1987), and Lozano (1990), which suggest that dense urban places are those that attract 

the people and activity necessary to create great neighbourhoods. 

The works of these authors indicate that there is a certain density threshold - or 

minimum number of people - that must exist for certain features, interactions and 

activities characteristic of an urban neighbourhood to take place.  Similarly, an 

integration of activities through a mixture of land uses in close proximity to each other is 

also deemed necessary for the creation of a vibrant urban neighbourhood.  This 

relationship between notions of density, urbanity and mixed-use is illustrated by Jacobs 

and Appleyard (1987) who state that “it is the mix, not just the density of people and 

uses, that brings life to an area, the life of people going about a full range of normal 

activities without having to get into an automobile.” (p. 106) 

Lozano (1990) further describes how the notion of density is basic to urbanity, 

which he defines as “that elusive yet essential quality that is both cause and effect of 

dense clusters of human habitats…(that is,) the potential capacity of the inhabitants of a 

town or city to interact with a sizable number of people and institutions concentrated in 

that town or city.” (p. 313) 

The arguments put forward by these authors highlight the interrelatedness of the 

concepts of density, mixed-use, vibrancy, compact and completeness, all of which must 

be present to create what Lozano (1990) refers to as “urbanity”.  These relationships 

suggest that people will be drawn to where other people are, that activity encourages 

more activity, and that people essentially seek out “urbanity”.  This is relevant to 

consider for my proposed investigation of mixed-use and vibrancy in suburban areas, 

because its plausible that nowhere more than in suburban areas would people then seek 

“urbanity” - that which was lost with dispersion to the suburbs.  This possibility offers 

insight into motivations behind the growth of suburban mixed-use communities. 
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3.3. The Influence of Mixed-Use Theory on  
Municipal Land Use Planning Policy in Canada 

How have the broad scope of theory on mixed-use and the asserted relationships 

between form of development and various objectives of sustainability influenced 

municipal land use planning policy in Canada? 

In her research on mixed-use in theory and practice, Grant (2002) indicates that 

many North American cities have revised their policies, plans and regulations to 

incorporate mixed use as a planning principle.  Grant describes how “by the mid 1980’s, 

many Canadian communities had added mixed use zones to their land use bylaws and 

applied them to the urban core.” (p. 75).  Later, in the 1990’s, the popularity of the 

concept of sustainability and New Urbanism further entrenched mixed-use and its other 

principles into planning policy for outlying areas as well in major urban regions 

throughout Canada (p.75). 

This influence is evident in the content of development policies and design 

guidelines established within Richmond’s Official Community Plan to guide new 

development at London’s Landing.  Development policies for London’s Landing are 

purposely intended to “contribute to the establishment of a unique working, recreational, 

and living environment that respects the area’s heritage” (City of Richmond, 2009b, p. 

86).  Development policies and design guidelines for London’s Landing noticeably reflect 

the post-modern influence of Jane Jacobs, Smart Growth and New Urbanism, with 

obvious references to: “a ‘small town’ scale and ambience, … mixed-use areas with a 

‘fine grained urban fabric’, … a varied streetscape characterized by pedestrian-oriented 

buildings” (City of Richmond, 2009b, p. 86, 87).  A walk through the transitioning 

neighbourhood of London’s Landing today shows that the built environment is 

characterized by elements rooted in the theories discussed, elements that are intended 

to stage pedestrian, social, and economic activity (e.g. mixed-use buildings with condos 

and townhouses above retail and office at grade, front porches, rear lanes with garages, 

with on-street, surface or underground parking hidden from view).   

Does the mere presence of these characteristics alone in the built environment 

contribute to the creation of a vibrant, compact, and complete community?  Despite what 
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the literature and past observation of older urban neighbourhoods tells us about mixed-

use development as a strategy for creating socially and economically vibrant and 

complete communities, there appears to be a gap in knowledge - at least in a local 

context - with respect to testing or measuring whether this is achieved in practice, 

particularly as it has been applied recently in suburban areas.  From the literature 

consulted, the majority of research that exists on evaluating mixed-use in suburban 

areas in practice is in an American context, and is centered around either advocating or 

criticizing planned New Urbanist suburbs that proliferated in the 1990’s (Frey, 1999; 

Grant, 2002; Larice and Macdonald, 2007; Leung, 1995; Nasar, 2003; O’Toole, 1999; 

Southworth, 1997).   

If mixed-use in suburban areas doesn’t achieve in practice what it promises in 

theory, why include it in municipal planning policy and why advocate for its incorporation 

into suburban development projects?  Essentially, why bother with mixed-use in 

suburbia?  Perhaps suburban mixed-use areas have the potential to achieve intended 

objectives, provided that certain factors exist to ensure success.  The research that I 

have conducted, which involved a social scientific investigation of recent mixed-use 

development at London’s Landing, is an attempt to test the relationship asserted to exist 

between mixed-use development and the creation of vibrant and complete communities.  

The aim is to potentially fill a portion of the knowledge gap and recommend 

improvements in land use planning policy as it relates to mixed-use in suburban areas 

based on the results and observations obtained from the research. 

  



 

23 

3.4. Indicators and local examples of vibrancy, 
compactness, and complete communities 

To recap, the literature reviewed advocates for mixed-use development as a 

good principle of land use planning due to its potential to create vibrant, compact, and 

complete communities and to meet various sustainability objectives.  Again, the asserted 

benefits of mixed-use development identified in the literature reviewed include such 

elements as:  

• the creation of compact and pedestrian-friendly neighbourhoods by 
concentrating housing and a complete range of amenities in a given area, 
ultimately providing opportunities for reduced auto-dependency;  

• the creation of an urban environment that is active at all hours due to the mix 
of land uses operating throughout the day and evening; and  

• the creation of a range of housing choices by mixing different forms of 
development and tenures, ultimately providing opportunities for social 
diversity. 

On the basis of the literature reviewed and the asserted benefits of mixed-use 

development, I have compiled a series of indicators of a vibrant, compact, and complete 

community (Table 3.1).   

These indicators both informed the design of the survey questionnaire that I 

distributed to residents at London’s Landing, as well as the elements that I looked for 

during direct observation of the neighbourhood.  These indicators are intended to enable 

comparison of my research findings about how the London’s Landing community works 

in practice in terms of the intended outcomes of mixed-use development, with the 

objective of offering an answer to the research question of whether mixed-use 

development contributes to the creation of a vibrant, compact, and complete community 

for those who live at London’s Landing. 

What does a vibrant, compact, and complete community look like?  What types 

of businesses does it include? What size is it? How many people live there?   
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Table 3.1. Indicators of a vibrant, compact, and complete community, as 
compiled from the literature reviewed 

Theoretical outcomes Indicators 
Vibrancy Adequate amount of seating in the public realm 
 High-quality environmental conditions that attract people 
 Distinct neighbourhood 
 Visible levels of human activity in the public realm at all hours 
 Concentration of activities within the neighbourhood 
 Daily social interaction between people 
 Sense of community/belonging 
 Feeling of safety/“Eyes on the street” 
 Opportunities for economic vitality 
 Social equity, diversity, inclusivity 
 Overall perspective of vibrancy 

Compactness and 
Completeness 

Physically compact 

 Higher densities 
 Walkable (i.e. easy to get around on foot, pedestrian connectivity) 
 Pedestrian-scaled or pedestrian-oriented design of the built environment 
 Easy access to a broad mix of land uses and amenities to enable daily 

human needs to be accessed and fulfilled locally, and to provide for 
economic vitality 

 Housing mix and affordability (i.e. choice of type and tenure) 
 Opportunities for reduced auto-dependency 
 Transit service 
 Protection of open space/farm land/natural areas 

Two local examples of existing neighbourhoods that exhibit the characteristics of 

a vibrant, compact, and complete community are Vancouver’s West End and the area 

known as Marpole in the south of Vancouver.  Although these two neighbourhoods have 

shared characteristics, they are located in different settings and vary in terms of their 

degree of vibrancy, compactness, and completeness.  Specifically, the West End is 

located within the downtown peninsula of the City, whereas Marpole is located in an 

outlying area of the City.   



 

25 

 

Vancouver’s West End 

The West End Community Profile (City of Vancouver, 2012) indicates that “the 

West End is a vibrant, diverse, walkable, and densely populated community” (p.6).   

The neighbourhood is approximately 200 hectares (500 acres) in area, consists 

of 112 compact city blocks, and has a population density of approximately 217 people 

per hectare.   

The area is well-serviced by public transit, has plenty of local shopping, services 

and amenities within walking distance, and is in close proximity to many employment 

opportunities.  The types of land uses and businesses that exist in the West End include 

numerous grocery stores, restaurants, bars, cafes, retail shops, entertainment, personal 

services, as well as community amenities such as parks, schools, daycares, community 

centres, churches, and a hospital.  These factors make it easy for residents of the West 

End to avoid using their cars.  For example, approximately 64% of West End residents 

work either within the neighbourhood, in the adjacent downtown peninsula, or in nearby 

neighbourhoods south of downtown.  It is understandable, then, that the West End is the 

neighbourhood with “the highest walk-to-work mode share of any other neighbourhood in 

the city at 40%” (p. 76).   

In terms of tenure, an overwhelming majority of dwellings in the West End are 

rentals (81%), which include market rental units, non-market rental units, and secondary 

rental units (e.g. rented condos).  This suggests that a variety of income levels are 

represented in the neighbourhood, which is indicative of vibrancy. 

Marpole 

To a lesser extent than the West End, the inner-ring suburban neighbourhood of 

Marpole in South Vancouver is also considered to be a “vibrant community made up of 

families, seniors, new immigrants, and students.” (City of Vancouver, 2013, n.p.).   

The neighbourhood of Marpole is approximately 561 hectares (1,386 acres) in 

area, and has a population density of approximately 43 people per hectare.  
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The most common housing type in Marpole is low-rise apartments, and in terms 

of tenure, 57% of dwellings in Marpole are rentals, which suggest that the 

neighbourhood is diverse and is comprised of residents of various income levels and 

who are at various stages in life.   

Similar to the West End, Marpole is well-serviced by public transit and has a 

range of commercial services and amenities to meet residents’ daily needs locally (e.g., 

grocery stores, various other retail sales and services, parks, schools, a community 

centre, a library, a theatre etc.).  Marpole is also in close proximity to employment 

opportunities in a variety of sectors, including the South Vancouver Industrial Area 

(south of SW Marine Drive), the Airport Square office building, and various health care 

facilities (City of Vancouver, 2013).  However, despite the availability of public transit, 

local employment opportunities, and community amenities, there is comparatively fewer 

trips to work by walking, cycling, or transit (33%) than the city-wide average (41%), and 

only 16% of Marpole residents actually work in the neighbourhood, while the majority of 

residents either work elsewhere in the city or outside of Vancouver (City of Vancouver, 

2013).   

Some differences between the West End and Marpole 

Although Vancouver’s West End and Marpole are two local examples of 

neighbourhoods that exhibit the characteristics of a vibrant, compact, and complete 

community, as described in the literature on mixed-use, the differences between the two 

neighbourhoods shed some light on some of the limitations in the literature on mixed-use 

development, as well as the complexities involved in assessing the outcomes of mixed-

use development in practice.  Table 3.2 shows some of the differences between the 

West End and Marpole, in terms of the indicators of vibrancy, compactness, and 

completeness identified in Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.2 Summary of differences – West End vs. Marpole 

Theoretical 
outcomes 

Indicators West End Marpole 

Vibrancy Social equity, diversity, 
inclusivity 

81% rentals (incl. 
market/non-market, 
and secondary rentals) 

57% rentals (incl. 
market/non-market, 
and secondary rentals) 

Compactness and 
Completeness 

Physically Compact/ 
Walkable 

200 ha 561 ha 

 Population density 217 people/ha 43 people/ha 
 Easy access to a broad mix 

of land uses 
Transit service 
Opportunities for reduced 
auto-dependency 

• 64% of residents 
work within 
neighbourhood or 
adjacent 
neighbourhoods 

• 40% of residents 
walk to work 
(highest city-wide) 

• 16% of residents 
work within 
neighbourhood 

• 33% of residents 
walk/cycle/bus to 
work (below city-
wide average) 

To put the population densities of the West End and Marpole into context, the 

population density of Richmond is around 15 people per hectare (Statistics Canada, 

2012), and the population density of London’s Landing (which is more than 16 times 

smaller than the West End or Marpole) is estimated2 at around 45 people per hectare.  

This paints a picture of what different urban and suburban population densities look like.  

Clearly, the West End is considerably more densely populated than either Marpole, 

Richmond or London’s Landing.  London’s Landing density is estimated to be slightly 

higher than Marpole, but its considerably smaller land area needs to be taken into 

account (12 ha). 

A comparison of the West End with Marpole, shows that despite having similar 

characteristics, the two neighbourhoods still differ in terms of their population density, 

neighbourhood size, housing type and tenure, and residents’ mode of transport to work.  

For example, the West End shows that even a small geographic area can contain the 
 
2 The estimate of the population density of London’s Landing was derived on the basis of: the 

household type reported by the majority of survey respondents (i.e., 2 persons per 
household); the total number of dwellings, and the neighbourhood’s size. 
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range of land uses required to enable residents to live, work, and shop locally.  This is 

markedly different than in Marpole where, despite the available employment 

opportunities inherent in a larger geographic area, only 16% of residents actually work 

within the neighbourhood.   

This comparison of the West End and Marpole points out some limitations in the 

literature on mixed-use development, which implies that if the indicators listed in Table 

3.1 are present within a neighbourhood, the theoretical outcome will be a vibrant, 

compact, and complete community.  However, this comparison shows that even 

neighbourhoods like West End and Marpole aren’t “complete” on all counts and that they 

differ between each other.  For example, it’s not necessarily the size of the mixed-use 

neighbourhood, or the easy access to jobs and public transit that affect the degree to 

which a vibrant, compact, and complete community can be achieved, but is rather a 

balance of contributing factors considered all together.  For example, in terms of 

residents’ transportation modes to work and residents’ place of work within their 

neighbourhood, perhaps one of the contributing factors to the differences seen between 

the West End and Marpole is their respective locations relative to adjacent 

neighbourhoods.  Specifically, the West End is in close proximity to the city centre’s 

other high-density neighbourhoods, which contain a high concentration of jobs, as 

compared to Marpole’s adjacent suburban neighbourhoods.  An understanding of the 

differences between these two local examples of mixed-use neighbourhoods helps to 

shed some light on the results obtained through this case study of London’s Landing. 
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4. Research Design  

This section describes how I designed and carried out the research, and how I 

analysed the findings I obtained, in an effort to explore the question of whether mixed-

use development contributes to the creation of a vibrant, compact, and complete 

community for those who live at London’s Landing. 

4.1. Methods: Data Sources, Data Collection, and Analysis 

I used a mixed and multiple method approach using several data sources to 

investigate mixed-use development at London’s Landing and to perform the necessary 

data analysis in an attempt to answer the research question.  Specifically, I used the 

following research methods (described further in sections 4.1.1 through 4.1.4): 

• Document and secondary data review and analysis; 

• Semi-structured interviews with planning professionals; 

• A conventional and online survey questionnaire; and 

• Direct unobtrusive observation. 

The intent with the document and secondary data review, as with the interviews 

with planning professionals, was mainly to gather information to build a foundation of 

knowledge on the study site of London’s Landing – its historical context, the vision for its 

planning and design, its form and character of development, its promotion at the 

marketing stage and beyond, and to obtain some professional perspectives on the 

conceptual and practical application of mixed-use at London’s Landing.  The aim was 

that these methods, together with the other data collected and analyzed, would assist 

with deeper exploration of the research question. 

Through the conventional and online survey questionnaire, I obtained the bulk of 

raw data to be used in analyzing residents’ perspectives on London’s Landing and on 
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the potential role played by mixed-use development in contributing to a vibrant, compact, 

and complete community. 

I conducted direct unobtrusive observation sessions to observe how the public 

realm at London’s Landing is designed and used by people, how the neighbourhood 

currently functions, and to observe the role potentially played by mixed-use in the 

functioning of the neighbourhood. 

I selected a mix of research methods for this study because I was concerned 

about having an adequate survey response and because of the complexity of 

determining whether London’s Landing is a vibrant, compact, and complete community 

for those who live there, and whether or not mixed-use development has played a 

contributory role.  I feel that a more comprehensive picture of London’s Landing is 

achievable through the insight obtained from all of the data sources that I selected to use 

in this study. 

4.1.1. Document and Secondary Data Review and Analysis 

I conducted the document and secondary data review between January and April 

2011.  I reviewed publicly-available plans and policies intended to guide the 

development of London’s Landing, such as Richmond’s Official Community Plan, 

individual rezoning and development permit applications, media content on the 

promotion and marketing of London’s Landing, Business Licence data, and transit data.  

Specifically, the types of data I collected from these sources included: 

• Development data, such as land use designations, zoning, density, housing 
type, number of dwelling units, and vehicle parking provisions; 

• Various urban design guidelines intended to assist with shaping the form and 
character of development in the neighbourhood; 

• Data on the nature of commercial and industrial businesses in the 
neighbourhood; 

• Media and marketing material showing how London’s Landing was portrayed 
to the public and consumers during the processes of redevelopment, 
promotion, and recognition; and 

• The number of transit stop locations, distances to residences and businesses, 
frequency of transit service, and transit route data. 
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To assist with answering the research question, I then compared the results 

obtained from the review and analysis of these documents and secondary data with the 

series of indicators of vibrancy, compactness, and completeness that I developed based 

on the asserted benefits of mixed-use development from the literature (shown in Table 

3.1).   

4.1.2. Semi-Structured Interviews 

Between March and May 2011, I conducted six semi-structured interviews to 

obtain professional perspectives from municipal planners and the primary developer 

involved in the neighbourhood on aspects of the planning and development process that 

shaped London’s Landing.  I collected this data to gain insight into the role played by 

mixed-use in planning the neighbourhood and to serve as a good source of qualitative 

material to analyze in the event of a low response rate to the survey questionnaire.   

I identified and recruited interview participants in person in the case of municipal 

planners, and by phone in the case of the private developer.  I obtained the written 

informed consent of each interview participant prior to conducting the interview, along 

with consent to disclose their identities in this thesis.  I have chosen to disclose the 

identities of interview participants due to their public and professional involvement in the 

planning and development process for London’s Landing.   

The nature of data I collected during the interviews included participants’ perspectives 

on: 

• The development history of London’s Landing; 

• The rationale for the siting of a mixed-use neighbourhood at that location; 

• The development policies and design guidelines that shaped the form and 
character of the neighbourhood; 

• The developer’s initial vision for the neighbourhood, along with ensuing 
marketing, goal achievement, financial outcome, and challenges; and 

• The built environment itself, over a decade after initial planning for the 
neighbourhood began. 

Appendix A includes the complete set of interview questions posed to the 

municipal planners and primary developer.   
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To assist with answering the research question, I then compared the major 

findings from the interview transcripts with the series of indicators of vibrancy, 

compactness, and completeness that I developed based on the asserted benefits of 

mixed-use development from the literature (shown in Table 3.1).   

