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Abstract
 This report highlights neighbourhood-level changes to Metro Vancouver 

between 1981 and 2006. Census data from 1981 and 2006 were used to track changes 

to demographic, income, education, employment, and housing-related indicators for 

two identical analyses with different scopes. The first analysis separated census tracts 

into the following categories based on average adjusted household incomes: (1) inner 

city gentrified; (2) inner city filtered; (3) suburban gentrified/greenfield development; 

(4) suburban filtered; and (5) stable. "Inner city" referred to any census tracts within the 

municipal borders of Vancouver while "suburban" referred to the remaining municipalities 

in Metro Vancouver. The second analysis separated census tracts into three categories: 

(1) rising; (2) declining; and (3) stable. Neighbourhoods that were improving (i.e. either 

gentrified or rising) were mostly populated by young adults and immigrants who were 

well-educated. Education was insufficient to guarantee a higher income as many 

filtered or chronically impoverished neighbourhoods experienced increases to their 

proportions of university-educated adults but either stagnated or declined in terms of 

average adjusted household incomes. The landscape of Metro Vancouver shifted in 

favour of apartments, townhouses, and rowhouses as condominium ownership became 

an option to large segments of the population.  Much of the new construction was at 

the cost of pre-1960s or pre-1970s dwellings, although relatively high proportions of the 

oldest housing stock remained in inner city gentrified and the chronically impoverished 

neighbourhoods. To ease gentrification pressures on the older, more affordable housing 

stock, municipalities directed development to brownfields and greenfield while using 

other initiatives to maintain and boost numbers of social and affordable housing options. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction
 Cities and neighbourhoods are ever-changing. As individuals, families, and 

empty nesters move in and out from city to city, neighbourhood to neighbourhood, the 

socioeconomic demographics will slightly shift. The aggregate effect of these movers 

along with other relevant factors such as planning policy and market supply and 

demand may result in a change in the very character of a neighbourhood. Gentrification 

is one such example where neighbourhoods with a relatively older housing stock 

are rehabilitated or redeveloped to the higher standards of their new, higher income 

residents (Hamnett, 1984). As land and property values increase, many long-time 

residents are priced out of the neighbourhood. While this phenomenon usually occurs in 

lower income neighbourhoods, it does happen to higher income neighbourhoods as well 

(Lees, 2003).

 The opposite effect is filtering, where “housing introduced at or near the top 

descends gradually through successively lower value strata… used homes would be 

released to be passed down to successively lower levels until the effect reached the 

bottom of the market” (Ratcliff, 1949, p. 321). In theory, the poorest residents would be 

housed in the oldest dwellings. However, housing preferences amongst the gentrifying 

class have changed to some extent such that the oldest housing stock is seen as some 

of the most desirable (Skaburskis, 2006). 

 Gentrification has received far more attention in academic scholarship and the 

media. When filtering has been the subject of study, Skaburskis (2006) noted that they 

typically focused on mathematical modelling or econometrics rather than empirical 

observation. This lack of empirical study may have led scholars and planners to react 
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too slowly to the steady, minute changes that accompany filtering. As such, the present 

study helps to reconcile the gap by simultaneously looking at gentrification and filtering 

in Metro Vancouver using census data from 1981 and 2006. This study may aid planners 

in identifying census tracts where greater planning intervention is required to stem 

neighbourhood decline.

1.1 - Research Questions

 What can be done about gentrification and filtering in Metro Vancouver? To even 

begin addressing this question, it is necessary to have an accurate picture of where such 

neighbourhood changes are occurring and how it is occurring. The following research 

questions are adapted from Nelson (2012) will aid in understanding some of the reasons 

behind why certain neighbourhoods declined, gentrified, or remained chronically 

impoverished in Metro Vancouver as of 2006:

1. How has the location and magnitude of neighbourhood change varied over 25 

years?

•	 Have neighbourhoods improved, declined, or stayed the same?

•	 Which neighbourhoods have experienced the greatest change?

•	 What explains the location of neighbourhoods that have improved, 

declined, or stayed the same?

2. What are the housing characteristics and the demographics of the gentrified, 

filtered, and stable income neighbourhoods?

•	 How have these characteristics changed over 25 years?

•	 What factors brought about the above changes?

3. What are the housing characteristics and the demographics of the lowest income 
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neighbourhoods?

•	 How have these characteristics changed over 25 years?

•	 What factors brought about the above changes? 

