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Rationale:

This case study addresses Objective 2 - Share existing and proposed strategies, policies, methods and tools for managing (and planning for) amenity migration in mountain regions, and because it focuses on local and regional government management, includes environment, economy and community themes.

This case study is a review of a capacity building initiative in the Columbia Region that explores 
the principle of mutual learning to address the challenge of coordination between local 
governments in development and implementation of amenity migration focussed policies and 
management approaches.
Abstract:
The Columbia Region in the South East corner of British Columbia is a mountain region that has recently become the focus of amenity led migration to new destination resorts, to small communities in the region, and to rural areas.  This is a significant change for a region that has historically relied on natural resource extraction as the main economic driver.  Consequences such as affordability of housing, environmental impact and community change have only recently become the focus of local government planning and management efforts.  
A key issue in development of a coordinated regional policy and management approach is the fragmentation of local government structures.  The region has 3 Regional Districts, 25 small urban municipal settlements and 22 rural electoral areas.  A collaborative initiative between Selkirk College, the Centre for Amenity Migration, the BC Real Estate Foundation, and the Columbia Basin Trust has attempted to address this issue by bringing together representatives from local and regional governments with learning resources from outside the region in a mutual learning event.  The objectives were to understand the scope and impacts of amenity migration, to understand local planning and management initiatives that are currently underway or planned, to develop an opportunity for new initiatives based on the experience of communities from outside the region, to identify issues that remained difficult to resolve through known approaches, and to identify additional resources.  The paper will review the outcomes of this learning event, inventory the responses to those objectives, and discuss approaches proposed to advance strategies to address unresolved issues.
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1)
Introduction

The Columbia Region in the South East corner of British Columbia is a mountain region that has recently become the focus of amenity led migration to new destination resorts, to small communities and to rural areas.  This is a significant change for a region that has historically relied on natural resources such as forestry and mining as the main economic driver.  Consequences of these changes such as affordability of housing, environmental impact and community social change have only recently become the focus of local government planning and management efforts.  

In this paper, a brief description of the region, with an overview of some of the key recent changes in development patterns and the governance system in the region will be presented.  A description of the Capacity Building Workshop will follow, with an analysis of participant perspectives on amenity migration pre and post the workshop event.  Finally, observations from this experience will be presented.

2)
Columbia Region Background 

a) Population and Area

The Columbia region is a large, mountainous, sparsely populated region located between the Rocky Mountain and Monashee mountains of South Eastern BC.  (See Figure 1)
Figure 1: Kootenay Columbia Region, B.C.
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For the purpose of this paper, the Columbia Region will be defined by the three Regional Districts of the Kootenay Economic Region:  East Kootenay, Central Kootenay and Kootenay Boundary.  Table 1 outlines key population, area and density characteristics.  Statistics Canada reports an overall population decline of 2.1% from 2001 to 2006.  These population estimates do not include census undercount adjustment, due in the fall of 2008, which could result in marginal population growth estimates 2001 to 2006.
Table 1:  Regional Area and Population (2001-2006)
	Regional District
	Land Area 

(square km)
	Pop. 2001
	Pop. 2006
	Pop. per square 
kilometre 2006

	Central Kootenay
	22,131
	57,019
	55,883
	2.5

	Kootenay Boundary
	8,096
	31,843
	30,742
	3.8 

	East Kootenay
	27,560
	56,291
	55,485
	2.0

	Total
	57,787
	145,153
	142,110
	2.8


Source: http://www12.statcan.ca/english/census06/data/profiles/community/Index.cfm?Lang=E
Approximately 40% of the total population lived in rural Electoral Areas in 2006, and just under half in smaller urban municipal areas under 10,000 population. (See Table 2)  
Table 2:  Urban Rural Population (2006)
	Regional District
	Rural
	% Rural
	Small Urban
	Cranbrook

	Central Kootenay
	29,802
	53.40%
	25,957
	 

	Kootenay Boundary
	10,252
	33.30%
	20,490
	 

	East Kootenay
	15,791
	28.70%
	20,874
	18,267

	Total
	56,026
	 
	67,321
	18,267

	Proportion
	
	 39.60%
	47.50%
	12.90%


Source: http://www12.statcan.ca/english/census06/data/profiles/community/Index.cfm?Lang=E
Population loss or lack of growth is a result of net outmigration.  (See Table 3)