4.1.3. Conventional and Online Survey Questionnaire 

The most important source of data in answering the research question was the 

survey questionnaire that I designed and distributed to residents of London’s Landing in 

July 2011.  The main objective of the survey was to gain a greater understanding of 

residents’ general perspectives about London’s Landing along with their perspectives on 

whether the mix of land uses in the neighbourhood contributes to a vibrant, compact, 

and complete community.  Specifically, I designed the survey and analyzed responses 

with a view to determining the influence that mixed-use development at London’s 

Landing has on the daily activities of participants, their transportation and other 

behaviour choices, leisure opportunities, and level of local social interaction.  I also 

designed the survey to obtain descriptive information about participants to generally 

understand the community’s composition.  The nature of data collected through the 

survey is summarized in Table 4.1, while an actual copy of the survey is provided in 

Appendix B. 

I made the survey available in conventional hard-copy format, as well as in 

electronic format online using the SFU WebSurvey tool. 

The sampling strategy targeted the residents of London’s Landing.  The sample 

type selected for survey delivery was a purposive probability sample, or a judgmental 

sample, which is a “deliberate selection of a targeted sample” (Babbie & Benaquisto, 

2010; Hall, 2010).  This sample type was appropriate to this research due to the defined 

population involved and the exploratory nature of this study (Babbie & Benaquisto, 

2010). 
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Table 4.1. The nature of survey questions 

 Survey topics Outputs/variables 
 Descriptive/demographic 

data 
participant age, age of non-participant child dwelling 
occupants 

Dwelling and occupancy 
data 

number of dwelling occupants, length of residence, 
tenure (rent vs. ownership) 

Employment/place of work 
data 

employment status during period of occupancy, place 
of work/distance travelled 

Transportation data choice of transportation mode for work/personal 
activities 

Patronage of in-
neighbourhood vs. out-of-
neighbourhood commercial 
services 

type of use (groceries, dining, banking, personal 
service, fitness, other etc), number of times per 
day/week used, and location 

Social interaction/leisure 
activities 

type of activities involved in, available opportunities, 
frequency of interaction and familiarity with 
neighbouring residents/businesses 

   

The sample population derived from the sample frame3 was composed of 

residents of each civic address and/or strata lot within London’s Landing (aged 19 years 

or older), to whom I successfully delivered the survey package.  The sample population 

size is unknown. 

I used a combined survey delivery and collection strategy to maximize the 

response rate, by mailing the surveys to residents using the civic addresses identified in 

the sample frame and installing posters4 at various neighbourhood locations to promote 

participation in the online survey. 

Of the 284 residences that successfully received a survey package during the 

Summer of 2011, a total of 55 survey responses were completed and submitted by mail5 

 
3 The sample frame is shown in Appendix C. 
4 A copy of the poster is shown in Appendix D. 
5 Respondents who participated by mail used the stamped, self-addressed envelope provided in 

the hard-copy survey packages to return surveys and consent forms. 
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or online6 between July 2011 and June 2013.  This represents a response rate of 

approximately 19%.  According to Babbie and Benaquisto (2010), the response rate 

influences the level of response bias in the effective sample.  In other words, the lower 

the response rate, the less likely that the perspectives captured represent the sample 

population, let alone the entire population of London’s Landing.  For the purpose of this 

research, which is based on a small neighbourhood population to begin with, and given 

the mixed and multiple methods used in the research design, I feel that the survey 

response rate is adequate.  The survey results are but one component in exploring the 

research question, and I am comfortable that a rich understanding of London’s Landing 

is achieved with the additional insight provided by the secondary data analysis, the 

interviews, and the direct observation sessions.  

I converted, recoded, stored and analyzed quantitative parts of the data using 

SPSS® statistical software so that frequency tables could be created for selected 

variables.  I prepared the qualitative data from the survey for later analysis by recording 

responses in a written document and conducting simple word searches within the 

document to record the frequency of common words/themes among participant 

responses.   

I have kept the identities of survey participants confidential at all times and I have 

generalized all qualitative survey results to avoid actual responses revealing information 

about participants. 

Consistent with the primary objective of the survey questionnaire to assist with 

answering the research question, I analysed the survey participant responses by 

comparing them with the series of indicators of vibrancy, compactness, and 

completeness that I developed based on the asserted benefits of mixed-use 

development from the literature (shown in Table 3.1).  For example, do the survey 

results indicate that residents perceive their neighbourhood as having a sense of 

community, a mix of people, and as enabling daily social interaction between neighbours 

and with merchants?  What do the survey results indicate about physical compactness, 

 
6 Respondents who participated online used the SFU WebSurvey tool to submit surveys and 

consent forms. 
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population and dwelling unit density, and walkability?  About the range of land uses, 

housing mix and affordability?  The outcome of this analysis is described in Section 6, 

which assists with answering the research question. 

4.1.4. Direct Unobtrusive Observation  

The significance of studying real-life places to see how they work and how they 

are used has been made clear by various research studies that involved direct 

observation of everyday life in actual places.  The works of Jane Jacobs (1961), Jan 

Gehl (1987), and William H. Whyte (1980a), which involved direct observation of public 

spaces, are among the best commentaries on the social use of space.  The results from 

these early works have shaped the way contemporary urban environments have been 

designed; and continue to offer insight into assessing what critical factors or elements 

must exist in the built environment to encourage it to be used by people.   

This body of theory on the relationship between the built environment and the 

social use of space supports my use of direct unobtrusive observation as a 

supplementary method of evaluation in this research. 

I conducted four observation sessions between February 2011 and May 2013 to 

acquaint myself with the neighbourhood, to see how the built environment at London’s 

Landing is designed and used by people, and to try and gauge the extent to which 

mixed-use plays a role in the functioning of the neighbourhood. 

I spent approximately one and a half hours for each observation session, plus 

additional time to formally record observations and analyze the data collected.  I 

conducted the four observation sessions at different times of day, on different days of 

the week, under different weather conditions, and in two different seasons (Winter and 

Spring), as follows: 

• a weekday mid-morning in February 2011; 

• a weekday evening in March 2011; 

• a weekend early-afternoon in March 2011; and, 

• a weekday late-afternoon in May 2013.  
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I did not conduct observation sessions during Summer or Fall of 2011 and 2012 

because I was on leave from the Program and did not have Ethics approval to collect 

data during this period. 

I used multiple observation points during each of the four observation sessions, 

to see things from different angles and points of view.   

I collected the following types of data during the four direct observation sessions: 

• Sensory elements, such as smells, sights/signs of activity, and sounds; 

• Personal observation and perspective of the built environment such as 
housing type and character, design of the private and public realm 
(availability of seating, width of sidewalks, streets, transitions, walkability, 
connectivity etc.), and the functioning of the neighbourhood; 

• Current land uses, nature of businesses and industries; 

• Number of businesses open or closed, and which shops are frequented most; 

• Volume and type of human activity, social interactions, behaviours; 

• Pedestrian, vehicle, and bicycle counts; and 

• Composition of the observed population (age, gender, families, dog-walkers 
etc). 

The methods that I used to collect and record during the observation sessions 

included visual observation, hand-written notes which I later formally recorded in a 

written document, and digital photography, which assisted in recalling and interpreting 

observations in subsequent data analysis (digital photographs used in this thesis, which 

were taken during direct observation sessions, have been altered to conceal people’s 

identities so that confidentiality is maintained).   

Again, I analyzed this qualitative data by doing simple word searches within my 

records of these sessions to record the frequency of common words/themes among my 

observations.  To assist with answering the research question, I then compared the 

common words/themes among my observations with the series of indicators that I 

developed based on the asserted benefits of mixed-use development from the literature 

(shown in Table 3.1).  For example, do the results of my observations indicate that 

London’s Landing contains an adequate amount of seating in the public realm to enable 

vibrancy?  Do they indicate high-quality environmental conditions that attract people? 
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Did I observe visible levels of human activity in the public realm at various times of day? 

Did I observe a thriving commercial node?  Did I observe many pedestrians versus 

automobile use? 

4.2. Limitations of the Research Design  

Limitations of the research design include: the large scope of the mixed and 

multiple research methods selected and the resulting two-year timeframe required to 

carry them out, the circumstantial and financial challenges that I encountered in 

distributing the survey to the sample population and in encouraging participation in the 

survey (e.g. poster design and printing costs, survey printing costs, postage costs, mail 

carrier strike, and gift card incentives) the low survey response rate, as well as the 

external validity or generalizability of the research findings about mixed-use 

development beyond the London’s Landing neighbourhood.   

Also, with respect to the survey component of the research design, I 

acknowledge that while residents’ perceptions of London’s Landing are imperative for 

some of the survey questions, these need to be understood as self-selected.  In other 

words, people who liked London’s Landing moved there, so their perceptions may 

already be biased.  This identifies the need to go beyond the survey as the only research 

method. 

The mixed and multiple method approach used in the research design assists to 

combat the limitations discussed above, because no one method stands alone in 

exploring the research question, and the approach contributes nonetheless to the 

effective exploration of mixed-use development at London’s Landing through the 

complimentary observations obtained from the secondary data analysis, the interviews, 

the survey, and the direct observation sessions. 

Furthermore, I consider this single case study of London’s Landing to be 

acceptable without a comparative approach, which would have required a scope well 

beyond that of a Masters thesis. The limitations discussed above would have applied to 

not only the neighbourhood of London’s Landing but also to the comparison 

neighbourhood. Thus, I would not have been able to undertake as rich of an exploration 
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of two comparison neighbourhoods, which would have resulted in the need to abandon 

the mixed research design in favour of a narrow research approach (e.g. the survey 

only, or direct observation only etc.).  Having acknowledged the limited generalizability of 

the research findings about mixed-use development beyond the London’s Landing, and 

that I would rather have a richer understanding of a single neighbourhood than a narrow 

understanding of two comparison neighbourhods, I consider this single case study to be 

acceptable for the purpose of an initial masters-level exploration into mixed-use 

development in a suburban context. 
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5. Findings  

So, what did I discover from the multiple methods I used to assess whether 

mixed-use development contributes to the creation of a vibrant, compact, and complete 

community for those who live at London’s Landing?   

To recap, the neighbourhood of London’s Landing has the appearance of a 

classic New Urbanist community, as described in the literature reviewed, with its 

pedestrian-oriented streetscapes that contain bright-coloured homes with front porches, 

and low-rise buildings that contain apartments over offices and shops at grade.  Such 

elements of urban design are said to contribute to the theoretical outcomes of mixed-use 

development, including the potential for improved liveability for residents through 

compact and complete community-building.  The perception of London’s Landing as a 

neo-traditional development is noteworthy because it is on this basis that I made the 

assumption that London’s Landing could serve as a real-life example of the emergence 

of relatively isolated mixed-used developments in suburban areas and that it could serve 

as the case study neighbourhood to test whether the theoretical promises of a vibrant, 

compact, and complete community manifest themselves in reality.   

In other words, the findings of this research help to answer the questions of 

whether the neighbourhood of London’s Landing delivers on the promises assumed 

through its urban design and the mixed-use planning theory on which it is based? Does 

London’s Landing deliver on the promises suggested by the marketing material about 

the neighbourhood? Is the feedback provided by survey respondents consistent with 

these assumptions? Or is it all just smoke and mirrors? 

To demonstrate the findings of this research, I have included an in-depth 

description, analysis, and discussion of the planning policy and design guidelines 

established to shape London’s Landing, as well as the resulting design of the built 

environment and the current land uses.  I have included these findings because they 

enable a better understanding of London’s Landing in terms of its adherence to vibrant, 
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compact, and complete community design principles at both the planning and 

development stages.  

5.1. Planning Policy and Design Guidelines That Have 
Shaped London’s Landing 

With a declining marine resource and industrial economy, Richmond City Council 

amended the Steveston Area Plan in September 1998 to provide guidance for the future 

redevelopment of specific areas of the Steveston Waterfront Neighbourhood, including 

London’s Landing.   

As a result of the planning process for the Area Plan, the vision for the greater 

Steveston Waterfront Neighbourhood was established.  The vision called for a 

neighbourhood that actively conserves its heritage, where people can live and work, and 

where residents and visitors can shop and enjoy recreation, natural amenities and 

waterfront activities (City of Richmond, 2009b).   

In addition, the planning policies for the Waterfront Neighbourhood were intended 

to promote: 

• a “village experience”; 

• “a mix of uses”; 

• Pedestrian connectivity; 

• “a mixture of housing types and tenures”; and 

• “Compatibility, and/or a minimum of conflict, between different land uses”. 

(City of Richmond, 2009b, p. 12-13) 

Planning policies and design guidelines specific to London’s Landing were also 

incorporated into the Area Plan to guide urban development and to provide built form 

and character standards.  The role of London’s Landing was to provide for a broad mix 

of land uses that enabled both residential and business opportunities (City of Richmond, 

2009b).  This is demonstrated by the multiple land use designations within the 

neighbourhood (Figure 2.3 and Table 2.1).  The planning policies and design guidelines 

specific to London’s Landing promote development that: 
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• projects a “small town” scale and ambience; 

• projects a “fine grained urban fabric” and “intimate open spaces” in the mixed-
use designation, with small, simple buildings on small lots; 

• includes deep front porches, balconies, decks, bay windows, window boxes, 
which provide private outdoor space, enhance interior living space, and 
animate the street; 

• locates parking to the back of buildings and underground, or within individual 
garages off back lanes; and 

• uses bold colours to highlight the distinctiveness of individual buildings, and 
architectural elements that reflect the historical character of the area and the 
former industrial riverfront uses (e.g. corrugated metal, wood siding, heavy 
timber structures etc); 

• includes landscape elements that are reflective of the historic semi-rural and 
town-like character of the area, for example: 

o tree-lined, pedestrian oriented streets; 

o a spectrum of public open spaces, from small open spaces for visitors 
in the mixed-use area, to trails and pedestrian connections, and lastly, 
to a “town square”; 

 (City of Richmond, 2009b, pp. 86-91) 

The intent of these planning policies and design guidelines was to enable 

development that fit in with the context of the surrounding land uses, and - as one of the 

municipal planners stated - to enable “a step in the right direction in terms of creating an 

opportunity for a mixed-use community…to aim at a better piece of a suburb” (Suzanne 

Carter-Huffman, personal communication, April 14, 2011).  Specifically, the policies and 

design guidelines call for the re-creation of a neighbourhood that evokes village-life - a 

unique blend of the concepts of “rural” and “town, of “homesteads” and “industry”, and of 

“traditional” and “contemporary”.   

To summarize, the findings on the vision, planning policies, and design 

guidelines for the redevelopment of London’s Landing contained within the 1998 

Steveston Area Plan are important vis-a-vis the research question because they 

demonstrate that a conscious effort was made to create a neighbourhood based on the 

principles of mixed-use development and a traditional town planning approach, 

consistent with the literature reviewed and with the notions of a vibrant, compact, and 

complete community. 
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So, as London’s Landing continues to evolve, how does it measure up to what 

was envisioned and planned for?  A look at the existing land uses, development, and 

form and character of buildings in the neighbourhood provides some insight into 

answering this question. 

5.2. Existing Residential, Commercial and Industrial 
Development at London’s Landing7 

5.2.1. Residential Development 

“Heritage Residential” Land Use Designation 

 
Figure 5.1. McKinney House  
  (photo credit:  Cynthia Lussier) 

With the exception of the McKinney House (c. 1914), which was already 

established within the neighbourhood at 6471 Dyke Road (see Figure 2.3), new 

residential development in the “Heritage Residential” land use designation at London’s 

Landing was undertaken between 2001 and 2006 in the southeastern portion of the 

neighbourhood8. 

 
7 The reference material consulted to obtain much of the information presented in this section are 

the roughly 15 publicly-available Development Applications and Staff Reports associated with 
redevelopment at London’s Landing in recent years (see References for complete details). 

8 13333 Princess Street, 13400 Princess Street, 6400 Princess Lane, and 6461/6463 Dyke Road 
(see Figure 2.3) 



 

43 

All of the new development within this portion of the neighbourhood consists of 

purely residential uses, with the exception of a limited range of allowable secondary 

home-business uses (e.g. in-home daycare for a small group of children, boarding and 

lodging, and home office) (City of Richmond, 2009c).  The form and character of 

development in this portion of the neighbourhood is consistent with the policies and 

design guidelines contained within the Steveston Area Plan, and is suggestive of New 

Urbanist design theory.  This includes:  

• emphasis on a small-town scale and feel of development, with semi-rural 
landscaped areas and an informal network of pedestrian connections to 
resemble traditional settlements; 

• emphasis on a pedestrian-oriented feel of development, through the 
placement of front entries and covered porches on both streetfront and 
waterfront dwellings, as well as through the placement of sidewalks that are 
separated from road traffic by a treed and grass boulevard with unique light 
fixtures; 

• garage doors being concealed from either the street or the waterfront by 
locating surface parking and garages off internal drive-aisles.  

Development in this portion of the neighbourhood consists of: 

• Several 2 to 2 ½ storey detached “heritage-style” dwellings; 

• A 3-storey “heritage-style” duplex; and 

• The “Abercrombie House” (c. 1900), which was relocated from its original site 
on the north side of Richmond to its current site for use as a single detached 
dwelling and Bed & Breakfast operation.  

      
Figure 5.2. “Heritage-style” dwellings on Princess Lane (left) and  

Abercrombie House c. 1900 (right) 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 



 

44 

A total of 34 new residential dwellings have been developed in this portion of the 

neighbourhood to date, with a total building area of approximately 61,582 ft2 and with 

individual Floor Area Ratios9 that range from 0.53 to 1.00.  A total of 79 vehicle parking 

spaces is provided in this portion of the neighbourhood for residents and visitors, which 

is more than double the amount of residential dwellings constructed and which exceeds 

the number of parking spaces that the City’s Zoning Bylaw requires (i.e. two resident 

spaces per dwelling, and an additional 20% for visitor spaces) (City of Richmond, 

2009c).   

Despite the innovative look of this new neighbourhood, its low densities and 

excessive vehicle parking are not consistent with the design principles of a vibrant and 

compact community, as envisioned in the Steveston Area Plan and as promoted by the 

complete-community literature.  

Prior to undertaking this research, I questioned the logic of not establishing any 

commercial land uses during the first phases of development in this portion of London’s 

Landing because of the potential impact it would have on the successful creation of a 

complete community, as planned for in the Steveson Area Plan and as the literature on 

mixed-use development suggests.  I considered this to be a poor start to an important 

experiment in suburban mixed-use planning.  Why would the City of Richmond and the 

real estate developers involved in implementing the Steveston Area Plan go through the 

exercise of planning for a mixed-use neighbourhood and then proceed with creating a 

neighbourhood that does not contain any commercial land uses?   

Through the literature reviewed and the interviews conducted with municipal 

planners involved in the review of mixed-use development applications, I discovered that 

to build the residential components first in a mixed-use neighbourhood is an acceptable 

practice.  This is because there needs to be a certain level of human activity within a 

neighbourhood to enable the commercial land uses to thrive.  To recap, Jacobs and 

Appleyard (1987), and Lozano (1990), suggest that dense urban places are those that 

attract the people and activity necessary to create great neighbourhoods, and that there 

 
9 Floor Area Ratio is a measure of density that is calculated as the percentage of lot area taken 

up by habitable floor area of a building. 
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is minimum number and intensity of people that must exist for certain features, 

interactions and activities characteristic of an urban neighbourhood to take place.  

Similarly, one of the municipal planners indicated that it is acceptable for the residential 

component to be built first in the case of a greenfield or brownfield type of development 

provided that the overall neighbourhood plan requires a mix of land uses, and that a 

higher residential density must exist to support the commercial uses over a long period 

of time (Francisco Molina, personal communication, April 28, 2011).   