1.2 - Structure of the Report

 This report is separated into six chapters. Chapter 2 reviews relevant literature on 

gentrification and filtering to provide some background information and context. Chapter 

3 details the research methods used in this report. Chapter 4 presents the results from 

the quantitative and spatial data by presenting two identical analyses with different 

scopes. The first of these analyses covers all income neighbourhoods while the second 

focuses specifically on the changes to the lowest income neighbourhoods. Chapter 

5 summarizes key informant interviews, which supplement the report with qualitative 

information that is not readily available through quantitative and spatial data. Lastly, 

Chapter 6 draws some conclusions from the findings in Chapters 4 and 5 and briefly 

discusses some potential planning options moving forward.  
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review
 Gentrification and filtering can be considered as two sides of the same coin of 

neighbourhood change (Skaburskis, 2006). On the one side, gentrification refers to the 

socioeconomic upgrading of an area through the relocation of higher income groups 

into lower income neighbourhoods, which is often manifested through physical means 

such as renovations or redevelopment (Millard-Ball, 2000). On the other side, filtering is 

a process where “older inner-city dwellings are made affordable by their abandonment 

by higher-income households seeking newer dwellings at the urban periphery (Meligrana 

& Skaburskis, 2005). This chapter explores the extensive literature on gentrification 

and filtering. The chapter opens with an outline of some of the theories that attempt 

to explain the two phenomena. Next, studies of gentrification and filtering specific to 

Vancouver are briefly summarized. Finally, the implications of gentrification and filtering 

theories and empirical studies are discussed. In doing so, this literature review will 

identify key elements to look out for when analyzing the results in the present study.

2.1 – Theories of Gentrification

 Debates over gentrification have made one thing abundantly clear: it should be 

understood as “a highly dynamic process…not amenable to overly restrictive definitions” 

(Smith, 1986, p. 3). However, there are certain elements that have bound gentrification 

literature together as a field of study in academic scholarship. These elements include: 

“(1) the reinvestment of capital, (2) the social upgrading of locale by incoming high-

income groups, (3) landscape change, and (4) direct or indirect displacement of low-

income groups; and that we do not attach it to a particular landscape or context” 
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(Davidson & Lees, 2005, p. 1187). With that being said, this section reviews two types of 

gentrification theories: stage theories and explanatory theories. Stage theories attempt to 

model the progression of gentrification while explanatory theories attempt to determine 

the reasons why gentrification happens.  

2.1.1 – Stage Theories of Gentrification

 Clay (1979), Berry (1985), Bourne (1993a), and Walks and Maaranen (2008a) 

presented ahistorical stage models that began with risk-taking young people moving 

in. In many cases, this population was typically comprised of design professionals 

(Berry, 1985; Ley, 1985; Walks & Maaranen, 2008a). The next few stages involved an 

intensification of media and public interest, eventually leading to a decline in the supply 

of dwellings suitable for gentrification and displacement of original residents. At the same 

time, Bourne (1993a) pointed out that the suburbs may become comparatively more 

attractive due to the decline in gentrifiable dwellings. In the last stages of gentrification, 

financial institutions and the business and managerial class are no longer hesitant to 

invest in the area.

 Hackworth and Smith’s (2001) model was predicated on the historical progression 

of gentrification from 1968 to 1999. From 1968 to 1973, gentrification was limited to small 

scale changes in a few isolated neighbourhoods. The oil shock and recession during 

the early to mid-1970s triggered a transitional phase where developers and investors 

took advantage of declining house prices to buy large tracts of land in devalourized 

neighbourhoods. In turn, this enabled a second wave of gentrification hallmarked by 

the appearance of gentrification in smaller non-global cities, the presence of the artistic 
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community, and deepening political struggles stemming from displacement. The brief 

interlude between the 1980s and early 1990s limited capital flow into gentrifying and 

gentrified neighbourhoods only for gentrification to pick up steam once again during 

the mid-1990s. This time, gentrification could be found in areas further away from the 

city centre and often were the result of large scale public-private redevelopments of 

neighbourhoods.

2.1.2 – Explanatory Theories of Gentrification

 Since the late 1970s and early 1980s, two schools of thought have dominated 

the theoretical discourse on explaining gentrification. The first school was Smith’s (1979) 

rent gap theory which posited that the difference between capitalized ground rent (i.e. 

the rent that a landowner can extract from the present use of the land) and potential 

ground rent (i.e. the rent that a landowner can extract from the “highest and best use”) 

was responsible for gentrification. He identified three types of developers that would 

be willing to take the initiative in potentially gentrifiable neighbourhoods: professional 

developers; landlord developers; and occupier developers. These developers are said to 

take action “when the gap is wide enough that developers can purchase shells cheaply, 

can pay the builders’ costs and profit for rehabilitation, can pay interest on mortgage 

and construction loans, and can then sell the end product for a sale price that leaves a 

satisfactory return to the developer” (Smith, 1979, p. 545). As such, these developers, in 

their attempts to exploit the rent gap, are essentially the leaders of gentrification. 