Table 3: Net Migration Kootenay Region (2001-2006)
	Kootenay Region
	International 
	Inter provincial 
	Intra provincial
	Total Net Migration

	2001 - 2006
	-142
	-2,228
	-1,607
	-3,977


Source: http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/data/pop/mig/rdcomp07.pdf 
Compared to the province, there is generally less population mobility in the Columbia region with relatively more inter provincial mobility, and relatively less international mobility. (See Table 4)
Table 4: Mobility Status - Place of Residence 5 years ago (2001- 2006)
	
	Total Kootenay Region
	British Columbia

	
	Total
	%
	Total
	%

	Total population 5 years and over
	134,055
	 
	3,871,915
	 

	Lived at the same address 
	81,365
	60.7%
	2,067,790
	53.4%

	Lived within the same province or territory, but changed addresses within the same census subdivision (municipality)
	22,035
	16.4%
	904,705
	23.4%

	Lived in BC, but changed addresses from another census subdivision (municipality) within BC
	19,300
	14.4%
	528,500
	13.6%

	Lived in a different province or territory 5 years ago
	9,525
	7.1%
	164,715
	4.3%

	Lived in a different country 5 years ago
	1,825
	1.4%
	206,210
	5.3%


Source: http://www12.statcan.ca/english/census06/data/profiles/community/Index.cfm?Lang=E 

b) Economy
The regions economy has historically been based on forestry and mining resources.  Replacement of labour with technology, lack of new investment, and general trade and other issues in forestry has resulted in a lag in regional job growth job growth in the goods producing sector compared to provincial averages.  Employment in the services sector has declined reflecting a decline in regional population over the last 2 decades. (See Table 5) Employment growth has been accommodated by some demographic increase in labour force, but primarily by increases in participation rate.
Table 5: Kootenay Economic Region Economy (2001-2007)
	
	Kootenay Economic Region
	B.C.

	Employment Growth 
	8.7%
	15.2%

	Goods Producing Employment 
	33.8%
	21.8%

	Goods Sector Change
	14.1%
	22.8%

	Services Sector Change
	-8.2%
	13.1%


Source: http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/data/dd/handout/EMPREGN.csv
Median family incomes were below the provincial average Central Kootenay and Kootenay Boundary, but slightly above the provincial average in East Kootenay in 2005. (See Table 6)

Table 6: Median Family Income (2000-2005) 

	
	2000
	2005
	% B.C. 2005

	B.C.
	$54,840
	$62,346
	

	East Kootenay
	$52,704
	$64,183
	102.9%

	Central Kootenay
	$47,299
	$52,174
	83.7%

	Kootenay Boundary
	$51,647
	$58,311
	93.5%


Source: http://www12.statcan.ca/english/census06/data/profiles/community/Index.cfm?Lang=E 
c) Housing

Although population has declined, the number of primary dwelling units increased between 2001 and 2006, partially a reflection of an aging population, and a decrease in persons per unit.  Also, as an indicator of the emerging growth in part time residency and commercial use of residential units in resorts, the number of building permits for new residential units exceeded the increase in primary dwelling units by almost 2,000 units between 2001 and 2006. (See Table 7)
Table 7: Dwellings and Building Permits (2001-2006)
	Regional District
	Number of Dwellings 2006
	2001 – 2006 Dwellings Change
	2001-2006 Residential Building Permits

	Central Kootenay
	27,351
	262
	1,039

	Kootenay Boundary
	17,383
	1,650
	1,232

	East Kootenay
	29,767
	1,118
	2,702



	Total
	74,501
	3,030
	4,973


Source: http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/data/dd/handout/BUILDsum.pdf   




  http://www12.statcan.ca/english/census06/data/profiles/community/Index.cfm?Lang=E
A disproportionate amount of new construction relative to population, particularly Single Family Residential (SFR) has been occurring in rural areas.  (See Table 8)
Table 8: Urban vs. Rural Residential Building Permits (2001-2007)
	Region
	Total
	Total In E.A’s
	SFR Total
	SFR Rural