 
Figure 5.3. First phases of development at London’s Landing in an otherwise 

rural and transitioning light industrial area 
  (used with permission of Oris Consulting Ltd.; Oris Consulting, n.d. [Webpage]) 

  



 

46 

“Residential” Land Use Designation 

New development in the “Residential” land use designation at London’s Landing 

was undertaken by the primary developer between 2002 and 2011 in the northeastern 

portion of the neighbourhood10.  Again, development within this portion of the 

neighbourhood consists of purely residential uses, with limited allowable secondary 

home-business uses (City of Richmond, 2009c).  The form and character of 

development in this portion of the neighbourhood changed somewhat from the earlier 

phases of development in the “Heritage Residential” land use designation.  For example, 

in this part of the neighbourhood, the primary developer of London’s Landing proposed 

and built at slightly higher dwelling densities11, and incorporated stacked townhouses 

and apartments, which translates into a more compact form and slightly more 

contemporary character of development.  

As shown in Figure 5.4, development in this portion of the neighbourhood 

consists of:  

• 2 ½ storey single detached dwellings; 

• 2 to 3 storey detached dwellings and stacked townhouses; and 

• 3 storey townhouses and apartments. 

 
Figure 5.4. Housing types in the “Residential” Land Use Designation 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 

  

 
10 13160 Princess Street, 6333, 6431 to 6491 Princess Lane, 6300 to 6417 London Road (see 

Figure 2.3). 
11 Dwelling density is a measure of density calculated by totalling the number of units in a given 

area. 
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A total of 130 new residential dwellings have been developed in this portion of 

the neighbourhood to date, with a total building area of approximately 204,335 ft2 and 

with individual Floor Area Ratios that range from 0.55 to 0.87.  Although Floor Area 

Ratios remain consistent with those in the “Heritage Residential” land use designation, 

development in this portion of the neighbourhood included an increase in dwelling 

density.  This is important in terms of the research because, while recognizing that the 

increase in dwelling density implemented in this portion of the neighbourhood is at odds 

with what was envisioned in the planning policies and guidelines for London’s Landing, 

this outcome is a closer representation of what the literature tells us makes a community 

vibrant, compact, and complete.  In short, this more compact development enabled by 

the increase in dwelling density and the form of development provides a better shot at 

attracting the mix of people needed to create a vibrant and socially complete community.  

In other words, many small dwellings of different types provide more affordable housing 

options for people with different incomes and of different ages, allowing for a mix of 

people in the neighbourhood.  

On the other hand, a total of 285 vehicle parking spaces for residents and visitors 

are provided with development in this portion of the neighbourhood.  Again, this is more 

than double the amount of residential dwellings constructed and exceeds the number of 

parking spaces that the City’s Zoning Bylaw requires.  So, while credit is due to 

developments in this portion of the neighbourhood for increased dwelling density and 

varied housing forms, the excessive parking observed in this area remains inconsistent 

with the design principles of a vibrant and compact community, as promoted by the 

complete-community literature. 
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5.2.2. “Mixed Use” Land Use Designation  

Between 2002 and 2009, new development began in the “Mixed-Use” area at 

London’s Landing in the north and west portions of the neighbourhood12.  This is 

noteworthy because it signaled that the number of new people residing in the residential 

dwellings constructed in the first phases of development warranted the introduction of 

new commercial land uses into the neighbourhood.  Development in this portion of the 

neighbourhood marked the true beginnings of a mixed-use community at London’s 

Landing, and was viewed by municipal planners at that time as a critical opportunity 

because it was the first time that mixed-use was being introduced outside of Richmond’s 

downtown core. 

Development in this portion of the neighbourhood evolved yet again from that of 

earlier development to introduce even denser, more compact, and taller forms of 

development that are of an even more contemporary character.  As shown in Figure 5.5, 

development in the “Mixed Use” land use designation consists of:  

• 4-storey “heritage style” residential apartments; 

• 3-storey townhouses, with individual studio-office space at grade for residents; 
and 

• 3 to 4 storey mixed-use buildings with commercial units at grade and 
residential dwellings above;  

           
Figure 5.5. Form of development in the “Mixed-Use” Land Use Designation 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 

 
12 13020 and 13028 No. 2 Road, 6033 to 6233 London Road, and 13251 Princess Street (see 
Figure 2.3).   
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A total of 139 residential dwellings and 22 commercial units have been 

developed to-date in this portion of the neighbourhood, with a total building area of 

approximately 192,307 ft2 and with individual Floor Area Ratios that range from 0.78 to 

1.45.  Of the total building area to-date in this portion of the neighbourhood, commercial 

floor area accounts for only approximately 13%, and 1.4% accounts for optional studio-

office space.  This finding seems even lower when it is considered in the context of all of 

the new developments within the boundaries of London’s Landing, the majority of which 

include purely residential floor area.  Further research would be needed to assess what 

is an ideal proportion of commercial floor area to residential floor area in mixed-use 

neighbourhoods, and how London’s Landing compares to the ideal scenario.  

The mixed-use buildings developed along the main street of London Road 

provide for commercial uses with shallow setbacks from wide urban boulevards and a 

deep overhead canopy.  This design enables ground-level commercial and residential 

units to animate the street and provides weather protection for seated customers and 

passing pedestrians, all of which creates the potential for human activity to occur, as 

suggested in the urban design theory on mixed-use development. 

     

Figure 5.6. Ground-level commercial uses along London Road 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 

The residential dwellings within the mixed-use buildings also allow the standard 

secondary home-business uses, such as in-home daycare for a small group of children, 

boarding and lodging, and home office (City of Richmond, 2009c), providing for an 

additional mix of land uses. 
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The higher densities approved with these later phases of development in the 

“Mixed Use” area, although not envisioned in the Area Plan and design guidelines, do 

actually contribute to “the emerging village and walkable atmosphere of the 

neighbourhood” (City of Richmond, November 1, 2007), which is indeed promoted in the 

land use planning theory on mixed-use development. 

A total of 418 vehicle parking spaces for residents, visitors, and businesses are 

provided with development in this portion of the neighbourhood in a variety of forms (e.g. 

underground, in surface lots, and on the street).  In the later phases of development in 

the “Mixed-Use” area, the implementation of new Zoning Bylaw requirements resulted in 

the provision of bicycle parking for residents, visitors, and businesses, which supports 

bicycle use and enables people to use alternatives to automobiles in the neighbourhood.  

However, again, in this area, the number of vehicle parking spaces provided exceeds 

Zoning Bylaw requirements.   

The “excessive” parking, combined with the fact that the amount of commercial 

floor area in this portion of the neighbourhood accounts for only 14.4% of the total floor 

area developed raises the question of what degree the “Mixed-Use” area at London’s 

Landing can contribute to the creation of a vibrant, compact, and complete community at 

London’s Landing.  Additional research is needed into what is the critical ratio of 

residential to commercial space here or in other mixed-use neighbourhoods to provide 

for the level of social and economic activity that the literature suggests is required to 

contribute to complete-community building. 

Table 5.1 provides a summary of the changing density, land use, and parking mix 

across successive phases of new development at London’s Landing, as described in this 

section.   
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Table 5.1.  The changing nature of new development at London’s Landing 

Land Use 
Designation 

Land Uses/ 
Housing Types 

Density Parking 

Heritage Residential  
(1st phase) 

Single detached housing  
(max 2 ½ storeys) 

Duplex (3 storeys) 
Bed & Breakfast 
Secondary home-business uses 

0.53 - 1.00 FAR 
34 dwelling 
units 

79 vehicle parking 
spaces; exceeds 
requirements of 2 
resident spaces per 
dwelling, plus 20% for 
visitor spaces (if 
required). 

Residential  
(2nd phase) 

Single detached housing  
(max 2 ½ storeys) 

Ground-oriented & stacked 
townhousing (max 3 storeys) 
Apartment (3 storeys) 
Secondary home-business uses 

0.55 - 0.87 FAR 
130 dwelling 
units 

285 vehicle parking 
spaces 
Exceeds requirements 
of 2 resident spaces per 
dwelling, plus 20% for 
visitor spaces (if 
required) 

Mixed Use  
(3rd phase) 

Townhousing (3-4 storeys) 
Apartment (4 storeys) 
Commercial/Office (at grade) 
Live-Work Studios (at grade) 
Secondary home-business uses 

0.78 - 1.45 FAR 
139 dwelling 
units 
22 commercial 
units 

418 vehicle parking 
spaces 
Exceeds requirements 
of  1.5 to 2 resident 
spaces per dwelling, 
plus 20% for visitor 
spaces 
1.25 bike parking 
spaces per dwelling, 
plus 20% bike parking 
spaces for visitors (if 
required) 
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5.2.3. Commercial and Industrial Businesses 

A look at the new commercial and remnant industrial land uses in the “Mixed-

Use” area of London’s Landing enables a better understanding of the neighbourhood in 

terms of its adherence to the complete-community literature.  

According to a listing of businesses licensed13 at London’s Landing (and noted 

during direct observation sessions over the study period), the following industries are 

represented in the commercial portions of mixed-use buildings14 and in the remnant light 

industrial zoned properties15 in the neighbourhood: 

• Property developers, real estate services, and mortgage broker 

• Miscellaneous consulting services 

• Personal care services, and hair salon 

• Dentist office 

• Dance/health studio and fitness centres 

• Educational and fine art instruction 

• Retail trade and services 
o organic specialty grocery/convenience store 
o bakery 
o sushi restaurant 
o computers, software, systems design and services 

• Wholesale trading of gifts, novelties, souvenirs, equipment, and supplies 

• Manufacturing and wholesaling of food products, beverages, measurement 
instruments, small household appliances 

Appendix E includes a listing of the specific businesses occupying the 

commercial portions of the mixed-use buildings and the remnant light industrial zoned 

properties at London’s Landing. 

Although some of the industries at London’s Landing that are listed above may 

provide some employment opportunities for local residents, and although some may 

represent the type of uses you would expect to find in a mixed-use neighbourhood, the 
 
13Obtained from publicly-available records (City of Richmond, March 2013). 
14i.e. 13020 No. 2 Road, 6033 London Road, 6111 London Road, 6231 London Road. 
15i.e. 13040 No. 2 Road, 13191 Princess Street, 6091 Dyke Road, 6111 Dyke Road. 
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range of industries represented is not broad enough, by itself, to support the daily 

economic, social, and material needs of the residents in the neighbourhood.  Also, the 

range of industries at London’s Landing that are listed above are not specifically 

intended to serve the local residents, but rather they serve the greater community within 

and outside of the boundaries of the neighbourhood (e.g., property developers, 

mortgage brokers, consulting services, computer software designers, wholesalers and 

industrial manufacturers). 

In an interview with one of the Richmond city planners, he recalled an informal 

planning exercise with which they were involved a few years ago in South Surrey, BC, 

which aimed to identify what are the design elements and land uses in an existing 

suburban neighbourhood node that has visible levels of human activity at various times 

(Francisco Molina, personal communication, 2013).  The findings from this exercise 

indicated that the following design elements and land uses were present: 

Design Elements Land Uses 
• Small area occupying less than 2 

blocks, which is within walking 
distance 

• Small commercial units 
• Good definition of edges, e.g. tree-

lined streets 
• On-street parking 
• At the intersection of two main streets 
• Independent business ownership 
• Weather protection along street 

frontage 

• a small grocery store/market 
• a liquor store 
• a bus stop 
• a couple of banks 
• a pizza take-out or delivery shop 
• a family restaurant 
• dentist and doctor offices 
• a community use (e.g. a community 

centre or small branch of the public 
library 

• a small park 
• hair salon and barber shop 
• a newspaper/tobacco shop 
• a drugstore 
• a dry-cleaner 
• a post-office 
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The researchers involved in this planning exercise concluded that:  

• the common thread between the land uses identified is that they provide for 
local needs of area residents; and 

• the design elements identified a small and well-defined neighbourhood 
boundary at a main intersection, with small independent commercial units.   

The neighbourhood of London’s Landing does not include any of the land uses 

identified in that planning exercise, with the exception of an organic food store, which 

may be too specialized to meet the daily needs of residents.  In addition, there is no bus 

stop, there is no library, there is no pizza parlour, or other basic services.  Another 

missing element that one survey respondent identified as one of the first things they 

would add to London’s Landing is a Canada Post mailbox.  This is an example of a 

fundamental element that is desirable within a suburban neighbourhood node, and is 

especially an oversight in the development of a village-like community like London’s 

Landing. 

That said, however, London’s Landing does exemplify many of the design 

elements identified in the exercise I described, such as a small and well-defined 

neighbourhood boundary at a main intersection. 

As it relates to the research question, it is important to understand what elements 

and land uses are present and missing at London’s Landing as this helps to identify what 

is critical to include in future developments in the “mixed-use” area to contribute to 

increased vibrancy, compactness, and completeness. 
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5.3. The Lived Experience:  Results from the Survey of 
Residents and their Perspectives of London’s Landing  

The perspectives of residents are key in assessing whether mixed-use 

development contributes to a vibrant, compact, and complete community at London’s 

Landing.  Who best to provide insight into this than those who live there?  The objectives 

of vibrancy, compactness, and completeness can be envisioned and planned for, with 

the built environment designed to achieve these objectives, but does this translate into 

reality for the occupants of London’s Landing?  This section illustrates the results of the 

survey completed by resident participants on certain aspects of living at London’s 

Landing, such as: type of residency, tenure, neighbourhood composition, and 

perspectives on indicators of vibrancy, compactness, and completeness.  A copy of the 

survey distributed to residents is included in Appendix B. 

Generally, the findings from the survey provide two types of information to 

analyse in an attempt to answer the research question: 1) the findings identify how 

residents feel about London’s Landing; and 2) the findings identify what’s present and 

what’s missing at London’s Landing in terms of the indicators of a vibrant, compact, and 

complete community. 

The following section describes and provides some discussion on the overall 

results of the survey completed by residents.  An illustration of all survey results in the 

form of graphs, charts, and frequency tables is included in Appendix F. 

5.3.1. Residency, Tenure, and Neighbourhood Composition 

So, who lives at London’s Landing? What are their ages? Do they live in the 

neighbourhood year-round or do residents come and go throughout the year? Is there a 

mix of ownership and rental housing for residents?  The answers to these questions help 

to gain an understanding of the composition of the neighbourhood and whether a range 

of age groups and people in different stages of life are represented.  The literature 

reviewed claims that mixed-use development contributes to a socially diverse population 

through the provision of a variety of housing types and business opportunities that 

respond to people’s different needs, and that this in turn contributes to a vibrant and 
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socially complete community.  Therefore, obtaining an understanding of the 

neighbourhood composition at London’s Landing is important because the results can 

serve as an indicator of neighbourhood vibrancy and completeness, which can assist 

with answering the research question. 

Residency 

In terms of residency, 96.4% of respondents report that their permanent 

residence is at London's Landing, while 3.6% provided no response.  This finding 

supports the idea that residents at London’s Landing are present in the neighbourhood 

year-round rather than seasonally.  The idea that the neighbourhood remains populated 

throughout the year is important because human activity is a fundamental indicator of 

community vibrancy.   

Tenure 

Survey results on tenure indicate that 96% of respondents report owning the 

dwelling in which they reside.  This finding, along with the knowledge obtained from 

planning documents that there is no purpose-built rental or subsidized rental dwellings 

provided in the neighbourhood, is indicative that there is not a range of tenures at 

London’s Landing, as originally intended in the Area Plan.  An overwhelming degree of 

home ownership coupled with the absence of formal rental housing at London’s Landing 

suggests that the neighbourhood is limited in terms of supporting a socially diverse 

population that is represented by a range of income levels and a mix of people in 

different stages of life.  This limitation makes London’s Landing inconsistent with mixed-

use theory that asserts that social mix is an essential part of a socially vibrant and 

complete community. 

Household Size and Composition 

With respect to household size, the proportion of London’s Landing survey 

respondents that report that their household consists of more than 2 people (not 

necessarily children) is similar to the proportion of respondents that report that their 

household consists of 2 people, i.e., 41.8% and 45.5%, respectively.  The proportion of 

respondents that report that their household consists of a single person is 12.7 %. 
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With respect to household composition, 41.8% of respondents report that 

children reside in their household (i.e. 23 out of 55 respondents).  Of these, 52.2% have 

2 children. 

In terms of the age profile of survey respondents at London’s Landing, 30.9% 

report to be between the ages of 35 to 44 years old, followed by 23.6% who report to be 

between 45 and 54 years old and by 21.8% who report to be between 55 and 64 years 

old.  In terms of the age profile of children reported to reside with respondents, they tend 

to be young (i.e., 28.1% report having 1 child aged 5 years and under, while 15.6% 

report having 2 children in this age category).   

To summarize, the survey findings on household size, respondents’ age, and 

households with children show that respondents’ households are composed primarily of: 

• 2 or more people; 

• middle-aged adults; and 

• families with young children. 

Comparing the age profile of survey respondents at London’s Landing with that 

reported for the dissemination area in the 2011 Census (Table 5.2) shows that the 

profiles are relatively similar, with the largest proportion of residents falling between the 

ages of 35 to 44 years old (Statistics Canada, 2012).  This suggests that the age profile 

obtained from survey respondents is relatively representative of the actual population of 

London’s Landing.  

By contrast, the age profile of survey respondents at London’s Landing is 

different from that of Richmond’s population as a whole (Table 5.2), where the largest 

proportion of residents falls between the ages of 45 and 54 years old (21.6% of the total 

population), followed by the age category of 55 to 64 years old (18.0%).  This suggests 

that London’s Landing has a slightly younger population as compared to Richmond as a 

whole, which has an aging population (Statistics Canada, 2012).   
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Table 5.2 Comparison of age profiles – Survey vs. Dissemination area vs. 
Richmond 

Age Category Survey  Dissemination Area Richmond 

19 to 24 years old 0.0%16 5.7% 10.6% 
25 to 34 years old 14.6% 19.6% 15.6% 
35 to 44 years old 30.9% 25.9% 17.1% 
45 to 54 years old 23.6% 16.5% 21.6% 
55 years to 64 years old 21.8% 18.4% 18.0% 
65 years or older 9.1% 13.9% 17.0% 

What do these findings mean relative to the research question?  Does this mean 

that the differences in the age profiles of London’s Landing and Richmond as a whole 

can be attributed to the presence of mixed-use development at London’s Landing versus 

the predominantly single-detached housing and agricultural landscape of the rest of 

Richmond?  Probably not.  But what these findings do suggest is that London’s Landing 

seems to be attracting a relatively homogenous group of middle-aged couples and 

young families, and that a greater mix of people (as an indicator of vibrancy and social 

completeness) could be achieved in the neighbourhood through the introduction of land 

uses, programming, housing type and tenure that would not only appeal to the primary 

respondent group, but that would also attract both younger adults and seniors – who 

were not well-represented among survey respondents (i.e., no respondents reported to 

be between the ages of 19 to 24, while only 9.1 % of respondents reported to be 65 

years or older).  

5.3.2. Respondents’ qualitative descriptions of London’s Landing 

So, how do residents perceive London’s Landing?  Do the indicators of vibrancy, 

compactness, and completeness come to mind when they think about their 

neighbourhood? Understanding the perspectives of residents is critical to being able to 

respond to the research question of whether mixed-use at London’s Landing contributes 

to a more vibrant, compact, and complete community for those who live there.   
 
16 There were no survey respondents at London’s Landing who reported their age as19 to 24 

years old. 
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To summarize respondents’ qualitative descriptions of the neighbourhood, I 

conducted simple word searches within the written document that I used to record 

responses to identify the common words/themes among responses, and their frequency. 