 The second school of thought stems from Ley’s (1980) postindustrial thesis, which 

was based upon Bell’s (1973) article The Coming of Post-Industrial Society. Bell (1973) 
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predicted a shift toward what he called a ‘postindustrial society’ in which professionals, 

being the central figures of such a society, would transform industrial economies into 

service and knowledge-based economies. In turn, the expansion of the professional 

class, led by rising female participation in white collar work, would also result in a shift 

toward more independent and liberal lifestyles. These independent and liberal lifestyles 

were extrapolated by Ley (1980) to suggest that the corresponding cultural changes – 

the rise of self-satisfaction and fulfillment, the increasing importance of the aesthetic, and 

the centrality of consumption – contribute to changes in the physical landscape of a city. 

In other words, prevailing cultural preferences by consumers drove gentrification.

 Both schools only offered partial explanations for gentrification. Hamnett (1991) 

pointed out that Smith had assumed the existence of gentrifiers, and that Ley had taken 

for granted that there would be areas in a city that would be ripe for gentrification. From 

there, Hamnett (1991) advanced an integrated theory of gentrification that reconciled 

these gaps and considered both producers and consumers of gentrification. Hamnett 

identified four requirements for gentrification to occur. The first three were, respectively 

“the supply of suitable areas for gentrification, the supply of potential gentrifiers, and the 

existence of attractive central and inner city environments” (Hamnett, 1991, p. 186). The 

last requirement was a cultural preference for inner city living. Without a rent gap, there 

would be limited to no supply of gentrifiable land. Without postindustrialization and the 

cultural and lifestyle changes that occur with it, there would not be an adequate pool of 

gentrifiers.

 Clark’s (1992) critique of Hamnett’s (1991) article pointed out a critical flaw 

in Hamnett’s (as well as many other scholars’) understanding of the rent gap. Clark 
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suggested that “the potential land rent of a site has its foundation in latent demand for 

‘higher and better uses’ of the site. The capitalized land rent of a site on the other hand 

is founded on demand for the present use of the site” (Clark, 1992, p. 359). He continued 

on to argue that “[w]ithout latent demand, we cannot even begin to conceptualize 

potential land rent. Likewise with effective demand and capitalized land rent” (Clark, 

1991, p. 359). In essence, Clark saw that Smith’s (1979) rent gap theory was an integrated 

theory of gentrification, just as Smith had intended.  

2.2 – Theories of Filtering

 The concept of filtering has a long history spanning at least 120 years (Baer & 

Williamson, 1988). Classic filtering theory suggested that “housing introduced at or near 

the top descends gradually through successively lower value strata… used homes would 

be released to be passed down to successively lower levels until the effect reached the 

bottom of the market” (Ratcliff, 1949, p. 321). Inherent in this model was an emphasis on 

the housing unit, specifically on its physical condition. As such, it should not be surprising 

that some believed that demand for additional lower income housing could be met by 

injecting more housing stock targeted towards higher income households (Ratcliff, 1949). 

Other key criticisms of classic filtering theory include the assumptions that households 

always try to obtain the best house they can afford, that new construction is superior to 

existing units, and that new units exert a downward force on housing prices which in turn 

allow lower income households to gain access to better housing than what they currently 

have (Baer & Williamson, 1988). 

 Grigsby’s (1963) seminal work reformulated filtering theory by shifting the focus 
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away from housing units toward households. He suggested that filtering occurred when 

“a housing unit’s value decline[d] vis-à-vis other housing faster than its quality…so that 

households could, over time, improve their housing quality for the same cost” (Baer & 

Williamson, 1988, p. 135). In doing so, filtering was redefined in terms of homeowner 

cost or gross rent-to-income ratios (Baer & Williamson, 1988). Filtering analysis 

was also transformed by Grigsby’s “matrix approach”. Each housing characteristic 

(e.g. households, housing type, number of bedrooms, etc.) had varying degrees 

or subcategories which could be grouped to identify housing submarkets (Baer & 

Williamson, 1988; Galster, 1996). This made it possible for researchers to build models of 

alternative submarkets for movers, non-movers, and how housing prices, maintenance, 

conversions, and new construction responded to movers (Galster, 1996). 

 Another key contribution from Grigsby’s (1963) book was the idea that non-movers 

were also affected by filtering. As households relocated and new neighbours occupied 

the vacated homes, non-movers now had neighbours that had different socioeconomic 

household characteristics than their previous neighbours. In turn, this may influence the 

non-movers’ housing unit price as the neighbourhood became a progressively lower 

income neighbourhood.

2.3 – Studies of Gentrification and Filtering

 Numerous studies have been able to capture a reasonably clear picture of 

gentrification in Canada. National or city-level studies typically employed the use of 

Canadian national census data, analyzing Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAs) at the 

Census Tract (CT) level (Ley, 1988, 1993, 1996; Bourne, 1993a, 1993b; Filion, 1991; 
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Meligrana & Skaburskis, 2005; Walks & Maaranen, 2008a; Walks & Maaranen, 2008b). 