	    Central Kootenay 
	1,487
	811 (54.5%)
	1,181 (79.4%)
	794 (67.2%)

	Kootenay Boundary
	1,644
	1,209 (73.5%)
	575 (34.9%)
	375 (62.1%)

	East Kootenay
	3,926
	1,798 (45.8%)
	2,048 (52%)
	1,167 (56.9%)


Source: http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/data/dd/handout/BUILDsum.pdf
Another indicator of a shifting of demand for housing from the needs of the regional economy to external drivers is the increase in housing values as reflected in the average increase in the value of real estate market sales. (See Table 9) 
Table 9: Average Residential MLS Sale Price ($) (2001-2006)
	
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	% Increase 2001

to 2006

	Kootenay Region
	123,396
	131,720
	136,531
	149,543
	173,280
	206,382
	67.3%

	British Columbia 
	220,952
	238,758
	259,835
	288,967
	332,137
	390,760
	76.8%


Source: http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca.db.bcpl.gov.bc.ca/data/dd/handout/mls.csv 
Another measure of housing values is the average dwelling value as reported in the Census.  (See Table 10)  Although increase in housing values is expressed as a concern regionally, both the average values and the increase 2001 to 2006 are below provincial averages.
Table 10: Census Average Dwelling Values (2001 – 2006)
	 
	Kootenay Boundary R.D.
	Central Kootenay R.D.
	East Kootenay R.D.
	British Columbia

	 
	2001
	2006
	2001
	2006
	2001
	2006
	2001
	2006

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Value
	$126,591
	$191,646
	$148,737
	$240,339
	$142,878
	$259,738
	$230,645
	$418,703

	% Change
	 
	51%
	 
	62%
	 
	82%
	 
	82%


Source: http://www12.statcan.ca/english/profil01/CP01/Index.cfm?Lang=E 
d) Governance
The region has 3 Regional Districts, 25 incorporated municipalities and 22 rural Electoral Areas.  Municipalities and Electoral Areas both have representation on the Regional District Board. The largest urban area is the City of Cranbrook  (2006 census population of 18,267).  All of the other municipalities have populations of less than 10,000, with 12 of the 25 less than 2,000.  The smallest is Silverton (125).  Municipalities provide servicing (sewer and water supply services) within their boundaries.  The largest rural Electoral Area is East Kootenay E.A. "D" (5,866 population) and the smallest in Central Kootenay E.A. "C" (1,284).  Half of the Electoral Areas have a population of less than 2,000.  
There are no region wide development plans or growth management strategies.

Municipalities and Electoral Areas each can have their own development policies or Official Community Plans and related regulations such as zoning.  Municipalities generally have both in place although not all are recent.  Regional Districts provide planning services for the Electoral Areas.  The level of planning in these rural areas varies.  Some have no land use controls, but most have either zoning or both zoning and Official Community Plans in place.  There are no public sewage treatment or water supply services in these rural areas.  In some cases, private communal services are provided within specific developments. 

e) Amenity Migration Context

There is no current comprehensive study that clearly identifies the extent of amenity driven change in the region.  It is a relatively new phenomenon, and the forces and impacts are unfolding relatively rapidly.  Some of these include:

· Increased investment and real estate development in winter resorts (e.g., Big White, Red Mountain, Kicking Horse)
· New golf/residential developments (e.g., Cranbrook, Rossland)

· Fractional ownership developments (e.g., Arrow Lake, Robson)

· A new increment since 2001 of employment outside of region of 505
 commuting primarily to Calgary and Vancouver.