The data in Appendix F show that the top three common words/themes used by 

survey respondents to describe London’s Landing are:  

“friendly”; 

“enjoyable, good, great, nice, pleasant, wonderful”; and 

“quiet". 

Identifying these common themes is important in being able to answer part of the 

research question about whether London’s Landing is perceived by residents as a 

vibrant, compact, and complete community.  These findings suggest that although there 

seems to be consensus among resident respondents that London’s Landing is a nice 

place to live, there is not as high a consensus about the neighbourhood being a vibrant, 

compact, and complete place to live.  For example, among survey respondents’ 

descriptions of London’s Landing, there is a low incidence of words that are indicative of 

vibrancy and mixed-use [i.e., less than 10 comments about “distinctness”, “community”, 

“mix”, and “social mix,” all of which are indicators of “vibrancy” as listed in Table 3.1]. 

The perspective does exist among survey respondents that London’s Landing 

offers something of a “village type atmosphere”.  One respondent even said “it’s like 

being on Sesame Street”.  Generally though, the findings indicate that the notions of 

vibrancy, compactness, and completeness are not the first things to come to 

respondents’ minds when they think of London’s Landing. 

5.3.3. Reasons for choosing to live at London’s Landing, 
perspectives on the best thing about living in the 
neighbourhood, and satisfaction level 

Many common threads emerge with respect to respondents’ reasons for 

choosing to live at London’s Landing, and perspectives on the best thing about living in 

the neighbourhood (two similar but distinct survey questions).  The many common 
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threads are summarized in Appendix F, however, the top three most-often cited reasons 

for choosing to live at London’s Landing, or the best thing about it, include:  

• its location (e.g. close to outdoor recreation, on the waterfront, a close 
distance to various amenities and commercial services – although not 
necessarily within the immediate neighbourhood);  

• a perceived sense of community (e.g. its smallness, friendliness, good 
neighbours etc.); and 

• its beauty (e.g. views of the mountains, water, farmland, aesthetics). 

In addition, 94% of resident respondents’ report that their expectations had been 

met with regard to their reasons for choosing to live in the neighbourhood.   

These results suggest that respondents perceive London’s Landing to be 

relatively well-located in terms of proximity to amenities, commercial services, outdoor 

recreation opportunities etc.  The apparent positive perspective that respondents have 

about their neighbourhood’s location is important relative to the research question 

because it suggests the possibility that respondents are able to access services and 

amenities relatively locally, which is among the indicators of a compact and complete 

community that I identified in Section 3.6.  However, when compared with results on 

respondents’ use of neighbourhood shops and services, and primary transportation 

choices to access daily needs (discussed later in this section), respondents’ positive 

perspectives about the location of London’s Landing become questionable in terms of it 

being a complete community.  

Similarly, that respondents perceive London’s Landing to have a “sense of 

community” is important as it relates to the research question because this element is 

among the many indicators of a socially vibrant community, as I identified in Section 3.6.  

However, the reason why respondents perceive London’s Landing as offering a “sense 

of community,” and whether this aspect is attributable to mixed-use development or 

other factors entirely, is another question.  For example, data in Appendix F show how 

infrequently respondents mentioned “mixed-use, housing mix, and cultural mix” among 

the reasons they chose to live at London’s Landing or among the things they like best 

about the neighbourhood.  This points to another inconsistency in the results. 
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The inconsistencies identified above suggest that respondents’ perspectives on 

individual indicators of vibrancy, compactness, and completeness must be considered 

together and in the context of the findings from the various research methods used.  In 

Section 6, I provide additional information on this idea through a comparison of the 

findings from all of the research methods in relation to the indicators of a vibrant, 

compact, and complete community that I identified in Section 3.6, with the objective of 

resolving the inconsistencies identified and providing a comprehensive answer to the 

research question. 

5.3.4. Perspectives on vibrancy, compactness, and completeness 

For a more direct assessment of vibrancy, compactness, and completeness at 

London’s Landing, I asked survey respondents about the accuracy of a series of 

statements intended to gauge the presence of these features in the neighbourhood (as 

shown in the copy of the survey in Appendix B).  I based the series of statements in the 

survey on the indicators of a vibrant, compact, and complete community, which I 

identified in Section 3.6.  The indicators represented by the series of statements in the 

survey are: 

• Vibrancy 

• Neighbour recognition 

• Friendliness of people 

• Presence of ‘sense of community’ 

• Geographical compactness 

• Walkability and pedestrian connectivity 

• Preference and usage frequency of local shops and services 

• Pedestrian safety-  day and night 

• Range of housing choice for different incomes 

• Aging-in-place 

Appendix F includes the results of respondents’ assessments of the series of 

statements in the survey. 

To summarize, Table 5.3 shows a ranking of scores representing respondents’ 

agreement with the series of statements.  Table 5.3 shows that 36.4% of responses 
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received an above-average score of 11 (where the mean score is 10.9, the standard 

deviation is 1.26, and the maximum score achievable is 13).   

To clarify, whenever a respondent felt that a statement on a given indicator (as 

listed above) was “accurate” or “somewhat accurate”, they were given a point of 1, 

versus a point of 0 for “not accurate”.  Respondent scores were calculated by adding up 

the total points received for all of the indicators, and a frequency table was generated to 

illustrate the scores and to determine the average score. 

Table 5.3. Ranking of scores - residents’ agreement with statements on 
indicators of vibrancy, compactness, completeness at London’s 
Landing 

Score Frequency Percent 
7.00 2 3.6 
8.00 2 3.6 
9.00 7 12.7 
10.00 9 16.4 
11.00 20 36.4 
12.00 8 14.5 
13.00 7 12.7 
Total 55 100.0 

Based on the frequency of scores, there is above-average agreement among 

respondents on the presence of certain indicators of vibrancy, compactness, and 

completeness at London’s Landing. 

Looking specifically at individual indicators such as vibrancy, walkability, and 

housing choice, rather than the ranking of scores , I observe the following results: 

• 84.6% of resident respondents report that the statement "My neighbourhood is 
vibrant" is accurate or somewhat accurate (44 out of 52 valid responses); 

• 92.7% report that the statement "It is easy to get around my neighbourhood on 
foot" is accurate (51 out of 55 valid responses); and lastly 

• 79.6% of resident respondents report that the statement "There is a range of 
housing choice in my neighbourhood for different levels of income" is 
accurate or somewhat accurate (43 out of 54 valid responses). 
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Again, these findings need to be considered in the greater context of the findings 

from the various research methods used, since there are inconsistencies observed 

between the results of respondents perspectives shown in Table 5.3 and some of the 

other results described in this section.  For example, these findings are based on what 

respondents think about their neighbourhood, rather than what some of the findings 

show to be true about these very same aspects of the neighbourhood, such as:  

• The overwhelming dependence on auto-use (described later in this section) 
despite the perceived walkability of London’s Landing as described above; 
and 

• The lack of formal rental housing at London’s Landing (described earlier in this 
section) despite the perceived range of housing choice as described above. 

Perceived level of human activity 

An alternate way to gauge respondents’ perspectives on whether London’s 

Landing is vibrant, was to ask survey respondents about the level of human activity at 

London’s Landing.  In this case, 37.5% of respondents report that human activity is most 

visible “at all hours of the day” (18 out of 48 valid responses17); followed closely by 

29.2% who report it “on weekends”, while only 10.4 % of respondents report it “in the 

evening”.   

Respondents’ perspectives on when human activity is most visible must be 

considered in the context of what some of the findings show to be true about the 

neighbourhood, such as those findings on respondents’ “place of work” (described later 

in this section), which show that the majority of respondents actually work outside of 

London’s Landing and are therefore not present to observe human activity “at all hours 

of the day”. 

However, the finding that 29.2% of respondents reporting that the level of human 

activity is most visible on weekends suggests that existing or additional shops, services, 

and event programming at London’s Landing need to be operational during weekday 

evenings to enhance neighbourhood vibrancy beyond weekday business hours (e.g. 

 
17 Note:  the number of respondents that provided no answer or more than one answer have been 

removed from the valid results 
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restaurants that are open for dinner, shops and events that are able to draw visitors to 

the neighbourhood, and community services that are available when people are home 

from work or when children are home from school etc.). 

Perspectives on density and open space 

Dwelling density, population density, and floor area ratios (FAR) represent the 

number of dwelling units and people in the neighbourhood, and the amount of lot area 

occupied by buildings.  These variables are indicators of community compactness 

because higher levels of density and higher FAR enable more efficient use of land, and 

thus, more compact development as the mixed-use theory supports.   

Also, the amount of public or private open space in a neighbourhood can be 

considered as a gauge of how well higher FARs have been integrated in a 

neighbourhood.  For example, if higher levels of density have been implemented within a 

neighbourhood without providing a suitable amount of open space, the results can be 

too harsh. 

 With respect to perspectives on density and open space, 47 out of 55 

respondents report that population density is “just right” (85.5%), 44 respondents report 

that dwelling density is "just right" (80%), and 47 respondents report that the amount of 

open/green space is "just right" (85.5%).  The results suggest that respondents are 

generally satisfied with the level of density and open space at London’s Landing and do 

not perceive it to be too dense or lacking open space.   

These perspectives suggest that there is resident support for higher dwelling 

densities and FARs in suburban mixed-use areas than those of conventional single-use 

suburban neighbourhoods (i.e., 1.45 FAR in the mixed-use designation at London’s 

Landing as compared to 0.55 FAR in residential neighbourhoods limited to single-

detached homes); and, if incorporated appropriately into the neighbourhood, that higher 

densities can be achieved without sacrificing the feeling of open space. 

So, with respect to density and open space, and how these variables relate to 

community compactness, the findings show that there is consensus on the presence of 

this indicator at London’s Landing. 
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5.3.5  Perspectives on mixed-use development and on changes 
that need to be made at London’s Landing 

Respondents’ perspectives on the mix of land uses in the neighbourhood are 

primarily of a positive nature, which signifies respondents’ level of satisfaction with this 

element of London’s Landing.  However, critical comments and important factors to 

consider were also identified by respondents.   

Feedback provided by respondents includes 31 positive comments about mixed-

use, and 19 critical statements about the existing commercial uses being insufficient to 

meet daily needs and the incompatibility of existing remnant industrial lands.   

Overall themes expressed by respondents with respect to the mix of land uses at 

London’s Landing include: 

• An appreciation for the concept of mixed-use, as well as the diversity in the 
design and style of the neighbourhood; 

• Concern over the nature of existing commercial industrial businesses within 
the neighbourhood, and their affordability for residents, while they remain 
insufficient to meet daily needs; 

• The preference for dealing with larger grocery stores and general stores that 
are en route to and from work; 

• Concern over the need to balance any additional dwelling density and 
commercial uses with preserving the 'feel' of the neighbourhood; 

• The importance of preserving the adjacent Agricultural Land Reserve; and 

• Concern over additional vehicle traffic at build-out. 

The top two suggestions most-often cited by respondents for changes that need 

to be made at London’s Landing are:  

• To add more commercial shops and services; and  

• To add transit service.   

These findings are consistent with the results on the use of local shops and 

services and with the transportation behaviours, which are described later in this section.   

These findings provide direction and support for expanding the range of 

commercial and industrial uses in future developments within the neighbourhood, and for 
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lobbying for transit to be established in the neighbourhood, both of which would reduce 

auto-dependency and contribute to London’s Landing being able to function more like a 

compact and complete community. 

5.3.6 Employment Status, Place of Work, Distance & Time 
Travelled to Work 

With respect to employment status, the majority of respondents (77.4%) report 

that they have been mostly employed while they have resided at London's Landing, 

versus much smaller proportions of respondents who are either stay-at-home parents or 

retired. 

Of those respondents who are employed, the majority report that they work 

outside the bounds of the neighbourhood (81.8%), that they travel between 11 and 20 

km to work (44.7%), and that it takes them between 15 and 60 minutes to get to work 

(65.8%).18  These results suggest that the commercial presence at London’s Landing is 

not likely a major source of jobs for its residents and that the majority of respondents 

work well beyond the neighbourhood broundaries and indeed outside of Richmond.  

These results are not indicative of a complete community in which people can live and 

work. 

5.3.7 Transportation Choices 

With respect to the number of transportation modes used to go to work, 80% of 

respondents report using only one mode of transport.  A closer look at the data reveals 

that all but one of the respondents in this group report using an automobile to go to work 

(i.e. one person walks to work).  These findings are relatively consistent with Richmond 

as a whole, where 76% of working people use an automobile (Statistics Canada, 2013). 

Otherwise, 7% of respondents report using two modes of transportation to go to 

work, and 13% of respondents report using three modes.  Of the respondents who report 

using multiple modes to go to work, only one person reported to walk, take the bus, or 
 
18 Although comparison of this data to that of other traditional suburbs would be useful to assess 

whether these results are high or low, such data does not exist. 
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take the train.  For the remaining eight respondents in this group, all must rely on an 

automobile for at least part of their commute. 

Clearly, the automobile is the primary transportation mode respondents use to go 

to work.  These results validate three points: 

• Again, that the nature and range of existing local commercial and industrial 
businesses are insufficient to provide employment opportunities to 
neighbourhood residents; 

• That there is insufficient transit service available to residents of London’s 
Landing; and 

• That London’s Landing has not been successful in reducing auto-dependency 
as it relates to respondents getting to work on a daily basis. 

Frequent and consistent transit service is a critical element that must be present 

within a community to provide residents with a choice of transportation modes to 

destinations that are located further than walking distance, potentially decreasing 

automobile use.   

To date, there is no transit service directly to London’s Landing.  The closest bus 

stop is located at the corner of No. 2 Road and Moncton Street, approximately 1 km 

north of London’s Landing (TransLink, 2009; TransLink, 2014).  Specifically, the 

approximate distance to the closest bus stop ranges from 630 m to 1.3 km, as measured 

from different parts of the neighbourhood using the Richmond Interactive Map 

(http://www.richmond.ca/discover/maps.htm), or an estimated 7 to 15-minute walk.   

The frequency of transit service to the closest bus stop ranges from every 12 

minutes during peak times to 30 minutes (or longer) during non-peak times, Monday to 

Friday, with weekend and holiday service at a minimum interval of 30 minutes 

(TransLink, 2014). 

Survey respondents identify that the lack of transit service in the neighbourhood 

is among the top 3 things that need to be changed at London’s Landing (see those 

results below). 

The lack of transit service directly to London’s Landing, the sometimes infrequent 

transit service available at the closest bus stop, and the results on respondents’ 
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transportation modes to go to work, are not indicative of a compact and complete 

community with less auto-dependency, as is suggested in the literature reviewed on 

mixed-use development.   

To summarize, the results on respondents’ place of work, and on the distance, 

time, and transportation mode associated with respondents’ travel to work are at odds 

with the most often cited reason that respondents chose to live in at London’s Landing – 

that being location (as identified earlier).  From respondents’ partiality to and level of 

satisfaction with the location of London’s Landing, you would expect that the results on 

respondents’ place of work and primary transportation mode would be less associated 

with the use of an automobile.   

This inconsistency is also apparent in the results on respondents’ auto use to 

various destinations and amenities, as shown in Figure 5.7.   

 
Figure 5.7. Automobile use to various destinations/activities19 

The findings in Figure 5.7 show that while most respondents (52.8%) do not use 

a car to go to a nearby park, most respondents rely on a car to access other major 

amenities such as food stores, clothing stores, and a wider range of personal and health 

 
19 Note:  the results on auto use to various destinations reflect the percentage of valid responses. 

i.e., the results do not include the number of respondents that provided no response. 
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services, which are located outside the boundaries of London’s Landing.  Again, this is 

not indicative of a compact and complete community, in which people would otherwise 

be able to access such services within or near the neighbourhood in which they live.  

5.3.8 Use of Neighbourhood Shops and Services 

Figure 5.8 shows how often respondents use the existing shops and services at 

London’s Landing.  The results show that most respondents report using neighbourhood 

shops and services less than once per week or not at all.  Again, these findings suggest 

that the existing shops and services at London’s Landing are not meeting the daily 

needs of residents, and that the businesses themselves are at risk of underutilization by 

the residents who are in favour of driving outside of the neighbourhood to meet daily 

needs, to access important services, or to enjoy additional amenities.  This is also not 

indicative of an economically vibrant, compact and complete community. 

The findings shown in Figure 5.8 provide some direction for conducting further 

studies on the types of commercial businesses and community services that should be 

sought out in existing or future developments within the neighbourhood to meet the 

needs of people locally, to reduce the apparent auto-dependency, and to enable 

London’s Landing to function more like a vibrant, compact, and complete community. 
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Figure 5.8. Usage frequency of shops and services at London’s Landing 

5.3.9 Inconsistencies observed among the survey results 

As mentioned above, I observed many inconsistencies in the survey results.  For 

example, how do I explain the inconsistencies observed between respondents’ partiality 

to and satisfaction with the location of London’s Landing, and the overwhelming auto-

dependence in most aspects of respondents’ daily lives (i.e., going to work and 

accessing necessary services and amenities)?  One reason for these inconsistencies 

may be that respondents’ level of satisfaction with their neighbourhood’s location has 

less to do with its proximity to work, services, and amenities, and more to do with how 

attractive and enjoyable they perceive their neighbourhood to be.   

Similarly, how do I explain the inconsistencies observed between respondents’ 

perception that London’s Landing offers a “sense of community” and their infrequent 

mention of mixed-use, housing mix, and cultural mix as being among the main reasons 

for choosing to move to the neighbourhood or the best things about it?   
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One reason for this inconsistency may be that respondents’ perception that 

London’s Landing offers a “sense of community” has less to do with the presence of 

mixed-use development and more to do with the defined neighbourhood boundaries 

(i.e., industrial uses to the west, the river to the south, and agricultural land to the north 

and east).  The defined neighbourhood boundaries may contribute to a sense of 

isolation, to a sense of distinctness, and to respondents’ feelings of being part of a small 

community.  This possibility suggests that there may or may not be a correlation 

between respondents’ perceived “sense of community” at London’s Landing and the 

presence of mixed-use development. 

Additional discussion of the possible reasons for these and other inconsistencies 

observed among the survey results, as well as the potential implications relative to the 

research question and for future planning of mixed-use development in suburban areas 

is provided in Section 6. 
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5.4. Observed Reality 

5.4.1 The Investigator’s Perspective 

This section describes the results obtained during the four direct unobtrusive 

observation sessions that I conducted at London’s Landing between February 2011 and 

May 2013.  Appendix G shows where I made observations within the neighbourhood.  

The observation sessions were intended to: 

• gain an understanding of the design and use of space in the neighbourhood; 
and 

• develop my own perspective on whether mixed-used development contributes 
to the creation of a vibrant, compact, and complete community based on the 
indicators identified in Section 3.6. 

From the literature reviewed, I learned that the importance of studying real-life 

places to see how they work and how they are used has been made clear by various 

research studies that involved direct observation of everyday life in actual places 

(Jacobs, 1961; Gehl, 1971; Whyte, 1980b).  This body of theory on the relationship 

between the built environment and the social use of space supports my use of direct 

unobtrusive observation as a supplementary method of evaluation in this research. 