From these studies, it appeared that areas in Vancouver such as Kitsilano, False Creek, 

Coal Harbour, Yaletown, Victory Square, Gastown, and Kensington-Cedar Cottage have 

or are presently undergoing gentrification. Case studies by Barnes and Hutton (2009), 

Hutton (2006), and Ley (1984) corroborate observations of gentrification in Yaletown, 

Victory Square, Gastown, and Kitsilano. Gentrification in many of these areas was not 

merely driven by the private sector, but also by the City of Vancouver, particularly in inner 

city brownfields such as Yaletown and False Creek (Quastel, Moos, & Lynch, 2012).

 Lees’ (2003) case study on Brooklyn Heights, New York had some considerable 

implications for the study of gentrification. The study revealed that gentrification was not 

limited to lower income neighbourhoods. Rather, it is a process that can happen even to 

higher income neighbourhoods that have already been gentrified, a process which Lees 

(2003) referred to as ‘super-gentrification’. This challenged key assumptions in some 

theories of gentrification. Stage models such as those identified in Section 2.1.1 were 

undermined because super-gentrification defied the assumption that there was an end 

point in the gentrification process. Similarly, rent gap explanations that focused on the 

disinvestment and reinvestment in a neighbourhood did not hold up when there was no 

initial disinvestment that created the rent gap.

 Comparable studies on filtering are rather limited because they tend to be based 

on economics and mathematical modelling to predict change (Skaburskis, 2006). With 

regard to census analyses in the Canadian context, Skaburskis (2006), Nelson (2012), 

and Skaburskis and Nelson (2014) are perhaps the only studies that have utilized 

similar methods and/or variables to analyze filtering. Of these studies, only Skaburskis’ 
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(2006) article looked at Vancouver in any capacity. This article generated profiles of 

variables such as income, rent, expenditures, and movers in major CMAs in Canada in 

1996 and drew cross-year comparisons between 1981 and 1996. Two key observations 

for Vancouver was that it was experiencing ‘negative filtering’ where older homes 

had greater monetary value than newly constructed housing and that higher income 

households were moving into older housing. 

2.4 – Implications of Past Literature

  This literature review has attempted to outline the key theories of gentrification 

and filtering and to provide an image of how those processes are affecting Vancouver. 

In doing so, the literature review has illuminated several elements to be aware of as 

this study moves forward. Firstly, it is not enough to merely look at gentrification and 

filtering in a major city without considering the suburbs as well. This is because process 

theories of gentrification suggested that gentrification may occur in suburbs due to 

the relative lack of gentrifiable buildings. Secondly, previous census-based studies 

have identified areas to be mindful of when analyzing gentrified or gentrifying areas in 

Vancouver. Thirdly, gentrification in Vancouver during the study period was not entirely 

driven by private interests. Rather, there is some evidence of state-led gentrification in 

some areas in Vancouver. Fourthly, Lees’ (2003) study on super-gentrification suggests 

that gentrification is not limited to lower income neighbourhoods. Rather, it is possible 

that higher income neighbourhoods and previously gentrified neighbourhoods are 

not protected from gentrification. Lastly, the present study should also be aware of the 

possibility of negative filtering in Vancouver as Skaburskis (2006) had observed before.
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Chapter 3 – Methods

 Decades of academic research into gentrification and filtering has produced 

a wealth of established methods that may be used to measure these phenomena. 

Borrowing from this trove of methods, the present study will adapt the methods found in 

Nelson (2012) and Skaburskis and Nelson’s (2014) studies of neighbourhood change in 

Toronto for the Vancouver context. This chapter details the specific methods that will be 

used to analyze gentrification and filtering in Metro Vancouver from 1981 to 2006.

 The present study took a three-pronged approach to analyzing gentrification 

and filtering in the Vancouver CMA from 1981 to 2006. The first approach involved 

quantitative analyses, which proceeded in four stages: (1) defining ‘neighbourhoods’; (2) 

quantifying ‘neighbourhood change’; (3) measuring relative neighbourhood change; and 

(4) descriptive statistics. The second approach, spatial analyses, is based on quantitative 

data and supplements the first approach by mapping where neighbourhood change 

has occurred in the Vancouver CMA from 1981 to 2006. These first two approaches are 

conducted simultaneously in Chapter 4. Key informant interviews form the last approach 

and are used to confirm the findings from Chapter 4 and to understand the reasons 

behind the observed neighbourhood changes. Results from the interviews are presented 

in Chapter 5. 

3.1 – Quantitative Analyses

3.1.1 – Data Sources

 The present study only used census data from the Vancouver CMA in 1981 

and 2006 despite the availability of census data from 2011. Data comparability was 
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compromised in the 2011 census because of the abolition of the mandatory long-form 

census, which formerly required respondents to answer questions regarding topics 

on Aboriginal peoples, immigration, education and labour, mobility and migration, and 

income and housing. Its replacement, the National Household Survey (NHS), covered 

all of the same topics but respondents only completed it on a voluntary basis (Statistics 

Canada, 2013b). The result was a sharp decline in response rates from 94 percent in 

2006 with the long-form census to 68.6 percent for the NHS (Statistics Canada, 2013a; 

Statistics Canada, 2013c). This decline in the response rate increased the potential for 

non-response bias for the NHS (Statistics Canada, 2013c) and ultimately compromised 

the utility of any cross-year comparisons with 2011. 