· An increase in business showing “no employment,” an indicator of self employment, of 1,921 between 2000 and 2005
· Significant new SFR residential growth in rural areas.
3)
Capacity Building Workshop

a) Introduction

In March 2007, a working group of local municipal planners, NGO representatives and representatives from Selkirk College (George Penfold) and the International Centre for Amenity Migration (Laurence Moss) met to have an initial discussion on development changes in the region and the role that amenity migration was playing in those changes.  Two key results came from that discussion: 
1) 
there was significant concern about the changes that were occurring in the region, 
particularly related to housing and housing affordability, and 
2) 
continuing to develop a better understanding of the forces driving these changes and of 
tools to manage change and development impacts was important.
A subsequent collaborative initiative between Selkirk College, the International Centre for Amenity Migration, the BC Real Estate Foundation, the Planning Institute of British Columbia, the Interior Health Authority and the Columbia Basin Trust attempted to address these issues by bringing together representatives from local and regional governments and communities with resources from outside the region in a workshop format learning event.  
The objectives were:

· to develop a better participant understanding of the scope and impacts of amenity migration,

· to develop a better participant understanding of local planning and management initiatives that are currently underway or planned,
· to develop an opportunity for new regional planning and management initiatives based on the experience of communities from outside the region, and

· to identify issues that remain difficult to resolve through presented approaches, and to identify additional resources.  
Outside resource presenters and themes included:
· Gary Buxton, Town of Canmore, ALB (Infrastructure)
· Felice Mazzoni, District of Ucluelet, BC (Local planning for comprehensive development)
· Laurence Moss, International Amenity Migration Centre, Spokane, WA (Amenity migration background)
· George Penfold, Regional Innovation Chair, Selkirk College, BC (Regional background)
· Michael McLaughlin,  Rural Futures (South Okanagan Similkameen Survey Results)

· Carole Stark, Chinook Institute for Community Stewardship, Canmore, ALB (Community planning process)
· Tim Wake, Resort Municipality of  Whistler, BC (Affordable housing tools and techniques)
Over the equivalent of a two day period, time was split approximately equally between presentations and discussion within the total group (presenters and attendees).  Workshop presentations, papers and results are posted at http://selkirk.ca/research/ric/planning_for_amenity_migration.html 
To better understand participants’ perceptions, a brief survey form was distributed at the beginning of the event.  To better understand the possible impacts of this workshop, the survey was re administered at the end of the event.  The next section of this paper focuses on the results of these surveys.  These results should be considered as indicative.  The sample size was too small to test for statistical validity, and the pre post structure is vulnerable to participants remembering and repeating their initial responses in the post event survey.  

b) Workshop Survey Results
A total of 29 participants attended the event.  Of these 27 filled out at least one survey, and 22 filled out both pre and post surveys.  Most of the participants were from the Kootenay region, but 5 came from other areas such as the Okanagan and Vancouver. 
Participants: Participants were asked to identify the development context they were most interested in.  Distribution was as follows:  4 rural, 2 small town, 5 larger town (5,000+) or city, 4 resort and 12 with two or more context interests.  Where there were any obvious differences in responses between participants with different context interests (e.g., rural compared to resort), those differences are noted in the following results.

Roles: Participants were asked to identify the work context or role they played.  Distribution was as follows: 9 municipal officials (primarily planners), 7 elected municipal or regional representatives, 3 researchers, 4 not for profit organizations, 1 consultant, and 3 community representatives.

Significance of A.M.:  On a 5 point scale from not significant to the most significant influence affecting change over the next 10 years, the average response was 3.98 (very significant), with 3 as the lowest response.  Of the 22 who responded to both surveys, 15 remained the same, 5 reduced their evaluation by 1 unit scale, and 2 increased their evaluation by 1 unit scale.
The 4 participants with specific rural interests scored the influence of amenity migration higher than the average (4.25) and the 4 respondents with specific resort interests scored influence lower than the average (3.5)

Primary and Secondary Focus of A.M.:  The primary focus driving A.M was perceived to be part time recreation (11) and retirement (7).  The secondary focus was retirement (11) and recreation part time (5).  As a secondary focus, there were 5 responses covering regional employment, at home work and long distance commuting.
There was little shift in the perception of the primary focus after the workshop, with the exception of the addition of 2 at home work responses switched from part time recreation and retirement.  

There was no discernable difference between interests in perceptions of the primary focus for amenity migration

Services:  Most participants (21 of 27) anticipate related development happening on full municipal services.  After the workshop this increased to 23 of 27.  