I focused my observations on the northwest portion of the mixed commercial-

residential area (where new development has occurred), and on the residential area in 

the eastern portion of the neighbourhood (which is mostly built out).  In an attempt to 

gain an understanding of the amount of vehicle and foot traffic that enters, exits, and 

originates from the neighbourhood, I selected some observation points at the 

northwestern boundary of London’s Landing, near the main junction of No. 2 Road and 

Dyke Road (which leads to and from other points of interest along the Steveston 

Waterfront Neighbourhood).The observation sessions were conducted at different times 

of day, on different days of the week, under different weather conditions, and in Winter 

and Spring.  Specifically: 

• a weekday mid-morning in February 2011; 

• a weekday evening in March 2011; 

• a weekend early-afternoon in March 2011; and, 

• a weekday late-afternoon in May 2013.  
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During the initial observation sessions, I needed to become familiar with the built 

environment and take in all that was going on around me using a variety of senses.  

However, during the later sessions, I was able to focus on interesting things observed 

during the sessions or try to perceive the neighbourhood as though I were a resident or 

employee (e.g. enjoying a cup of coffee on the patio at the neighbourhood bakery and 

people-watching). 

What I observed 

At quieter times during poor weather in Winter and Spring, I did not observe 

much activity at London’s Landing.  There were a few residents and visitors walking 

around or passing through the neighbourhood, as well as a few customers or employees 

going to and from various businesses.  During these times, I heard songbirds, crows, 

sea gulls, ships on the river, vehicles whizzing by, light foot traffic, the sound of small 

airplanes above, and the distant sound of kids playing street hockey in the residential 

node.  There was sometimes the smell of cured meats coming from a manufacturing 

plant that remains within the neighbourhood. 

During improved weather conditions I observed a livelier atmosphere.  During a 

walk around the residential node at London’s Landing during these times, signs of daily 

life included toys left out on front porches and in yards, garden hoses lying about, and 

barbeques on side patios.  There were sounds of talking, laughter, and piano-playing 

heard through open windows, on balconies, and doorsteps, as well as sounds of children 

running in and out of doors or shooting hoops in a lane. There was the smell of flowering 

trees.  

      
Figure 5.9. Scenes from Direct Observations at London’s Landing 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 
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Based on these senses, my perspective of London’s Landing is that of a small, 

quiet, family-oriented place that is far enough away from urban areas that sounds of 

nature are heard amidst a low level of human activity.  This perspective is not really 

consistent with the indicators of a vibrant community that I describe in Section 3.6, as 

compiled from the literature reviewed, which would entail visible levels of human activity 

in the public realm at all hours rather than simply the presence of signs and sounds of 

daily life.   

Human Activity 

The level of human activity observed in the neighbourhood of London’s Landing 

differed between sessions, which is most likely attributable to the time of day, day of the 

week, and differing weather conditions experienced.  I observed levels of human activity 

to be highest on the weekend and in sunny weather, regardless of the temperature or 

season. 

With respect to the level of human activity in a given place, Jan Gehl’s research 

(1987; and in Carmona et al., 2003) suggests that the physical design of the built 

environment has the potential to influence: 

• the length of time a space is used;  

• the number of people that will use a space; and  

• the type of activities that will occur there.   

Gehl asserts that social activity is an optional use of space that depends on the 

presence of others being in the same space at the same time, and that this can only 

occur with higher-quality environmental conditions. 

According to Whyte’s observations of the use of plazas in New York City (1980b), 

the most significant factor in creating these high-quality environments is the amount and 

type of sitting space available.  He found this factor to be over and above other important 

factors such as sun, relative warmth or coolness, wind, aesthetics, shape or amount of 

space. Whyte calls for evaluation of the built environment to assess whether it is 

functioning properly in terms of its use by people.   
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I found the availability of publicly-accessible seating at London’s Landing to be 

limited.  The only seating I observed in the Mixed-Use designated area was concrete 

planters along the London Road boulevard that were deep enough to serve as an 

informal low bench, and the patio tables and chairs outside of the neighbourhood bakery 

(which were removed when the bakery was closed).   

      
Figure 5.10. Linear concrete planter as informal low seating (left),  

removable patio tables and chairs (right) 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 

Insufficient publicly-accessible seating in the Mixed-Use designated area at 

London’s Landing is an oversight in the design of the public realm that is inconsistent 

with the intended activities in this part of the neighbourhood.  Both the theory of mixed 

use and the results of direct observations suggest that there needs to be an increase in 

the amount of outdoor seating provided with future developments at London’s Landing to 

increase the level of human activity in the public realm. 

With respect to the vehicle counts I took during both the Winter and Spring 

observation sessions, the greatest number of vehicles documented was in the late 

weekday afternoon in the Spring of 2013 (approx. 75 vehicles).  This timeframe is 

consistent with “rush hour”, in which vehicles were observed to be mostly passing 

through the neighbourhood en route to somewhere else, rather than entering or exiting 

it.  This would suggest that the vehicles observed did not belong to residents or 

employees of London’s Landing. 
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On the early weekend afternoon in the Winter of 2011, I observed on-street 

parking on the north side of London Road to be fully utilized, and took it as a sign of 

business and human activity in the neighbourhood, which is an indicator of 

neighbourhood vibrancy.  Designing the street and the public realm to include on-street 

parking, bollards, and a wide treed boulevard provides a clear separation between 

vehicle and pedestrian areas and helps to enable human activity in the neighbourhood.  

I observed additional elements of urban design that are indicative of pedestrian-

orientation at London’s Landing, including the continuity of sidewalks and pathways, the 

width of boulevards, and the lack of garage doors fronting the street in the residential 

node.  

      
Figure 5.11. Pathways providing pedestrian linkages throughout the 

neighbourhood 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 

The greatest number of pedestrians and cyclists documented was on the early 

weekend afternoon in the Winter of 2011 (approx. 110), versus the early evening 

weekday during the poorer weather conditions in the Winter 2011, during which the 

lowest numbers were documented (approx. 29).  These observations could be indicative 

of a relationship between the use of outdoor space and weather conditions, as well as 

with the amount of discretionary time available to residents and visitors on the weekend. 

I observed a mix of ages among the number of pedestrians and cyclists at 

London’s Landing during the 3rd and 4th observation sessions, including young families, 
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young couples, middle-aged and older men and women.  With the exception of young 

adults (aged 19 to 24 years old), who were not at all represented among survey 

respondents, the mix of ages that I observed at London’s Landing is relatively consistent 

with the composition of survey respondents, in which the primary age categories were 

early middle-age, families with young children, and older adults.  Once again, these 

observations are somewhat consistent with the notion of a vibrant and socially complete 

community in which a diversity of age groups and family-types are represented, however 

neighbourhood vibrancy and completeness could be enhanced through the introduction 

of land uses, programming, and housing tenure that would attract young adults. 

During the late afternoon weekday session in the Spring of 2013, preschoolers, 

school-aged children, young teens, young parents, and a few dogs, were observed to be 

playing and socializing at the central playground feature, as well as in and around the 

residential node of the neighbourhood.  The swings were being used, there was informal 

play occurring in the various open spaces, and there were some children playing ball 

hockey, and hide and seek.  The adults within the playground area were observed to 

know each other by name, and to know the names of each other’s children.  The 

children were observed talking to each other as they came and left the playground, and I 

saw that children of different ages knew each other by name.  These observations are 

indicative of a sense of community at London’s Landing.   

Children were also playing relatively independently on the sidewalks within this 

portion of the neighbourhood, with parents overlooking from nearby porches.  A few 

children, even young children, were observed walking around the neighbourhood without 

an adult.  These observations suggest that parents feel that the neighbourhood is safe 

for their children to play independently and that a sense of community exists in the 

neighbourhood whereby people look out for each other.  
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Figure 5.12. Unsupervised children’s play (left), and homemade sign posted 

along the main street to promote children’s safety (right) 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 

These observations of people hanging out with each other and their families, and 

of unsupervised children’s play, are indicative of daily social interaction between 

neighbours and a sense of community in which residents feel safe due to the availability 

of “eyes on the street”.  The observed presence of these indicators at London’s Landing 

is consistent with a vibrant community. 

The Influence of Weather Conditions on the Social Use of Space 

Weather conditions differed between all observation sessions.  As mentioned 

previously, weather conditions (or sudden changes in weather conditions) were 

observed to affect the use of space in the neighbourhood.  This relationship was 

observed during two different sessions, in both poor and pleasant weather conditions.  

For example: 

• During the 2nd observation session on a weekday evening in the Winter of 
2011, there was a limited level of human activity observed, likely due to the 
poor weather conditions.  There were few signs, sights, or sounds of 
residents or employees going to or from the mixed-use buildings.  There was 
no removable seating available ,and the commercial uses seemed to be 
closed for the day, which may have otherwise created staging areas for 
human activity.  There was no feeling of vibrancy experienced or observed.; 
and 

• During the 3rd observation session on a weekend early afternoon in the Winter 
of 2011, the vibrancy of the place quickly changed with a sudden 
deterioration in the weather - people started leaving, went indoors, patio 
tables and seating emptied quickly. 
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Also, although a large overhead canopy is provided to provide the potential for 

public enjoyment of commercial uses along the main street of London Road during all 

types of weather, there was insufficient public seating observed under the canopy, which 

does not facilitate human activity in the public realm, no matter what the weather 

conditions are.  

 
Figure 5.13. Weather protection over commercial uses on London Road 
  (used with permission of Oris Consulting Ltd; Oris Consulting Ltd., n.d., 

[Webpage]) 

These observations are important to my exploration of the research question 

because the literature reviewed suggests that mixed-use development contributes 

positively to the level of human activity and concentration of activities within a 

neighbourhood by ensuring a high-quality environment that attracts people regardless of 

weather conditions.  To recap, significant factors affecting the optional social use of 

space is the availability and type of sitting space and the presence of other people in the 

same space at the same time (Whyte, 1980; Gehl, 1996). 

The observed influence of weather conditions on the level of human activity at 

London’s Landing suggests that the quality of the physical design of the built 

environment and availability of sitting space as indicators of vibrancy are insufficient to 

retain people in the space under poor weather conditions.  This warrants the 

consideration of increased weather protection incorporated into building design and a 

greater range of storefronts such as restaurants, coffee shops etc. that allow people to 

remain indoors along the main commercial street in the neighbourhood. 
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Urban Design and Land Uses 

Through the observation sessions, it was clear that there are differences in urban 

design, housing type, and character between the different phases of redevelopment at 

London’s Landing.  For example, the earlier phases of residential development in the 

eastern portion of the neighbourhood resembled the character of traditional towns, while 

the later phases of development in the mixed commercial-residential designated portion 

of the neighbourhood are more contemporary in character.  

The children’s playground forms a central feature between the various 

developments within the residential node, and is publicly-accessible from several streets 

within the neighbourhood (London Road, Princess Street, and Princess Lane).  This 

amenity space was observed to be nicely maintained and landscaped, with a variety of 

plants and shrubs, and some large terraced steps and planters that can serve as 

informal seating.  There was some formal fixed seating observed in the form of benches 

in this area.  During the late weekday afternoon in the Spring 2013, I observed parents 

were sitting in the children’s playground area and watching their children playing.  The 

children’s playground was a neighbourhood hub within the residential node, just as the 

bakery was within the mixed-use area.  

      
Figure 5.14. Children’s playground (left), and terraced steps and benches 

providing overlook to the playground (right) 
  (photo credits:  Cynthia Lussier) 

Commercial activity within the mixed-use designated area at London’s Landing 

was limited during all observation sessions, with some businesses closing down and 

others starting up during the 2-year period.  It is hard to gauge whether this turnover is 
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indicative of the economic viability of mixed-use in a suburban area.  This is because 

there are several businesses within the new mixed-use buildings that have remained 

active and two new businesses have established themselves in this area during the 

same period of time.  It is possible that it took longer for commercial units in a new 

mixed-use building to become occupied and for businesses to grow, as compared with 

the establishment of the residential portion of the neighbourhood.   

My Overall Perspective 

On the basis of my direct observations of London’s Landing, I feel that the 

neighbourhood  is sometimes quiet and sometimes lively, but overall not quite vibrant.   

As informed by the theory on mixed-use development, for London’s Landing to 

be truly considered vibrant would require a higher concentration of activities in the 

neighbourhood, and a more visible level of human activity at all hours of the day and on 

various days of the week, both of which would provide greater opportunities for daily 

social interaction between people and foster stronger ties between community members.  

The indicators that must be present to enhance the level of vibrancy at London’s 

Landing are:   

• more people; 

• a greater mix of people; 

• more publicly-accessible seating; 

• additional and enhanced commercial services to better meet people’s daily 
needs; 

• the introduction of a centrally located public open space in the Mixed-Use 
designated area(e.g. town square, plaza, public art, public play area); and 

• The introduction of institutional or civic uses in the Mixed-Use designated 
area, which would enable programs, services, and activities to be accessed 
by a wide variety of people, both within and outside the neighbourhood. 

Is it my perspective from these observations that London’s Landing is a compact 

and complete community?  As informed by land use planning theory, indicators of a 

compact and complete community include being physically compact and walkable; 

consisting of a mix of land uses and housing types; having higher densities; and offering 

a range of amenities to meet people’s daily needs. 
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Based on my observations, London’s Landing is geographically small -

approximately 9 hectares (23 acres) in area - and can be considered to be walkable 

within the boundaries of the neighbourhood.  It is walkable because it is easy to get 

around on foot since there are well-planned pedestrian connections within the 

neighbourhood in the form of public sidewalks on wide boulevards as well as in the form 

of pathways in the townhouse areas20.  Linkages also exist between London’s Landing 

and points of interest outside of the neighbourhood, such as the South Dyke Trail along 

the Fraser River, and the greenway trail to the north and to the west, towards Steveston 

Village.  Linkages from these areas to and through London’s Landing are, again, 

provided by publicly-accessible pathways and bridges over private lands.  

 
Figure 5.15. Pathway and bridge linking London’s Landing to the waterfront 
  (used with permission of Oris Consulting Ltd; Oris Consulting Ltd., n.d.,   
  [Webpage]) 

In addition, I observed that London’s Landing is a more densely developed 

neighbourhood relative to conventional suburban residential neighbourhoods.  As 

informed by the review of City planning documents, single-detached housing within 

 
20City of Richmond staff reports associated with the Development Applications at London’s 

Landing indicate that rights-of-way do exist over some areas on private property to allow 
public access and use of pathways through the neighbourhood. 
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London’s Landing has densities as low as 0.53 FAR, multi-family housing has densities 

of 0.87 to 1.00 FAR in the middle of the range, and mixed commercial-residential 

buildings have densities of up to 1.62 FAR in the high end of the range for this suburban 

neighbourhood.  The mix of housing types and densities provide for more efficient land 

use and therefore more compact development. 

However, the narrow range of commercial services observed at London’s 

Landing means that residents and employees must leave the neighbourhood to access 

goods and services to meet all of their needs.  Therefore, the actual footprint of London’s 

Landing goes well beyond the geographically compact boundaries of the neighbourhood.  

In this respect, London’s Landing is not truly compact, nor is it complete.   

The element of social inclusiveness at London’s Landing is questionable.  

Although the range of housing types observed does provide for a certain level of social 

mix, other observations of the types of vehicles in the neighbourhood, the high-quality of 

the built environment, and the proximity to outdoor recreation opportunities and the 

waterfront are indicative of a higher incomes because of the higher price tags associated 

with these features.  In this respect, London’s Landing is not a socially complete 

community. 

5.4.1. Others’ Observations of London’s Landing 

Others’ observations of London’s Landing also offer insight into how vibrant, 

compact, and complete the neighbourhood is.  From the interviews conducted with 

municipal planners and with the primary developer of London’s Landing, the following 

observations and perspectives about the neighbourhood are worth noting: 

London’s Landing is ‘its own thing’ without being ‘the baby village’ of 
Steveston; 

It is a “neighbourly” neighbourhood, feels like a community, everyone 
knows everyone; 

The level of activity is higher than other places that are purely 
residential, and it seems that the level of activity is not only generated 
by locals but also by people outside of the neighbourhood; 

There are missing components that prevent London’s Landing from 
being perceived as a complete community.  These include: a public 
open space/town square, a school, transit, a major food store, more 
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opportunities for social and civic connections to occur, and an anchor 
destination or experience at the waterfront – a place that is special 
and that will make people want to be there; 

London’s Landing is not the ‘Cadillac’ of mixed-use...it is more of a 
‘mini community’. 

From these perspectives, the message emerges that London’s Landing has a 

unique identity, has a small-town feel, and has elements of a vibrant and complete 

community, especially in comparison to what was there previously and to other single-

use residential areas.  However, there is recognition that the neighbourhood is still 

evolving and that there are indeed missing pieces.  For example, the indicators of a 

vibrant, compact, and complete community, as summarized in Section 3.6, include:  

easy access to a broad mix of land uses and amenities to enable daily human needs to 

be accessed and fulfilled locally, and to provide for economic vitality; reduced auto-

dependency; transit service; and, daily social interaction between people. As one 

observer noted above, some of these pieces are missing and this may be what is 

preventing London’s Landing from being considered a truly vibrant, compact, and 

complete community. 
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6. What to make of the findings? A comparison 
of theory vs. reality with respect to mixed-use 
at London’s Landing  

Reflecting on the justification and purpose of this research, do the findings from 

the many data sources indicate whether mixed-use development, as it has been applied 

in a suburban area such as London’s Landing, achieves what it is intended to in theory? 

Do the findings indicate whether mixed-use development contributes to the creation of a 

vibrant, compact, and complete community for those who live at London’s Landing?  If 

not, do the findings from this case study reveal something else about London’s Landing? 

To recap, when I began my investigation into the outcomes of mixed-use 

development at London’s Landing, the neighbourhood’s appearance led me to make 

some assumptions that its’ origins were rooted in:  

• the popularity of neo-traditional development or “New Urbanism”, as described 
in the literature reviewed on mixed-use planning and design;  

• the policies and design guidelines in the Steveston Area Plan that were 
established to shape the redevelopment of the neighbourhood; and,  

• a simple formula of “mixed-use = a vibrant, compact, and complete 
community”.   

On this basis, I questioned the rationale for the development of a mixed-use 

community in a suburban context and in a particularly isolated area, surrounded by 

waterfront, farmland, and industrial activity.  I wanted to find out whether the 

redevelopment history of London’s Landing was based on a practical attempt to 

implement the theories associated with mixed-use development, with the envisioned 

outcome of a more vibrant, compact, and complete community for those who live and 

work there.  Essentially, I wanted to test whether the theoretical outcomes of mixed-use 

development truly manifest themselves in the case of London’s Landing. 
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Through a comparison of the findings from each of the data sources used in this 

study with the indicators of a vibrant, compact, and complete community that I compiled 

from the literature reviewed, I will demonstrate the answer to the research question, 

along with some unintended discoveries.   

I have conducted the comparison between the mixed-use theory and the 

research findings using a matrix shown in Table 6.1.  The indicators of a vibrant, 

compact, and complete community (identified in Section 3.6) are listed down the left side 

of the table, while the findings are filled in under each of the data sources listed across 

the top of the table.  The following scale was used to complete the matrix21: 

• Y = Yes, there is evidence in the findings that the indicator is present; 

• P = There is partial evidence in the findings that the indicator is present, but 
there is recognition that there are weaknesses; 

• N = There is no evidence or insufficient evidence in the findings that the 
indicator is present; 

Note:  Where there are an equal number of Y’s and P’s for a given indicator, a P 

has been used to make reference to partial evidence in the findings. 