3.1.2 – Operationalizing ‘Neighbourhoods’

 What defines a neighbourhood is a subject of significant debate (Galster, 

2001). For the purposes of quantitative analyses however, neighbourhoods are often 

operationalized by equating them to census tracts (e.g. Meligrana & Skaburskis, 2005; 

Walks & Maaranen, 2007b; Skaburskis & Nelson 2014). Census tracts are small, stable 

geographical areas comprised of populations between 2,500 and 8,000 people that are 

as socioeconomically homogenous as possible (Statistics Canada, 2012). Boundaries 

are defined by “permanent and easily recognizable physical features”, but may also 

use street extensions, utility or transportation easements, property lines or municipal 

limits as a boundary if no such physical features are present (Statistics Canada, 2012). 

This description of census tracts is roughly similar to ecological and social perspectives 

of what constitutes a ‘neighbourhood’ (Downs, 1981; Hallman, 1984; Warren, 1981). 
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Therefore, the present study considered the terms ‘census tracts’ and ‘neighbourhoods’ 

as synonymous.

 The key limitation to using census tracts for an empirical study is that census 

boundaries change from time to time as population numbers change within census tracts. 

However, when Statistics Canada splits census tracts, they are consciously done in a way 

such that they can be aggregated to form the original census tract to allow for maximum 

data comparability between census years (Statistics Canada, 2012).

 Due to tract splitting between 1981 and 2006, two new census tracts were added, 

bringing the number up from 244 to 246 census tracts. For the purposes of the present 

study, the two additional census tracts in 2006 are merged back together with their other 

half to mimic the 1981 census boundaries.

3.1.3 – Quantifying ‘Neighbourhood Change’

 Having identified an operational definition of a ‘neighbourhood’, the next step 

is to determine what constitutes neighbourhood change. As pointed out in Chapter 2, 

definitions of ‘gentrification’ and ‘filtering’ point to changes in socioeconomic status of a 

neighbourhood as a key indicator of neighbourhood change. There is, however, no direct 

measure of socioeconomic status in the census; it is dependent on the use of one or 

more census variables as a proxy for socioeconomic status.

 Changes to personal or household income are commonly used in studies of 

gentrification and filtering as proxies for measuring changes to socioeconomic status 

and, by proxy, gentrification and filtering (Skaburskis & Nelson, 2014).  Personal income, 

for instance, is reflective of education level amongst other variables but is highly 
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sensitive to changes in unemployment rates, the nature of employment, labour force 

participation rates, and the gender and age distribution of the labour force (Skaburskis & 

Nelson, 2014). Meanwhile, household income reflects housing purchases but is sensitive 

to changes in household size over time, differences in household sizes across census 

tracts, and the number of income recipients in a household (Skaburskis & Nelson, 2014; 

Walks & Maaranen, 2007b). Therefore, neither personal income nor household income 

are perfect proxies for socioeconomic status. 

 The compromise measure proposed by Sir Atkinson, which takes household 

income divided by the square root of household size (Atkinson et al., 1995), rectifies 

some of the shortcomings of using household income by partially controlling for changes 

in the number of wage earners within a household (Meligrana & Skaburskis, 2005; 

Skaburskis & Nelson, 2014). This measure was used in the present study by taking 

the average pre-tax household incomes (standardized to 2006 dollars) divided by the 

square root of the average household sizes for each census tract. The value generated 

is what will be referred to in this study as the average adjusted household income. 

Neighbourhood change in the present study is quantified by changes to the average 

adjusted household income because it reflects the changes in the socioeconomic status 

of a neighbourhood that would occur with gentrification or filtering.  

3.1.4 – Measuring Relative Neighbourhood Change

 Quantifying neighbourhood change through changes in the average adjusted 

household income allows for temporal analysis of a single neighbourhood. Given the 

regional scope of the present study, the next step is to add a spatial dimension; that is, to 
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place the neighbourhood within the larger region. Ultimately, this enables the comparison 

of one neighbourhood with another to see how they are changing concurrently over time 

(Nelson, 2012; Hulchanski, 2007; Hulchanski, 2010). Borrowing from Nelson (2012) and 

Skaburskis and Nelson (2014), the present study divided the 244 census tracts within 

the Metro Vancouver region into deciles (i.e. 10 equal segments) based on the average 

adjusted household incomes from 1981 and 2006. Deciles for 1981 are crosstabulated 

with deciles for 2006 to produce the following neighbourhood change matrix seen in 

Table 1.  