Residential Development Forms:  There was a broader range of opinion about the most likely forms of development.  The most anticipated housing form was split between condominiums (12), rural SRF (9) and urban SFR (4).  The second priority was split between rural SRF (8), urban SFR (7) condos (4) and fractional ownership (4).  In the post survey, 3 condominium responses shifted to rural SFR, 1 condominium to urban SFR, and 1 condominium to modular home as most likely form.
Three of the 4 rural participants saw the primary residential form as rural SFR.  Of the 9 who responded that rural SFR would be the primary form, 7 also indicated that development would occur on full municipal services.  This is puzzling as there are no municipal sewer and water services provided in rural areas.

Benefits of A.M.: Primary benefits were seen as tourism attraction (7) retention of services (health, education) (6) and increased equity for property owners (6).  One respondent identified all as benefits as primary.   Secondary benefits were seen as increased political activism (6), increased equity for property owners (4) tourism attraction, retention of services and new economic investment (all 3). After the workshop, there was a shift in the most significant benefit from population retention to increased labour force (2) and economic investment (1) and 1 shift from increased equity for property owners to increased economic investment.  

None of the participants with resort interest identified increased equity for property owners as a primary benefit.
Issues Related to A.M.:  Three respondents identified all issues as primary.  Other primary issues included housing affordability (7), impacts on leisure, recreation and open space (5), and ecological impacts (4). Secondary impacts included impacts on social and community values (6), economic displacement (4) and impacts on property services (4). Community and leisure impacts were switched to ecological impacts by 2 respondents post workshop, and one switched to “all”. Property services and economic displacement (1 each) were also new responses in the post survey also switched from recreation and leisure impacts and impact on social/community values.
Three of the 4 resort respondents identified affordable housing as the primary issue.

Inadequacy of Tools to Address Impacts:  The primary inadequacy of tools to address issues was related to affordable housing (12), impacts on community, social and health services (3) and impacts on political/organizational values and expectations (3).  Second order inadequacy was related to economic displacement (15) and ecological impacts (3)  After the workshop 2 respondents switched to “all”, 2 switched from housing affordability to aesthetics and amenity and social/community values, and 2 switched to economic displacement.
Three of the 4 resort respondents identified inadequate tools to address affordable housing as the primary inadequacy.

Adequacy of Tools to Address Impacts:  Within the same question, tools that were seen as relatively adequate included: ecological impacts (11) impacts on natural resource use/management (5), property services (3) and leisure, recreation and open space (3).  Second level adequacy was attached to ecological impacts (6), impacts on resource use/management (6) and impacts on leisure, recreation, open space (4).  There was little overall change pre and post the workshop. Property services was identified (2) over aesthetics and amenity and leisure recreation open space, and leisure recreation and open space (2) was identified over property services and no response.
There was no discernable difference between interests in perceptions of the adequacy of tools to address impacts.

Implementation of Tools:  Only 9 of the 27 respondents saw implementation of the tools as adequate.  Most (12) saw implementation as not adequate, and 2 saw implementation as totally inadequate. After the workshop, 5 of the 22 dual respondents lowered their scores (less adequate), and 7 raised their scores (more adequate).  The overall perception of adequacy of implementation of tools moved upward slightly after the workshop.
All of the 4 resort respondents identified implementation as not adequate.  

Reasons for Lack of Implementation: The primary reasons for lack of implementation were perceived to be lack of political will (12) and lack of organizational capacity (6).  Secondary reasons were almost equally split between all factors (the two above plus lack of experience of professionals and municipal officials, public costs, lack of community knowledge, lack of community acceptance).  Lack of knowledge by professionals and municipal officials was not seen as a limitation. After the workshop, the score for lack of political will increased by 5.  Scores changed primarily from lack of organizational capacity category.  Three added lack of knowledge by professionals, municipal officials.
Three of the 4 rural respondents saw the primary limitations as community knowledge and acceptance.  Three of the 4 resort respondents saw lack of experience and political will as the primary limitations.
4) Observations from the Workshop

In the workshop discussion, several issues emerged.