The comparison between the mixed-use theory and the research results in Table 

6.1 illustrates that there are many conclusions to this study rather than a simple answer 

to the question:  does mixed-use development contributes to the creation of a vibrant, 

compact, and complete community for those who live at London’s Landing?   

 

 
21 Greyed-out blocks indicate that there were no applicable findings for a particular data source. 
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Table 6.1. Matrix of theory vs. results – vibrant, compact, and complete community? 

 Evidence from findings Summary 

In the 
marketing 
material 

• Planning policies for 
London’s Landing; 

• Development Data; 
• Built environment. 

Perspectives from 
Residents’ Survey  

Planning 
Professionals’ 
Perspectives 

Direct 
Observations 

Indicators 

Vibrant Adequate amount of seating in the 
public realm 

    N N 

High-quality environmental conditions22 
that attract people 

Y P P Y Y Y 

Distinct neighbourhood Y Y P Y Y Y 
• Visible levels of human activity in 

the public realm at all hours 
• Concentration of activities within 

the neighbourhood 

Y P P P P P 

Daily social interaction between people  Y Y   Y 

Sense of community/belonging Y P Y Y P Y 
• Feeling of Safety 
• “Eyes on the street” 

 Y Y Y Y Y 

Opportunities for economic vitality23 P P  P P P 
Social equity, diversity, inclusivity  N Y P P P P 
Overall perspective of vibrancy Y  Y P P P 

Evaluation 4 Y 4 P  
1 N 

 
22 In this context, the use of them “environmental conditions” refers to the physical conditions of a space and the way it functions, as 

perceived by people. 
23 The indicators of “Economic Vitality” and “Social Equity” also represent how socially or economically “complete” a community is. 
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 Evidence from findings Summary 

In the 
marketing 
material 

• Planning policies for 
London’s Landing; 

• Development Data; 
• Built environment. 

Perspectives from 
Residents’ Survey  

Planning 
Professionals’ 
Perspectives 

Direct 
Observations 

Indicators 

Compact 
and 
Complete 

Physically compact Y P Y P P P 
Higher densities  Y P P P P 
Walkable, (i.e. easy to get around on 
foot, pedestrian connectivity) 

Y Y Y P Y Y 

Pedestrian-scaled or pedestrian-
oriented design of the built 
environment 

Y Y  Y Y Y 

Easy access to a broad mix of land 
uses and amenities to enable daily 
human needs to be accessed and 
fulfilled locally, and to provide for 
economic vitality 

Y Y P P/N P P 

Housing mix and affordability (i.e. 
choice of type and tenure) 24 

Y Y Y P P Y 

Opportunities for reduced auto-
dependency 

Y P N  N N 

Transit service  N N N N N 
Protection of open space/farm 
land/natural areas 

Y Y Y Y P Y 

Evaluation 4 Y 3 P 
2 N 

 
24 The indicator of “Housing mix” also contributes to community vibrancy by enabling social inclusivity (i.e. mix of people having different 

incomes, or at different life stages and potentially of different ages) 
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6.1. How does London’s Landing measure up on indicators 
of vibrancy? 

In terms of vibrancy, the matrix shows that there is a relatively equal number of 

data sources that provide evidence of the presence of vibrancy indicators as there are 

that provide insufficient or no evidence.  To reiterate the findings in Section 5, the matrix 

shows that London’s Landing is a distinct neighbourhood, which has high-quality 

environmental conditions that attract people.  The majority of data sources also provide 

evidence that London’s Landing has been designed and is perceived to be a safe 

neighbourhood.   

Survey respondents report that there is social interaction between people in the 

neighbourhood and that there is a sense of community or belonging.  Distinctiveness, 

high-quality environment, safety, and sense of community are all good things to have in 

a neighbourhood, with respect to the element of the research question on vibrancy.  

There is no doubt that these features attract people to live at London’s Landing and the 

survey findings show that residents have a high level of satisfaction about their choice of 

neighbourhood.  So, I would say that the level of mixed-use and different housing types 

implemented at London’s Landing, along with survey respondents’ level of 

neighbourhood satisfaction and perceived “sense of community”, offers a more vibrant, 

compact, and complete community for those who live there, relative to what was there 

previously.  However, without a higher degree of intensity in the mix of land uses and 

human activity in the neighbourhood, the elements of vibrancy associated with a truly 

compact and complete community are lost, leaving only an attractive neighbourhood 

instead of a truly vibrant one.   

Indeed, I observed a level of human activity at London’s Landing that I feel is 

greater than that of conventional and purely residential suburban neighbourhoods, 

having lived in many such neighbourhoods myself.  The survey findings also showed 

that the greatest proportion of survey respondents report that human activity at London’s 

Landing exists at all hours, which does imply an element of vibrancy.  However, the level 

of human activity at London’s Landing is not as intense as the mixed-use planning 

theory suggests a truly vibrant neighbourhood should be.  For example, the intensity of 
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human activity in the public realm at London’s Landing is not so high as to result in a 

thriving and locally-based economy.  Rather, I feel that the findings show that the 

existing economy at London’s Landing is surviving due to the greater neighbourhood 

that it serves.  Another example is that, although daily social interaction exists between 

residents at a higher level than that of typical suburban neighbourhoods, there aren’t 

large numbers and diverse groups of people interacting socially on a daily basis.   

With respect to social equity, diversity, and inclusivity, there is a slight mix of 

people at London’s Landing, but not enough of a mix to say that it is truly a socially 

vibrant and complete community.  A mix of age groups and household types is 

represented at London’s Landing, however future developments in the neighbourhood 

need to include features that attract young adults, along with civic uses to enhance 

social diversity.  The mix of housing types included in the neighbourhood (i.e., detached 

dwellings, townhouses, and apartments) provides for people to age-in-place and for 

people to stay within the neighbourhood with changes in their level of income.  However, 

future developments need to include formal rental housing and purpose-built affordable 

housing to enhance the mix of people, age groups, and incomes (e.g. non-market rental 

and below-market home ownership). 

6.2. How does London’s Landing measure up on indicators 
of compactness and completeness? 

Based on the findings, I have found that there is a certain level of compactness 

and completeness at London’s Landing that is enabled by the mix of land uses, housing 

types, and densities.  This is especially true in comparison to the residential built 

environment of the rest of Richmond outside of the city’s downtown core, which consists 

primarily of low-density single-detached housing that is segregated from neighbourhood 

commercial services located at main intersections throughout the city.   

However, the intensity of mixed-use development, the acknowledgement that 

basic elements and land uses are missing, and the apparent low ratio of commercial to 

residential floor area is not truly consistent with the indicators of a vibrant, compact, and 

complete community.  For example, one element that has been found to be missing from 
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London’s Landing is a public space – or a “town square”, as envisioned in the Steveston 

Area Plan – in the “Mixed-Use” designated area of the neighbourhood to provide 

potential gathering opportunities, and to create a destination that will draw people in.  

Another missing element is the presence of a broader range of land uses and 

commercial activity that specifically serve the local neighbourhood at London’s Landing 

to provide additional opportunities for economic vitality and to enable residents and 

employees to meet their daily needs without exiting the neighbourhood. 

London’s Landing is still evolving.  There are opportunities for future 

development projects at London’s Landing to enhance the intensity of mixed-use and 

level of human activity by broadening the commercial and civic land uses in the 

neighbourhood to better enable people to meet their daily and social needs locally.  The 

future then holds the opportunity for added vibrancy, compactness, and completeness in 

the neighbourhood. 

The findings described in Section 5 and in the matrix provide some evidence that 

London’s Landing has been designed, constructed, marketed, and is perceived by 

survey respondents as a physically compact community.  This is illustrated through the 

mix of housing types and the range of densities present in the neighbourhood, both of 

which are greater than what are seen in purely residential suburban neighbourhoods and 

provide for more efficient use of the land. 

Also related to indicators of compactness, there is consistency among the 

findings of the various data sources analysed that London’s Landing has been planned, 

promoted, and designed as a pedestrian-friendly community.  Survey findings also 

indicate that respondents perceive the neighbourhood to be walkable.  During direct 

observations of the neighbourhood, I noted that it is easy to travel through the 

neighbourhood on foot through clearly defined pedestrian connections, both during the 

day and at night (e.g. sidewalks, informal pathways, streetlamps), and that the mixed-

use buildings incorporate weather protection along storefronts, which is intended to 

support human activity under a variety of weather conditions.  In addition, the shallow 

front yard setbacks and architectural treatment of street-fronting building facades 

promote a pedestrian scale and presence (e.g. storefronts are single-storey, at-grade, 

and face the street; dwellings have stoops, covered porches, and verandas that overlook 
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sidewalks).  Although these findings suggest that there is pedestrian-focussed design at 

London’s Landing, especially in comparison to the typical building and street design in 

much of the rest of Richmond’s residential built environment outside of the city’s 

downtown core, this is not the same thing as being truly walkable, which would imply a 

level of reduced auto-dependency that is lacking in the findings. 

Indeed, the amount of on-site parking for individual developments, the lack of 

transit service, the observed count of cars versus pedestrians, and the various survey 

results on auto-use and use of local shops and services, suggest that London’s Landing 

is auto-oriented despite the mix of land uses contained within the neighbourhood and the 

pedestrian-oriented urban design.  The theory on mixed-use development claims that 

the range of land uses within a community enables reduced auto-dependency because 

residents are theoretically able to meet their daily needs within walking distance from 

their home.  The results observed at London’s Landing, however, are not indicative of a 

complete community in this regard.  The introduction of public transit at London’s 

Landing, which is a critical component for reducing auto-dependency, is seen as one of 

the top priorities for changes needed to the neighbourhood. 

By analysing the findings, I discovered that London’s Landing shows some 

evidence of the desirable theoretical outcomes of mixed-use described in the planning 

literature, but not all of them.  Why? Because there are factors other than just mixed-use 

development, and the potential benefits it offers, that have contributed to the way that 

London’s Landing has evolved, is functioning, and is being perceived by those who live 

and work there.  As I discussed in Section 3, few neighbourhoods have been tested on 

the indicators of vibrant, compact, and complete communities compiled from the 

literature and listed in Table 3.1 to determine whether they are indeed models of 

complete communities.  Even in urban neighbourhoods that are considered to be 

relatively vibrant and compact, such as the neighbourhood of Marpole in the south of 

Vancouver, only 16 % of residents work within the boundaries of the neighbourhood.  So 

when marketers promise that new suburban neighbourhoods will be vibrant, compact, or 

complete, there is statistical evidence that indicates that will be unlikely, and, in fact, 

what happens is that these neighbourhoods may appear to be relatively dense, socially 

diverse, and economically vibrant, while in reality they are on some counts but not 

others. 
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London’s Landing is an interesting place that has been designed to look and 

function like it has evolved over time, rather than simply being a universal set of shops 

and apartments set among a sea of parking that developed at one moment in time.  

Measures were taken to avoid this at London’s Landing – from the creation of 

neighbourhood-specific design guidelines in the Steveston Area Plan, to the 

development response by the primary developer – and the result is a built environment 

that is more aligned with the premise behind mixed-use development as a good land use 

planning principle.  But is it enough? And is mixed-use development worthy of continued 

pursuit in a suburban context?  What are the implications of a less-than-ideal outcome? 

From the results of the survey, as well as from personal and others’ 

observations, I discovered that although London’s Landing exhibits some but not all of 

the components of a mixed-use neighbourhood as described in the literature, the people 

that live there love the place despite the gaps that exist.  In fact, despite the limitations 

identified, there is an above-average perception by survey respondents of London’s 

Landing as a vibrant, compact, and complete community.  Survey respondents are 

satisfied with the neighbourhood, its aesthetic element, its location, its friendliness and 

sense of community.  They are aware of the mix of land uses, housing types, and mix of 

people, and they don’t seem bothered by the limitations identified.   

There are, however, concerning implications associated with this.  An attractive 

neighbourhood that is semi-vibrant, minimally diverse, overwhelmingly auto-oriented, 

and has a high level of resident satisfaction, but that does not exemplify many indicators 

of a compact and complete community is not the intent of mixed-use development.  With 

this knowledge, if mixed-use development in suburban areas like London’s Landing 

continues to be encouraged in policy and actively implemented, then the potential exists 

for the proliferation of attractive neighbourhoods that offer the illusion of mixed-use 

development without any of its positive theoretical outcomes, such as improved 

liveability for residents and big-picture sustainability objectives as envisioned in the 

literature reviewed on mixed-use planning and design.  Future policy planning and 

development at London’s Landing and other suburban areas needs to guard against 

creating a mixed-use neighbourhood that is misleading, lacking in authenticity, and that 

is in fact environmentally, socially, and economically unsustainable.  
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7. Conclusions  

This research intended to test the relationship that is said to exist between 

mixed-use development and neighbourhood vibrancy, compactness, and completeness.  

Specifically, I set out to investigate these claims in the context of the suburban 

neighbourhood of London’s Landing in Richmond, British Columbia. 

I’ve come to several conclusions about the research question on the basis of the 

comparisons of the findings from the multiple research methods that I used with the 

series of indicators of a vibrant, compact, and complete community that I compiled from 

the literature reviewed.   

Indeed, the neighbourhood of London’s Landing has the appearance of a classic 

New Urbanist complete community, as described in the literature, with its pedestrian-

oriented streetscapes, mix of housing types, and mixed commercial and residential 

buildings, all of which are said to contribute to the theoretical outcome of improved 

liveability for residents.  Furthermore, the planning policies and urban design guidelines 

that have helped to shape development at London’s Landing demonstrate that a 

conscious effort was made to create a neighbourhood based on the principles of mixed-

use development and a traditional town planning approach, consistent with the literature 

reviewed.  Finally, the marketing material for London’s Landing also offers the promise 

of a nostalgic village lifestyle where residents can live, work, and play, consistent with 

the principles of mixed-use development theory. 

London’s Landing undoubtedly has a unique identity, a small-town feel, and 

elements of a vibrant and complete community, especially in comparison to what was 

there previously and to the typical single-use residential neighbourhood in Richmond, 

which is characterized by segregated land uses and housing types, and car-centric 

design.  However, it must be recognized that the neighbourhood is still evolving and that 

there are indeed missing pieces, which prevent London’s Landing from being considered 

a truly vibrant, compact, and complete community. 
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Specifically, despite the intent of the planning policies and urban design 

guidelines, the promises suggested by the marketing material, and the appearance of 

the built environment, the reality that is made clear through the findings from this 

research is that the relatively low population density, the auto-dependence of residents 

(and excessive vehicle parking provisions), the seemingly small component of 

commercial development (< 15% of total floor area), and the limited range of land uses 

found to exist in the neighbourhood are not consistent with the principles or outcomes of 

a vibrant, compact, and complete community. 

The findings from the survey of residents at London’s Landing also reveal the 

following weaknesses with respect to what is present and what is missing in terms of the 

series of indicators of a vibrant, compact, and complete community from the literature.  

For example: 

• When asked to describe London’s Landing, the top three common words or 
themes used by survey respondents were:  friendly, nice, and quiet. 

• With respect to why survey respondents chose to live at London’s Landing, 
the top three reasons were:  its location, its perceived sense of community, 
and its aesthetic beauty.  Also, with respect to whether London’s Landing has 
lived up to their expectations in this regard, the findings show a high level of 
satisfaction. 

So, although one person said that London’s Landing is “like being on Sesame 

Street” (which, I have to admit, sounds rather fun!), the consensus exists among survey 

respondents that London’s Landing is a nice place to live, and this should not be 

confused with the neighbourhood being a vibrant, compact, and complete place to live.  

To recall the examples of local neighbourhoods like Vancouver’s West End and Marpole 

in the south of Vancouver, which do exhibit many of the outcomes claimed in the mixed-

use development theory, I certainly would not describe those neighbourhoods as simply 

“friendly, nice, and quiet”, although I’m sure they are all those things too. 

Other findings from the survey of residents that reveal weaknesses about 

London’s Landing, in terms of the series of indicators of a vibrant, compact, and 

complete community, include: 
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• The high degree of home-ownership among respondents, and the lack of 
purpose-built rental housing or other types of affordable housing (e.g. non-
market rental and below-market home ownership).   

o This suggests that there is not a range of tenures at London’s 
Landing, which is inconsistent with the principle that social mix is an 
essential part of a socially vibrant and complete community. 

• The high percentage of respondents who report working outside the bounds of 
the neighbourhood.   

o This suggests that the commercial presence at London’s Landing is 
not a source of jobs for its residents, and thus the level of auto-
dependency has not lessened in this respect.  This is not indicative of 
a compact and complete community in which people can live and 
work. 

• The low level of usage frequency of neighbourhood shops and services.  

o With the knowledge that the existing commercial uses and services at 
London’s Landing are insufficient to meet residents’ daily shopping 
needs, and that there is insufficient transit service available to 
residents of London’s Landing, it is no wonder that the automobile is 
clearly the primary transportation mode of choice for survey 
respondents of London’s Landing, who must leave the boundaries of 
the neighbourhood by car to meet their daily needs, and consequently 
do not use the shops and services in their neighbourhood to their full 
capacity. 

• The inconsistencies found to exist among the survey findings on various 
indicators of vibrancy, compactness, and completeness. 

o For example, on the one hand, survey respondents perceive London’s 
Landing to be “vibrant”, but on the other hand they perceive it to be 
“quiet”. 

o Similarly, on the one hand, survey respondents perceive that the level 
of population density, dwelling density, and open space is “just right”, 
but on the other hand they are concerned about the need to balance 
any additional density with preserving the character of the 
neighbourhood. 

Perhaps the most interesting overall finding is how residents feel about their 

neighbourhood regardless of whether it meets the theoretical outcomes of mixed-use 

development theory.  Although London’s Landing may not be a truly vibrant, compact, 

and complete community, survey respondents do love it and overwhelmingly consider it 

to be an attractive neighbourhood to live in.   

With the knowledge of the limitations identified, there are concerning implications 

to a neighbourhood like London’s Landing, which is perceived by its residents to be 



 

97 

attractive yet has inconsistent findings with respect to the indicators of a vibrant, 

compact, and complete community.  If mixed-use development in suburban areas like 

London’s Landing continues to be implemented without the ensuing positive outcomes 

claimed in the mixed-use development theory, the potential exists for the proliferation of 

attractive mixed-use neighbourhoods that are misleading, lacking in authenticity, and 

that are in fact environmentally, socially, and economically unsustainable. 

Additional action and research is needed into certain practical aspects of mixed-

use development to fill the gaps that exist in the complete-community theory for the 

purpose of avoiding the pitfalls identified in this case study of London’s Landing. 
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8. Recommendations  

8.1. London’s Landing 

To address those aspects of the research findings that are deserving of further 

research and attention in the future planning and development of London’s Landing, I 

primarily follow the lead of the top two suggestions most-often cited by respondents for 

changes that need to be made at London’s Landing, which are: to add more commercial 

shops and services, and to add transit service.  Both of these strategies would reduce 

auto-dependency and contribute to London’s Landing being able to function more like a 

compact and complete community.  In order to achieve these aims, I recommend the 

following: 

Range of land uses, density, and level of human activity 

• As the literature on the relationship between density and vibrancy suggests, 
higher population densities are needed at London’s Landing to support more 
commercial shops and services that could provide for the daily needs of area 
residents so that they could shop, play, and potentially work within the 
neighbourhood (e.g. hair salon, barber shop, doctor’s office, a drugstore with 
a Canada Post outlet, a pizza parlour, a family restaurant, a liquor store, a 
dry-cleaner, a bank, a newsstand etc.). 