 The neighbourhood change matrix can be interpreted in two ways. First, the 

rows illustrate how census tracts within each decile in 1981 have been redistributed in 

2006. For example, the 1st decile row (i.e. Decile “1” in 1981) shows that 12 census tracts 

remained in the lowest decile from 1981 to 2006, 5 moved up from 1st to the 2nd decile, 

and so forth. 

 Second, the columns are comprised of 1981 census tracts that have moved to or 

stayed in a given decile in 2006. For example, the 1st decile column (i.e. Decile “1” in 

2006) reveals that 12 census tracts remained in the lowest decile, 2 dropped down from 

the 2nd decile from 1981 to 2006, 5 from the 3rd, and so on. The neighbourhood change 

matrix forms the foundation upon which analysis of descriptive statistics may take place.

3.1.5 – Descriptive Statistics

 Descriptive statistics provide summaries of the data and help to present large 

amounts of data in a compact and comprehensible way. Based on previous studies by 

Meligrana and Skaburskis (2005), Nelson (2012), and Skaburskis and Nelson (2014), the 
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Table 1: Neighbourhood change matrix, 1981-2006
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following data were included in the descriptive statistical analyses:

1. Population

2. Housing tenure

3. Dwelling density, type, and age

4. Households and household size

5. Dwelling value

6. Rent

7. Household income

8. Education

9. Labour force (Unemployment, participation rate)

 Descriptive statistics were employed for two separate analyses. The first was an 

analysis of all deciles in 1981 and 2006. This analysis refined the neighbourhood change 

matrix by separating the deciles into five categories: (1) stable; (2) inner city filtered; 

(3) inner city gentrified; (4) suburban filtered; and (5) suburban gentrified/greenfield 

development. The “inner city” refers to those census tracts within the municipal 

boundaries of the City of Vancouver while the “suburban” refers to the remaining 

census tracts outside of the City of Vancouver.  The “suburban gentrified/greenfield 

development” category is truncated to “suburban gentrified” in the following chapters 

for the ease of presentation. Any census tracts that increased by three or more deciles 

between 1981 and 2006 were considered to be “gentrified” while those that declined 

by three or more deciles were considered to be “filtered”. The remaining census tracts 

were considered as “stable neighbourhoods”. Descriptive statistics were used to 

compare and summarize the characteristics of these five neighbourhood categories. The 
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neighbourhood change matrix in Table 1 illustrates the decile changes described above.

 It is not possible to draw any conclusions about the lowest income 

neighbourhoods from the first analysis because aggregation with higher income 

neighbourhoods in each of the neighbourhood categories would overestimate or 

underestimate virtually every indicator. Therefore, a second analysis that isolated 

the lowest decile was necessary to address questions related to the poorest 

neighbourhoods. Similar to the first analysis, the lowest decile analysis refined the 

neighbourhood change matrix for the lowest decile by separating the deciles into 

three categories: (1) stable neighbourhoods; (2) declining neighbourhoods; and (3) 

rising neighbourhoods. These categories were coded differently from the first analysis. 

“Stable neighbourhoods” adhered to a stricter definition where only those census tracts 

that remained in the lowest decile in 1981 and 2006 were determined to be “stable”. 

“Declining neighbourhoods” and “rising neighbourhoods” were a less strict formulation 

of “filtered neighbourhoods” and “gentrified neighbourhoods”. Moving up or down 

by one or more deciles between 1981 and 2006 was enough for a census tract to be 

“declining” or “rising” in this analysis.  In terms of the neighbourhood change matrix, 

declining neighbourhoods are contained in the 1st column, rising neighbourhoods in the 

1st row, and stable neighbourhoods are found in the cell with the 1st and 1st column.

3.2 – Spatial Analyses

 Spatial analyses are conducted in unison with the quantitative analyses. 

Specifically, spatial analyses aid in contextualizing and visualizing where neighbourhood 

change has occurred based on the quantitative data produced. The present study took 
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the 1981 census boundaries for Metro Vancouver and mapped the data contained within 

some of the descriptive statistics and the neighbourhood change matrix. Density maps 

were generated from population and dwelling density statistics from the census. Two 

other maps were generated from the neighbourhood change matrix, corresponding with 

the two descriptive statistical analyses previously outlined. Any apparent spatial patterns 

found in the maps were reported to highlight specific areas where neighbourhood 

change was occurring. In doing so, the analyses often refer to specific municipalities 

within Metro Vancouver, which are shown in Figure 1.