a) There is no regional inventory of how much development is “pre planned.” Local plans and bylaws each allow for some development, but the total amount of development that could legitimately happen within all current plans and zoning bylaws is unclear.  In two examples that were presented at the workshop, Rossland and Invermere, populations could more than double under current planning policy.  From the workshop surveys it is clear that the perception is that the tools needed to manage this planned growth are not adequate, or adequately implemented.  The consequence is that unless current plan and policies are revised, and the tools for management are added, opportunities to mitigate impacts may be lost.

b) In addition to the lack of a regional understanding of what development can legitimately occur within current policy, there is a broader lack of understanding of forces that could affect the pace and amount of change regionally in the future.  Some of the possible influences identified at the workshop included:
· Impacts from increasing energy costs

· Impacts from growth in the Alberta oil based economy

· Impacts resulting form labour force turn over as the “boomer” generation in the regional labour force retires

· Climate change impacts on the tourism and recreation economy

· Migration to the region as a result of climate change impacts in other regions.

c) There is a need to build cooperation and coordination between jurisdictions within the region to address some of impacts such as the need for adequate sewer and water services, affordable housing, and regional transportation for example.  Lack of leadership for regional initiatives was noted as an issue.  
d) There is a need to distinguish between affordable housing and non-market housing.  The public and to some extent the political perception of affordable housing is that it mean subsidized, or social housing, and in the current political and public policy environment is therefore difficult to address.  The suggestion that came from the discussion was to adopt the term “labour market housing” related to housing initiatives that create non-market housing, and to focus local initiatives on acquire land as a key first and necessary step to facilitate non-market housing development.

e) Although there are specific new development areas (e.g., Rossland) that are seen as the key focus for amenity led change, it is pervasive throughout the region affecting rural areas, small towns and larger centres as well as resort type communities.

5) Next Steps

As a follow up to this workshop, the Columbia Basin Trust sponsored 5 participants to attend the Understanding and Managing Amenity-led Migration in Mountain Regions, May 15-19, 2008 Banff, Alberta Canada. Those individuals were given the task of gathering information and reporting back to the rest of the workshop participants.  The questions they are exploring are:

· What should we be asking regionally? What don’t we know?

· Who really are amenity migrants?

· What is the range of impacts/consequences?

· How are these impacts mitigated?

· What are strategies for attracting amenity migrants?

The suggested strategy for reporting back included use of video conferencing capabilities that are currently being developed by the Columbia Basin Trust, the Community Futures Development Corporations or the two regional community Colleges.  

A second suggestion was to use the Columbia Basin Trust annual fall symposium as a venue to take the discussion about amenity led change and it’s impacts in the region to a broader audience.
6) Closing Comments

This was an initial attempt to use a workshop learning process as a means to help build understanding of amenity led change, and to help build capacity to address those changes and their impacts.  Based on the final evaluations, the participants highly valued this workshop with an overall rating of 4.56 out of 5 on a poor (1) to excellent (5) scale. 
Based on the relatively small sample size, and “self selection” of registrants, many of who had significant experience in dealing with amenity migration, evaluation of the overall impact of the workshop in terms of achieving the stated objectives is difficult to measure.  The pre and post differences were not large in scale, but they did generally reflect a shift to a more balanced view of amenity led migration, and of the availability of tools and capacity to manage impacts.

There is a need to build a longer term, broader strategy to increase regional capacity.  Some of the elements of this strategy, based on workshop results, should include:

· Research to better understand the state of current plans and policies, specifically to understand the extent of planned development, and the current status of integration of implementation tools.  

· Development of a municipal tools “checklist” to help develop a more comprehensive approach between jurisdictions

· Research to better understand the broader forces that may affect how amenity led change unfolds in the region.  Multiple scenario analysis was suggested as a tool.

· Initiate a broader discussion about amenity lead change with local and regional politicians, and with regional communities

· Provide additional “theme” workshops and training on issues such as affordable housing, aesthetics and amenity protection.
· Develop initiatives to encourage regional coordination and cooperation.
� This Census Canada (2006) estimate is potentially misleading.  As most communities and commuting numbers are very small, Statistics Canada rounds up actual numbers to protect confidentiality.
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