• To this end, the City should continue to approve developments with relatively 
higher dwelling densities to enable the desired increase in the population at 
London’s Landing. 

• The finding that the level of human activity is most visible on weekends 
suggests that existing or additional shops, services, and event programming 
at London’s Landing need to be operational during weekday evenings to 
enhance neighbourhood vibrancy beyond weekday business hours.  This 
could include restaurants that are open for dinner, shops and events that are 
designed draw visitors to the neighbourhood, and community services that 
are available when people are home from work or when children are home 
from school. 

• Further to this, additional research is needed into how to attract the types of 
land uses and services that remain open well past the end of the typical work 
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day in a neighbourhood that, at the moment, has a relatively low population 
density. 

• Incorporate ground-oriented dwellings that are designed as live-work spaces 
for artisans whose products and services could become a draw for people 
from outside the boundaries of the neighbourhood, thereby providing the 
opportunity to increase the level of human activity at London’s Landing. 

• Additional research is needed into what is the critical ratio of commercial to 
residential space at London’s Landing or in other mixed-use neighbourhoods 
to provide for the level of social and economic activity that the literature 
suggests is required for a vibrant, compact, and complete community. 

• Both the theory of mixed use and the results of direct observations suggest 
that there needs to be an increase in the amount of outdoor seating provided 
with future developments at London’s Landing to increase the level of human 
activity in the public realm.  This publicly available seating needs to be 
incorporated throughout the mixed-use node at London’s Landing to provide 
opportunities for people to gather near those portions of the neighbourhood 
where the public and private realm are blurred (e.g. along London Road 
where a future restaurant may have patio seating, or near the main entrances 
to an expanded range of shops and services planned with future 
developments). 

• The observed influence of weather conditions on the level of human activity in 
the neighbourhood suggests that the physical design of the built environment 
at London’s Landing and the availability of sitting space (as contributors to 
vibrancy) are insufficient to retain people in the space under poor weather 
conditions.  This warrants the consideration of increased weather protection 
incorporated into building design and a greater range of storefronts such as 
restaurants, coffee shops etc. that allow people to remain indoors along the 
main commercial street in the neighbourhood for longer periods of time 
during poor weather conditions. 

Transit 

• Transit service is critically needed at London’s Landing for lower vehicle 
parking provisions to be considered in future developments in the 
neighbourhood and for alternative modes of transportation to be used by 
residents to go to work and to access community-wide amenities.   

Employment sectors and opportunities 

• Additional research is needed into what kind of employment sectors should be 
included in a mixed-use neighbourhood to increase employment opportunities 
for local residents. 
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Social mix 

• As the mixed-use development theory suggests, the element of vibrancy at 
London’s Landing may be enhanced by encouraging a greater mix of people 
to reside in the neighbourhood, such as people of different incomes and who 
are in different stages of life.  For example, it is understood from the research 
findings that there has been no formal rental housing or purpose-built 
affordable housing (e.g. non-market rental and below-market home 
ownership) included in any of the developments to-date at London’s Landing.  
This is one element that should definitely be incorporated into future 
redevelopment projects at London’s Landing to facilitate settlement in the 
neighbourhood by low-income earners, as well as young adults, who were 
not at all represented among survey respondents. 

Introduction of community uses 

• Incorporate the much-needed community or institutional use into future 
development projects to encourage civic ties to occur at London’s Landing 
(e.g. a small community centre and library branch, a town square to 
encourage public gatherings etc.). 

• To foster the continued sense of community perceived to exist by residents of 
London’s Landing, greater event programming needs to occur in the 
neighbourhood, such as block parties, a community garden, merchant 
festivities.  This would be made easier through the introduction of institutional 
uses at London’s Landing, as mentioned above. 

8.2. Future mixed-use neighbourhoods in suburbia 

In addition to the recommendations discussed above, an issue that is deserving 

of further research and attention in the future planning and development of other mixed-

use neighbourhoods in suburban areas – and which may better serve to implement the 

sustainability objectives associated with mixed-use – is to avoid introducing new mixed-

use developments in isolated areas that have physical constraints, such as those that 

border London’s Landing (i.e., farmland, the Fraser River, and existing adjacent 

industrial uses).  Instead, new mixed-use developments should be located on and 

around existing aging suburban neighbourhood service centre sites (e.g. strip malls).  

Some reasons why such locations are suitable are:  
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• that they already contain a range of commercial shops and services that 
provide for the daily needs of surrounding area residents; 

• that the introduction of mixed-uses is more likely to be well-received by 
existing surrounding area residents who are already familiar with commercial 
shops and services at such locations; and 

• that their existing low-density site planning does not make the most efficient 
use of the land, meaning that there is a lot of room available to incorporate a 
more dense form of development. 

“Retrofitting Suburbia”  

This “retrofitting” strategy is suggested in the work of Dunham-Jones and 

Williamson (2009).  The authors maintain that urbanizing existing suburbs by introducing 

compact and mixed-use development on under-utilized commercial strip mall sites into 

“more connected and sustainable places is the big project for this century” (p. vi).  

Dunham-Jones and Williamson acknowledge that such suburban retrofits are not without 

their weaknesses and that things must be improved.  Similar to my research findings of 

London’s Landing, Dunham-Jones explained in a separate conference held about the 

“retrofitting” strategy in 2012, that: 

“Retrofits are often accused of being faux-downtowns and instant 
urbanism...retrofits are very hybrid places.  They are new but trying to 
look old.  They have urban streetscapes, but suburban parking ratios.  
Their populations are more diverse than typical suburbia, but they’re less 
diverse than cities.  And, they are public places, but that are managed by 
private companies”. 

On this basis, Dunham-Jones identifies that “the challenge for future 

redevelopment of suburban areas is in improving the architectural design and quality of 

the retrofits” (2012).  Overall, I agree that the strategy of siting and designing mixed-use 

developments on and around existing aging suburban neighbourhood service centre 

sites is a step in the right direction in achieving the sustainability objectives that are 

claimed to be associated with mixed-use. 
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Appendix A 
 
Interview Questions 

Planner Interview Questions 
1. What is your understanding of the development history of London’s Landing? 

2. Have you been to the neighbourhood since redevelopment began?   

3. Have you observed daily activity within the neighbourhood?    

4. Regarding the 1998 Steveston Area Plan… 

5. What was the overall vision for the future of London’s Landing?  

6. What was the rationale for the designation of “mixed-use” at London’s Landing? 

7. What was the objective behind the DP guidelines for this neighbourhood? 

8. Was there a conscious effort to include concepts such as “New Urbanism” in the creation 
of the design guidelines? 

9. Was there a vision for a certain “look” of the neighbourhood – that would translate into 
certain behaviours characteristic of mixed-use communities or small towns? 

10. Do you feel the development applications were consistent with the intent of the DP 
Guidelines and Area Plan?  (i.e. are you satisfied with the outcome of the built 
environment in this neighbourhood?); Or was there too much flexibility in the Area Plan 
policies and design guidelines such that the intent was not clearly communicated and 
therefore didn’t translate correctly into the built environment?  i.e. was the intent “diluted” 
over the years since the Area Plan was adopted? 

11. What were some of the challenges with redevelopment of the neighbourhood? 

12. As a planner: 

a. what does a “vibrant” community look like to you?   

b. What does a “compact” community look like to you?   

c. What does a “complete” community look like to you? 

13. What is your view on the theory that mixed-use contributes to a “vibrant”, “compact”, and 
“complete” community, relative to single-use development? 

14. Do you think that mixed-use development and the DP Guidelines at London’s Landing 
has contributed to the creation of a vibrant, compact, and complete community for those 
who live and work there? 

15. What are the critical success factors to achieve a vibrant, compact, and complete 
community at London’s Landing?  

16. What are the challenges to achieving a vibrant, compact, and complete community at 
London’s Landing?  What is lacking/needed?  

17. What would you recommend in the way of policy/regulatory improvements to address 
these challenges, at this site and in general? 
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Developer Interview Questions 
1. What is your involvement in the development history of London’s Landing?   

2. How long have you been involved in redevelopment at London’s Landing?   

3. What is your perspective on the rationale for the “mixed-use” designation at London’s 
Landing? 

4. What was your initial vision for London’s Landing? what were you thinking when you 
decided to pursue redevelopment at London’s Landing?  Experimental?  Incremental?  

a. What experience did you have at that point with brownfield redevelopment and 
mixed-use development? 

b. Goal achievement?  Have you achieved your goals as originally envisioned 
(personal, professional, design, City’s?)  Are you satisfied with the outcome of 
the built environment to-date? 

5. Do you agree with some of the discourse in the land use planning theory that mixed-use 
development contributes to “vibrant”, “compact”, and “complete” communities? 

6. Have you observed daily activity in the neighbourhood?  If so, what are your thoughts?   

7. Do you feel that the actual built environment and the interaction among neighbourhood 
users to-date delivers on the promises made in the marketing material? and do you think 
buyers expectations have been met?  (i.e. what feedback have you received?)   

8. Have you or would you consider doing a post-occupancy evaluation to assist with 
planning future mixed-use developments?   

9. Based on your experience at London’s Landing - what are the critical success factors to 
achieve a vibrant, compact, and complete community in terms of “mixed-use”?  (e.g. 
economically, professionally, from a land use planning/urban design perspective)? 

10. Based on your experience at London’s Landing - what are/were the challenges?  
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Appendix B 
 
Conventional and Online Survey  
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Appendix C 
 
The Sample Frame25 
 
Table C1. Listing of all civic addresses/strata lots within the boundaries of 

London’s Landing to which I successfuly delivered a survey 
package 

 
Address/Unit Strata Lot Dwelling Type 
13400 Princess Street (Strata Plan LMS4509) Detached Townhouses 

Unit 1 11                 “ “ 
Unit 2 12                 “ “ 
Unit 3 13                 “ “ 
Unit 4 14                 “ “ 
Unit 5 15                 “ “ 
Unit 6 16                 “ “ 
Unit 7 17                 “ “ 
Unit 8 18                 “ “ 
Unit 9 19                 “ “ 
Unit 10 20                 “ “ 
Unit 11 10                 “ “ 
Unit 12 9                 “ “ 
Unit 13 8                 “ “ 
Unit 14 7                 “ “ 
Unit 15 6                 “ “ 
Unit 16 5                 “ “ 
Unit 17 4                 “ “ 
Unit 18 3                 “ “ 
Unit 19 2                 “ “ 
Unit 20 1                 “ “ 

  

 
25The final number of civic addresses/strata lots included in the sample frame is 284, down from 

the original sample frame of 287 civic addresses/strata lots, due to the return of survey 
packages by Canada Post (i.e. no such address, not occupied, incorrect unit number etc.).  
Vacant lots and lots under development during the study period were intentionally not 
included in the sample frame.   
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Address/Unit Strata Lot Dwelling Type 
13020/13028 No. 2 Road  
(Strata Plan BCS396) 

Townhouses includingStudio/Office 

Unit 1 20                           “ “ 
Unit 2 21                           “ “ 
Unit 3 22                           “ “ 
Unit 4 23                           “ “ 
Unit 5 24                           “ “ 
Unit 6 25                           “ “ 
Unit 7 26                           “ “ 
Unit 8 27                           “ “ 
Unit 9 28                           “ “ 
Unit 10 29                           “ “ 
Unit 11 30                           “ “ 
Unit 12 31                           “ “ 
Unit 13 32                           “ “ 
Unit 14 33                           “ “ 
Unit 15 34                           “ “ 
Unit 210 10 Townhouses partially above commercial units at grade 
Unit 215 11                                            “ “ 
Unit 220 12                                            “ “ 
Unit 225 13                                            “ “ 
Unit 230 14                                            “ “ 
Unit 235 15                                            “ “ 
Unit 250 16                                            “ “ 
Unit 255 17                                            “ “ 
Unit 260 18                                            “ “ 
Unit 265 19                                            “ “ 

6333 Princess Lane (Strata Plan BCS375)  Attached and Detached Townhouses 
Unit 1 1                             “ “ 
Unit 2 2                             “ “ 
Unit 3 3                             “ “ 
Unit 4 4                             “ “ 
Unit 5 5                             “ “ 
Unit 6 6                             “ “ 
Unit 7 7                             “ “ 
Unit 8 8                             “ “ 
Unit 9 9                             “ “ 
Unit 10 10                             “ “ 
Unit 11 11                             “ “ 
Unit 12 12                             “ “ 
Unit 13 13                             “ “ 
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Address/Unit Strata Lot Dwelling Type 
6333 Princess Lane (Strata Plan BCS375)  Attached and Detached Townhouses 

Unit 14 14                             “ “ 
Unit 15 15                             “ “ 
Unit 16 16                             “ “ 
Unit 17 17                             “ “ 
Unit 18 18                             “ “ 
Unit 19 19                             “ “ 

6400 Princess Lane (Strata Plan BCS606) Detached Townhouses 
Unit 1 1                 “ “ 
Unit 2 2                 “ “ 
Unit 3 3                 “ “ 
Unit 4 4                 “ “ 
Unit 5 5                 “ “ 
Unit 6 6                 “ “ 
Unit 7 7                 “ “ 
Unit 8 8                 “ “ 
Unit 9 9                 “ “ 
Unit 10 10                 “ “ 
Unit 11 11                 “ “ 

6371 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
6373 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
6377 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
6379 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
6391 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
6393 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
6397 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
6399 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
6415 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
6417 London Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
13160 Princess Street (Strata Plan BCS1023) Attached and Detached Townhouses 

Unit 1 3                             “ “ 
Unit 2 4                             “ “ 
Unit 3 5                             “ “ 
Unit 4 6                             “ “ 
Unit 5 7                             “ “ 
Unit 6 8                             “ “ 
Unit 7 9                             “ “ 
Unit 8 1                             “ “ 
Unit 9 2                             “ “ 
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Address/Unit Strata Lot Dwelling Type 
6300 London Road (Strata Plan BCS1023) Stacked Townhouses 

Unit 1 42                 “ “ 
Unit 2 45                 “ “ 
Unit 3 43                 “ “ 
Unit 4 46                 “ “ 
Unit 5 44                 “ “ 
Unit 6 37                 “ “ 
Unit 7 40                 “ “ 
Unit 8 38                 “ “ 
Unit 9 41                 “ “ 
Unit 10 39                 “ “ 
Unit 11 22                 “ “ 
Unit 12 25                 “ “ 
Unit 13 23                 “ “ 
Unit 14 26                 “ “ 
Unit 15 24                 “ “ 
Unit 16 17                 “ “ 
Unit 17 20                 “ “ 
Unit 18 18                 “ “ 
Unit 19 21                 “ “ 
Unit 20 19                 “ “ 
Unit 21 34                 “ “ 
Unit 22 36                 “ “ 
Unit 23 33                 “ “ 
Unit 24 35                 “ “ 
Unit 25 32                 “ “ 
Unit 26 29                 “ “ 
Unit 27 31                 “ “ 
Unit 28 28                 “ “ 
Unit 29 30                 “ “ 
Unit 30 27                 “ “ 
Unit 31 57                 “ “ 
Unit 32 60                 “ “ 
Unit 33 58                 “ “ 
Unit 34 61                 “ “ 
Unit 35 59                 “ “ 
Unit 36 62                 “ “ 
Unit 37 65                 “ “ 
Unit 38 63                 “ “ 
Unit 39 66                 “ “ 
Unit 40 64                 “ “ 
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Address/Unit Strata Lot Dwelling Type 
6300 London Road (Strata Plan BCS1023) Stacked Townhouses 

Unit 41 49                 “ “ 
Unit 42 51                 “ “ 
Unit 43 48                 “ “ 
Unit 44 50                 “ “ 
Unit 45 47                 “ “ 
Unit 46 54                 “ “ 
Unit 47 56                 “ “ 
Unit 48 53                 “ “ 
Unit 49 55                 “ “ 
Unit 50 52                 “ “ 
Unit 51 67                 “ “ 
Unit 52 68                 “ “ 
Unit 53 72                 “ “ 
Unit 54 69                 “ “ 
Unit 55 73                 “ “ 
Unit 56 70                 “ “ 
Unit 57 71                 “ “ 
Unit 58 74                 “ “ 
Unit 59 77                 “ “ 
Unit 60 75                 “ “ 
Unit 61 78                 “ “ 
Unit 62 76                 “ “ 
Unit 63 79                 “ “ 
Unit 64 83                 “ “ 
Unit 65 80                 “ “ 
Unit 66 82                 “ “ 
Unit 67 81                 “ “ 

6431 Princess Lane (Strata Plan BCS1023) Attached and Detached Townhouses 
Unit 20 13                             “ “ 
Unit 21 14                             “ “ 
Unit 22 15                             “ “ 
Unit 23 16                             “ “ 
Unit 24 12                             “ “ 
Unit 25 11                             “ “ 
Unit 26 10                             “ “ 

6461Dyke Rd (Strata Plan 
BCS1834) 

1 Semi-detached 

6463 Dyke Rd (Strata Plan 
BCS1834) 

2 Semi-detached 
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Address/Unit Strata Lot Dwelling Type 
6111 London Road (Strata Plan BCS2527) Apartments/Townhouses above commercial units at grade 

Unit 205 6                                         “ “ 
Unit 210 7                                         “ “ 
Unit 215 8                                         “ “ 
Unit 220 9                                         “ “ 

6233 London Road (Strata Plan BCS2527) Townhouses at grade with Apartments above 
Unit 1 10                                    “ “ 
Unit 2 11                                    “ “ 
Unit 3 12                                    “ “ 
Unit 4 13                                    “ “ 
Unit 5 14                                    “ “ 
Unit 6 15                                    “ “ 
Unit 7 16                                    “ “ 
Unit 8 17                                    “ “ 
Unit 109 18                                    “ “ 
Unit 110 19                                    “ “ 
Unit 111 20                                    “ “ 
Unit 112 21                                    “ “ 
Unit 113 22                                    “ “ 
Unit 114 23                                    “ “ 
Unit 115 24                                    “ “ 
Unit 116 25                                    “ “ 
Unit 117 26                                    “ “ 
Unit 118 27                                    “ “ 
Unit 201 28                                    “ “ 
Unit 202 29                                    “ “ 
Unit 203 30                                    “ “ 
Unit 204 31                                    “ “ 
Unit 205 32                                    “ “ 
Unit 206 33                                    “ “ 
Unit 207 34                                    “ “ 
Unit 208 35                                    “ “ 
Unit 209 36                                    “ “ 
Unit 210 37                                    “ “ 
Unit 211 38                                    “ “ 
Unit 303 39                                    “ “ 
Unit 304 40                                    “ “ 
Unit 305 41                                    “ “ 
Unit 306 42                                    “ “ 
Unit 307 43                                    “ “ 
Unit 308 44                                    “ “ 
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Address/Unit Strata Lot Dwelling Type 
6233 London Road (Strata Plan BCS2527) Townhouses at grade with Apartments above 