3.3 – Key Informant Interviews

 While quantitative and spatial analyses show what and where neighbourhood 

change has happened, it cannot tell us precisely why it happened. As such, qualitative 

analyses may be used to help overcome some of the limitations of relying solely on 

quantitative data (Meligrana & Skaburskis, 2005; Wyly & Hammel, 1999). Key informant 

interviews are one such qualitative method and are used in the present study. Four 

interviews were conducted with planners and academics to understand the reasons 

behind neighbourhood change in Metro Vancouver. These interviews were semi-

structured to allow for some freedom in their responses while gaining more information 

in certain areas (Patton, 1990). The interview questions covered the same topics as the 

quantitative analyses with exception to an additional series of questions regarding policy, 

planning approaches, implications of neighbourhood change, and future prospects (see 

Appendix A).  
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Figure 1: Municipalities of Metro Vancouver
Source: Ley & Lynch, 2012
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3.4 – Summary

 The present study takes a three-pronged approach to address the research 

questions in Chapter 1.2. First, quantitative analyses are used to track changes of 

one neighbourhood relative to another and to summarize the demographics, housing 

stock, and socioeconomic characteristics of changing neighbourhoods. Second, 

neighbourhood change in the Vancouver CMA is visualized by mapping where it has 

occurred. Lastly, key informant interviews are used to help explain why neighbourhood 

change is occurring. These methods are used to produce the results in the following two 

chapters. 
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Chapter 4: Results and Analysis of Quantitative and 
Spatial Data
 This chapter presents the results of the quantitative and spatial analyses that 

address the research questions identified in Chapter 1. The first section of the chapter 

reports key contextual observations for Metro Vancouver which includes a brief analysis 

of the changes to population and dwelling densities as well as the neighbourhood 

change matrix seen in Table 1. The second section builds upon the first by analyzing the 

spatial distribution and the descriptive statistics of stable, filtered, and gentrified census 

tracts in the inner city and the suburbs. The descriptive statistics include topics such as 

household characteristics, employment, housing tenure, and dwelling characteristics. 

The last section of the chapter narrows the scope to address the research questions on 

the lowest decile neighbourhoods by repeating the same type of analysis as found in the 

second section. 

4.1 – Contextual Observations for Metro Vancouver

 Immense changes occurred in Metro Vancouver over the 25-year study period. 

The total population in the CMA grew by 67% to 2.1 million by 2006. Figures 2 and 

3 show that much of this growth was concentrated in existing urban, suburban, and 

exurban areas. 

  The heaviest densification in all of Metro Vancouver occurred in Downtown 

Vancouver and along the Skytrain corridor in New Westminster. In Downtown Vancouver, 

population density increased almost fourfold while dwelling densities soared from 

71 dwellings per square kilometre to 4618 dwellings per square kilometre. Similarly, 
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population and dwelling densities along the waterfront in New Westminster grew by 

factors of 4.7 and 5.6 times their 1981 levels respectively. 

 Densification in Burnaby and New Westminster occurred in a ring pattern along 

the two Skytrain lines. The Expo Line, completed in 1985, runs southeast from Downtown 

Vancouver to North Surrey. The Millennium Line, completed in 2002, runs along the 

perimeter of Burnaby and New Westminster and connects with the Expo Line to loop 

back to Downtown Vancouver. Census tracts located along these two lines had moderate 

to heavy increases to dwelling density, and to a lesser extent, their population density. 

While the Skytrain lines do not cross into Coquitlam, they were likely responsible for 

the increases in dwelling density observed in census tracts located along the municipal 

border between Burnaby and Coquitlam. 

 Dwelling and population densification also spread further away from the CBD 

into the outer suburban and exurban areas. Virtually every outer suburban and exurban 

municipality except for Port Moody, Langley Township, and the villages of Belcarra and 

Anmore experienced moderate densification. Of the outer suburban and exurban areas, 

Surrey had the most widespread densification as people and homes expanded south 

from its city centre into the lower density residential neighbourhoods.

4.1.1 – Analysis of the Neighbourhood Change Matrix

 Metro Vancouver has seen more neighbourhoods decline than rise over the 25-

year study period as seen in the neighbourhood change matrix in Table 1. Of the 244 

census tracts, 38% experienced relative decline, 32% rose into higher deciles, and the 

remainder went unchanged between 1981 and 2006. Many of the census tracts that 
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remained the same were clustered at opposite ends of the neighbourhood change 

matrix. Twelve census tracts remained in the lowest decile while 19 retained their 

positions in the highest decile. No relative change was also recorded in 43 other census 

tracts.  

 Metro Vancouver was more prosperous, but unequal in terms of average 

household income. Each decile increased their average household incomes, but it 

was evident that lower income households were unable to keep pace with their higher 

income counterparts as seen in Table 2.