Unit 309 45                                    “ “ 
Unit 310 46                                    “ “ 
Unit 311 47                                    “ “ 
Unit 312 48                                    “ “ 
Unit 313 49                                    “ “ 
Unit 314 50                                    “ “ 
Unit 315 51                                    “ “ 
Unit 316 52                                    “ “ 
Unit 317 53                                    “ “ 
Unit 318 54                                    “ “ 
Unit 319 55                                    “ “ 
Unit 301 56                                    “ “ 
Unit 302 57                                    “ “ 
Unit 403 58                                    “ “ 
Unit 404 59                                    “ “ 
Unit 405 60                                    “ “ 
Unit 406 61                                    “ “ 
Unit 407 62                                    “ “ 
Unit 408 63                                    “ “ 
Unit 409 64                                    “ “ 
Unit 410 65                                    “ “ 
Unit 411 66                                    “ “ 
Unit 412 67                                    “ “ 
Unit 413 68                                    “ “ 
Unit 414 69                                    “ “ 
Unit 415 70                                    “ “ 
Unit 416 71                                    “ “ 
Unit 417 72                                    “ “ 
Unit 418 73                                    “ “ 
Unit 419 74                                    “ “ 
Unit 420 75                                    “ “ 
Unit 421 76                                    “ “ 
Unit 422 77                                    “ “ 
Unit 401 78                                    “ “ 
Unit 402 79                                    “ “ 
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Address/Unit Strata Lot Dwelling Type 
13251 Princess Street (Strata Plan BCS3256) Apartments 

Unit 101 3        “ “ 
Unit 102 2       “ “ 
Unit 103 1       “ “ 
Unit 104 5       “ “ 
Unit 105 4       “ “ 
Unit 201 8       “ “ 
Unit 202 7       “ “ 
Unit 203 6       “ “ 
Unit 204 10       “ “ 
Unit 205 9       “ “ 
Unit 301 13       “ “ 
Unit 302 12       “ “ 
Unit 303 11       “ “ 
Unit 304 15       “ “ 
Unit 305 14       “ “ 
Unit 401 16       “ “ 

6077 London Road (Strata Plan BCS3565) Apartments/Townhouses above commercial units at grade 
Unit 201 1                                         “ “ 
Unit 202 2                                         “ “ 
Unit 203 3                                         “ “ 
Unit 204 4                                         “ “ 
Unit 205 5                                         “ “ 
Unit 206 6                                         “ “ 
Unit 207 7                                         “ “ 
Unit 208 8                                         “ “ 
Unit 209 9                                         “ “ 
Unit 210 10                                         “ “ 
Unit 301 11                                         “ “ 
Unit 302 12                                         “ “ 
Unit 303 13                                         “ “ 
Unit 304 14                                         “ “ 
Unit 305 15                                         “ “ 
Unit 306 16                                         “ “ 
Unit 307 17                                         “ “ 
Unit 308 18                                         “ “ 
Unit 309 19                                         “ “ 
Unit 310 20                                         “ “ 
Unit 311 21                                         “ “ 
Unit 312 22                                         “ “ 

6471 Dyke Road N/A Single Detached House (Fee Simple) 
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Table C2. Listing of civic addresses/strata lots within the boundaries of 
London’s Landing not included in sample frame (i.e. returned by 
Canada Post, unoccupied, vacant lot, or lot under development) 

 
Address/Unit Strata Lot Dwelling Type 
13333 Princess Street N/A B & B (returned by Canada Post) 
6111 London Road (Strata Plan BCS2527) 

Unit 200 5 Townhouse (returned by Canada Post) 
13251 Princess Street (Strata Plan BCS3256) 

Unit 1 17 Apartment (returned by Canada Post) 
6240 London Road N/A Unoccupied Single Detached House designated for 

redevelopment to “Mixed Use” 
6433 Dyke Road N/A Vacant lot designated for redevelopment to “Heritage 

Residential” 
6451 Princess Lane (Strata Plan BCS4226)  (Was under development at the time of survey 

delivery) 
Unit 1  Townhouse 
Unit 2         “ “ 
Unit 3         “ “ 
Unit 4         “ “ 
Unit 301   Apartment 
Unit 302         “ “ 

6471 Princess Lane (Strata Plan BCS4226) (Was under development at the time of survey 
delivery) 

Unit 1  Townhouse 
Unit 2         “ “ 
Unit 3         “ “ 
Unit 4         “ “ 
Unit 301  Apartment 
Unit 302         “ “ 

6491 Princess Lane (Strata Plan BCS4226)  (Was under development at the time of survey 
delivery) 

Unit 1  Townhouse 
Unit 2        “ “ 
Unit 3        “ “ 
Unit 4        “ “ 
Unit 301  Apartment 
Unit 302         “ “ 

6160 London Road N/A Vacant lot under development for “Mixed-use” 
6062 Dyke Road N/A                                   “ “ 
13160 No. 2 Road N/A                                   “ “ 
13200 No. 2 Road N/A                                   “ “ 
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Appendix D 
 
Promotional Poster  
(installed in various locations at London’s Landing to encourage participation in the online survey, 
and included as a flyer in the Survey Package) 

 

For more information, please contact  

the principal investigator 
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Appendix E 
 
Businesses at London’s Landing26 
 
Table E1. Listing of commercial and industrial businesses 

(subject to changes since data was collected) 

 

Business Location 
Go Biggar Real Estate Services Inc. Unit 115 – 13020 No. 2 Road 

Raintree Wellness Spa Unit 125 – 13020 No. 2 Road 

Village Sushi Bar Unit 150 – 13020 No. 2 Road 

Lift Hair Shoppe & 
Julia Li Hair Design 

Unit 155 – 13020 No. 2 Road 

Burke Academy of Dance & 
The Pilates Group 

Unit 100 – 13040 No. 2 Road 

MLK Properties Ltd. Unit 110 – 13040 No. 2 Road 

O-Young Enterprises Ltd. 
(fruit and vegetable manufacturing and service) 

Unit 120 – 13040 No. 2 Road  

Ursa Technologies Ltd. 
(computer systems design and service) 

Unit 140 – 13040 No. 2 Road 

Nordlys Marketing Canada Inc. 
(wholesale trade of gifts, novelty, souvenirs) 

Unit 160 – 13040 No. 2 Road 

International Fitness Vacation Unit 180 – 13040 No. 2 Road 
Soo Enterprises Company Ltd. & 
Soo Singapore Jerky Ltd. 
(meat product manufacturing & wholesale trade of specialty-line 
foods) 

13191 Princess Street  

Living Health & 
Focus Pilates 

Unit 103 – 6033 London Road 

Towns Marine Supplies Ltd. 
(wholesale trade of equipment and supplies) 

Unit 105 – 6033 London Road 

Chompers Family Dental Unit 108 – 6033 London Road 

 
26 Obtained from publicly-available records (City of Richmond, March 2013). 
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Business Location 
Kraftsmen Holdings Ltd. Unit 113 – 6033 London Road 

Riverside Mortgage Group Inc. Unit 118 – 6033 London Road 

Canadian Corporate Consultants Ltd Unit 128 – 6033 London Road 

Promoculture 
(wholesale service to the hospitality industry of decor themeing 
for conventions & meetings) 

Unit 110 – 6091 Dyke Road 

Durham Geo-Slope Indicator 
(manufacturing of measurement, medical, control instruments) 

Unit 120 – 6091 Dyke Road 

Steveston Coffee Company 
(wholesale trade of specialty-line food/beverages, i.e. coffee 
bean roasting) 

Unit 130 – 6091 Dyke Road 

Citywide Machine Wholesale Inc  
(manufacturing of small household electrical appliances, i.e. 
vacuum cleaners) 

6111 Dyke Road 

Total Package Computers Incorporated 
(retail trade of computers and software) 

Unit 100 – 6111 London Road 

Steveston Bicycle & Kayak Shoppe Unit 105 – 6111 London Road 

Diplomat Bakery & Pastry Ltd. Unit 110 – 6111 London Road 

Nirvana Organics Unit 120 - 6231 London Road 

Miss Lam Learning Centre Ltd. Unit 125 – 6231 London Road 

Goegan Spa Unit 135 – 6231 London Road 

World of Music and Arts Unit 140 – 6231 London Road 
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Appendix F 
 
Summary of Survey Results 

Descriptive statistics 

Residency 
• 96.4% of respondents report that their permanent residence is at London’s Landing, while 

3.6% provided no response. 

 
Table F1. Frequency table showing length of residency at London’s Landing 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
 5 years or less 31 56.4 58.5 
 6 to 10 years 22 40.0 41.5 
Total 53 96.4 100.0 

 

 

 

Table F2. Frequency table showing tenure type (rent vs. ownership) 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
 Own 52 94.5 96.0 
 Rent 2 3.6 3.7 
Total  54 98.1 100.00 

 

 

 

Table F3. Frequency table showing respondents’ household size 
 Frequency Percent/Valid 

Percent 
 More than 2 Person Household  23 41.8 
 2 Person Household 25 45.5 
 Single 7 12.7 
Total  55 100.0 
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Table F4. Comparison of age profiles – London’s Landing survey respondents 
vs. census dissemination area vs. Richmond 

Age Category Survey  Dissemination Area Richmond 

19 to 24 years old 0.0%27 5.7% 10.6% 
25 to 34 years old 14.6% 19.6% 15.6% 
35 to 44 years old 30.9% 25.9% 17.1% 
45 to 54 years old 23.6% 16.5% 21.6% 
55 years to 64 years old 21.8% 18.4% 18.0% 
65 years or older 9.1% 13.9% 17.0% 

 

Table F5. Frequency table showing respondent households reporting children 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
 1 child 9 16.4 39.1 

2 children 12 21.8 52.2 
3 children 2 3.6 8.7 

Total 23 41.8 100.0 

 

 

Figure F1. Age distribution of children in applicable respondent households 
  

 
27 There were no survey respondents at London’s Landing who reported their age as19 to 24 

years old. 
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General qualitative descriptions of London’s Landing 
 

Table F6. Common threads among respondents’descriptions of the 
neighbourhood 

Common threads # of References 
(by rank) 

Notes 

Friendly  19 Positive references 
Enjoyable/good/great/nice/pleasant/wonderful 18 
Quiet 15 
Appealing/attractive/beautiful/scenic/ views 14 
Family 14 
Quaint/charming/interesting/unique/funky 9 
Community 9 
Rural/country/farms/agriculture 8 
Neighbour/neighbourly 7 Positive references, 

1 negative reference 
Safe/security 7 Positive references 
Dyke trails/places to walk 6 Positive references, 

1 negative reference Close/location 6 
Mix  6 
A place 6 
River/water  6 
All/mix of age groups, ethnicities, single folk, older/retired 
couples, young families 

5 Positive references 

Nature/natural 3 
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Table F7. Common threads among respondents’ reasons for choosing to live 
in the neighbourhood, and perspectives on the best thing about 
living there 

Common threads # of References (by rank) 
Location/close to:  
 amenities/commercial services  
 family/friends  
 farmland/London Farm 
 outdoors/nature/recreation activities/ pathways/trails/dyke 
 schools 
 Steveston village 
 waterfront/river 

112 

Sense of community/smallness, good/great neighbours/know your 
neighbours, neighbourhood, friends, friendly  

29 

Views, beautiful area (mountains, water, farmland), aesthetically pleasing 26 
Walks, walking, dog-walking, outdoor recreation 19 
Quiet/was quiet 18 
New development, design/style/size/type of housing, and yard 16 

Affordable/was affordable/value for money 15 
Regional access: 
 airport 
 downtown Vancouver 
 major routes 
 work 

14 

Family-oriented, good for kids 13 
Country in the city, break from the city, rural feeling 8 
Safe 5 
Low traffic 3 
Green space 3 
Mixed-use, housing mix, cultural mix  3 
Uniqueness 2 
Long-time resident 1 
Quality 1 
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Perspectives on vibrancy, compactness, and completeness 
 

Table F8. Ranking of scores - residents’ agreement with statements on 
indicators of vibrancy, compactness, completeness at London’s 
Landing 

Score Frequency Percent 
7.00 2 3.6 
8.00 2 3.6 
9.00 7 12.7 
10.00 9 16.4 
11.00 20 36.4 
12.00 8 14.5 
13.00 7 12.7 
Total 55 100.0 

 

 

Table F9. Perspective on vibrancy 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 44 14.5 84.6 
Not accurate 8 80.0 15.4 
 52 94.5 100.0 

 

 

Table F10. Perspective on quietness 
 Frequency Percent/Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 53 96.4 
Not accurate 2 3.6 
 55 100.0 

 

 

Table F11. Perspective on noisyness 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 12 21.8 22.2 
Not accurate 42 76.4 77.8 
 54 98.2 100.0 
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Table F12. Perspective on neighbour recognition 
 Frequency Percent/Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 51 92.7 
Not accurate 4 7.3 
 55 100.0 

 

 

Table F13. Perspective on friendliness of people 
 Frequency Percent/Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 48 87.3 
Not accurate 7 12.7 
 55 100.0 

 

 

Table F14. Perspective on presence of ‘sense of community’ 
 Frequency Percent/Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 52 94.5 
Not accurate 3 5.5 
 55 100.0 

 

 

Table F15. Perspective on compactness 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 54 98.2 100.0 
Not accurate - - - 
 54 98.2 100.0 

 

 

Table F16. Perspective on sprawl 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 4 7.3 7.5 
Not accurate 49 89.1 92.5 
 53 96.4 100.0 
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Table F17. Perspective on walkability and pedestrian connectivity 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 52 94.5 100.0 
Not accurate - - - 
 52 94.5 100.0 

 

 

Table F18. Perspective on preference to use shops and services located within 
walking distance 

 Frequency Percent/Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 18 32.7 
Not accurate 37 67.3 
 55 100.0 

 

 

Table F19. Perspective on pedestrian safety during the day 
 Frequency Percent/Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 54 98.2 
Not accurate 1 1.8 
 55 100.0 

 

 

Table F19. Perspective on pedestrian safety at night 
 Frequency Percent/Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 55 100.0 
Not accurate - - 
 55 100.0 

 

 

Table F20. Perspective on usage frequency of shops and services 
 Frequency Percent/Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 30 54.5 
Not accurate 25 45.5 
 55 100.0 
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Table F21. Perspective on housing choice for different incomes 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 43 78.2  
Not accurate 11 20.0 20.4 
 54 98.2 79.6 

 

 

Table F22. Perspective on remaining in the neighbourhood with a change in 
income 

 Frequency Percent/Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 41 74.5 
Not accurate 14 25.5 
 55 100.0 

 

 

Table F23. Perspective on aging-in-place 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Total 

Accurate 48 87.3 88.9 
Not accurate 6 10.9 11.1 
 54 98.2 100.0 

 

 

Table F24. Frequency table showing perspectives on visibility of human activity 
at London’s Landing 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
 at all hours of the day 18 32.7 37.5 
 during the day 11 20.0 22.9 
 in the evenings 5 9.1 10.4 
 on weekends 14 25.5 29.2 

Total  48 87.3 100.0 
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Perspectives on relationships - neighbours & local businesses28 
• 50.9% of respondents report "knowing their neighbours casually" (28 out of 55); 
• 41.8% of respondents report "knowing their neighbours very well" (23 out of 55); 
• 58.5% of respondents report "knowing local employees or business owners casually" (31 

out of 53 valid responses29) 
• 39.6% of respondents report "not knowing local employees or business owners very well" 

(21 out of 53 valid responses).   

 

Figure F2. Perspectives on relationships with neighbours and local businesses 

Perspectives on density and open space 
• 47 out of 55 respondents report that population density is “just right” (85.5%);  
• 44 respondents report that dwelling density is "just right" (80%); 
• 47 respondents report that the amount of open/green space is "just right" (85.5%).   

 

Figure F3. Perspectives on density and open space  
 
28 Further research would be needed into whether any comparative data exists to provide a sense 

of whether the results of survey respondents’ perceived relationships with their neighbours 
and local business owners/employees are low or high. 

29 The number of respondents that provided no answer has been removed from the valid results. 
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Employment, Transportation, and Use of Local Services 
 
Table F25. Employment status while living at London’s Landing30 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
 A stay-at-home parent 4 7.3 7.6 

Employed 41 74.5 77.4 
Retired 7 12.7 13.2 
Student 1 1.8 1.9 

Total 53 96.3 100.0 
 
Table F26. Place of work31 32  

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
 Within the bounds of the 

neighbourhood 
2 3.6 4.5 

Outside the bounds of the 
neighbourhood 

36 65.5 81.8 

Both within and outside the bounds of 
the neighbourhood 

6 10.9 13.6 

Total 44 80.0 100.00 
 
Table F27. Distance and time spent travelling to work33 
Distance Freq Percent Valid 

Percent 
Time Freq Percent Valid 

Percent 
 0 - 10 km 9 16.4 23.7  15 minutes 

or less 
7 12.7 18.4 

11 - 20 km 17 30.9 44.7  Between 
15 and 60 
minutes 

25 45.5 65.8 

More than 
20 km 

12 21.8 31.6  1 hour or 
more 

6 10.9 15.8 

Total 38 69.1 100.0 Total 38 69.1 100.0 

 
30 The number of respondents that provided more than one answer have been removed from the 

valid results. 
31 The number of respondents that provided no response, or who reported being retired, a stay-

at-home parent, or a student have been removed from the valid results. 
32 Although comparison of this data to that of other traditional suburbs would be useful to assess 

whether these results are high or low, to my knowledge there is no such data. 
33 Note:  the results on distance and time travelled to work do not include respondents that 

provided no response, or who reported being retired, a stay-at-home parent, or a student. 
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Figure F4. Number of transportation modes used to go to work34 
 

 

Figure F5. Automobile use to various destinations/activities35 

 

 
34Note:  the results on mode of transportation reflect the number/percentage of valid responses, i.e., the results do not 

include respondents who provided no response, or who reported being retired, a stay-at-home parent, or a student. 
35 Note:  the results on auto use to various destinations reflect the percentage of valid responses. i.e., the results do not 

include the number of respondents that provided no response. 
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Figure F6. Usage frequency of shops and services at London’s Landing 
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Table F28. Perspectives on changes required at London’s Landing 
Common threads # of References 

Additional commercial shops, services, grocery store, coffee shop, restaurants  35 

Addition of transit service, closer bus stop 16 

Limit further development/less density 13 

More park space, green space, children’s play areas, gathering place 13 

Suggestions regarding traffic (reducing volume, slowing, diversion, routes) 13 

Changes to parking, roadway surfaces, addition of bike lane, sidewalks  11 

Additional programming/events or miscellaneous amenities 9 

Develop remaining industrial lots, eyesore 7 

Housing affordability 4 

More trees 2 

Suggestions about neighbours 2 

Suggestions on the type of housing (less multi-family, more single-detached, less 
than 3 storeys) 

2 

Miscellaneous suggestions 19 

Perspectives on the mix of land uses at London’s Landing 
The feedback provided by respondents included 31 positive comments about mixed-use, and 19 
critical statements about the existing commercial uses being insufficient to meet daily needs and 
the incompatibility of existing remnant industrial lands.  Specifically, some important factors noted 
by respondents include: 

• An appreciation for the concept of mixed-use, as well as the diversity in the design and 
style of the neighbourhood; 

• Concern over the need to balance any additional dwelling density and commercial uses 
with preserving the 'feel' of the neighbourhood; 

• The importance of preserving the adjacent Agricultural Land Reserve; 

• The preference for dealing with larger grocery stores and general stores that are en route 
to and from work; 

• Concern over the nature of existing commercial industrial businesses within the 
neighbourhood, and their affordability for residents, while they remain insufficient to meet 
daily needs; and, 

• Concern over additional vehicle traffic at build-out. 
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Appendix G 
 
Observation points at London’s Landing 

 
Figure G1a. Map showing location of direct observations 
 (used with permission of City of Richmond; City of Richmond, n.d.b) 
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Figure G1b. Legend associated with the map of direct observations 
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