1981 Decile 2006 % Change

$41,064.46 1 $44,160.01 8%

$48,693.56 2 $52,601.61 8%

$53,680.82 3 $59,088.40 10%

$54,549.86 4 $66,802.93 22%

$59,216.89 5 $68,295.43 15%

$62,022.18 6 $70,891.23 14%

$69,317.52 7 $80,822.05 17%

$71,373.21 8 $82,283.80 15%

$77,580.59 9 $91,114.12 17%

$109,373.15 10 $143,038.16 31%

Table 2: Average household income in $2006, 1981-2006
All 1981 dollars adjusted to 2006 dollars using the consumer price index for Canada

 Over the 25-year period, the lowest three deciles only increased their average 

household incomes by 8-10% compared to the 31% increase in the highest decile. Income 

gaps between successive deciles increased in all but the 4th, 5th, and 7th deciles. From 

the 4th to the 5th decile, the $4,667 income gap in 1981 closed to within $1,500 by 2006. 

Smaller decreases to the income gap occurred from the 5th to the 6th decile and the 7th 

to the 8th decile. Despite the relative income parity between these particular deciles, 
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income inequality between other deciles was worsening overall in Metro Vancouver. 

The two largest gaps were observed between the 9th and the 10th deciles followed by 

the gap between the 3rd and the 4th deciles. The income gap between the 9th and the 

10th deciles widened from $31,000 to $51,000 while the gap between the 3rd and the 

4th deciles grew by $6,800 by 2006. The remaining gaps between deciles widened by 

less than $2,700 from their 1981 level. In a previous study on neighbourhood inequality 

in Canadian cities, Chen, Myles, and Picot (2012) attributed the relative stagnation 

of household incomes in low income neighbourhoods to “broader trends in the 

distribution of family earnings that are the result of changes in labour markets and family 

composition” (p. 892-893). These are factors that will be explored later on in the analysis 

of descriptive statistics in the following subsections and the key informant interviews in 

Chapter 5.

4.2 – Full Decile Range Analysis

4.2.1 – Situating Filtered and Gentrified Neighbourhoods in Metro Vancouver

 Figure 4 illustrates where changes were observed in the neighbourhood 

change matrix from Table 1. In the inner city, there was limited filtering, but significant 

gentrification in the downtown core and along Broadway, one of Vancouver’s largest 

arterial streets. These census tracts encompass the Coal Harbour, False Creek, Kitsilano, 

and Fairview areas, all of which have been vetted as gentrified neighbourhoods in 

previous studies (Ley, 1986; Barnes & Hutton, 2009; Ley & Lynch, 2012). The only filtered 

census tracts in the inner city were located in two areas: West End and Killarney. The 

West End census tract was surprising because it is located within close proximity to the 
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CBD. Furthermore, it is adjacent to English Bay and Stanley Park, both of which are major 

attractions in the City of Vancouver. The Killarney census tracts were less surprising 

because they are some of the most distant census tracts from the CBD within the City of 

Vancouver.

 The trajectory was very different in the inner suburbs of Richmond, Burnaby, 

West Vancouver, and North Vancouver. Filtering in all of Metro Vancouver was largely 

concentrated in Richmond with smaller pockets of decline in Burnaby and West 

Vancouver. By 2006, just over half of Richmond’s census tracts had filtered down from its 

1981 levels. Meanwhile, filtering in Burnaby happened along the Millennium Line around 

four Skytrain stations. Areas around the latter were largely rezoned from industrial uses 

to mixed-use or almost entirely business centre uses between 1996 and 2003 (Avison 

Young, 2003; City of Burnaby, 2010a; 2010b; 2014). As such, any residential development 

adjacent to the stations likely would not have had enough time to reverse any downward 

trends in these census tracts by 2006. This may be a partial explanation for why the 

population densities did not increase as sharply as dwelling densities did in these 

neighbourhoods. Filtering in Burnaby also occurred in the residential neighbourhoods 

between the Metropolis at Metrotown shopping mall and the British Columbia Institute of 

Technology (BCIT). The remaining filtered census tract in the immediate suburbs was in 

West Vancouver in the same area as the Park Royal Shopping Centre. Overall, this high 

concentration of filtered neighbourhoods in the inner suburbs is not unprecedented. 

Far from being a new trend, it has been observed in the United States since at least 

the 1980s (Bollens, 1988) and has seen a resurgence in Canadian academia since 

Hulchanski’s (2010) study of Toronto. 
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 Coincidentally, several filtered neighbourhoods were either within or in close 

proximity to census tracts with shopping malls. For example, Burnaby’s three clusters of 

filtered census tracts were in or around its three major shopping centres. To the north 

was Brentwood Shopping Centre. To the east along its municipal border with Coquitlam 

was the Lougheed Shopping Centre. Finally in south Burnaby, an area just north of 

Metropolis at Metrotown also filtered. The only exceptions were the census tracts located 

farther away from Richmond’s city centre and the lone filtered residential neighbourhood 

in North Delta. This may point to the need to carefully study the impacts of suburban 

mall development on surrounding neighbourhoods and the need to consider infill 

development of existing suburban malls to stem neighbourhood decline. 

 Moving farther out into the outer suburbs and exurban areas, several large census 

tracts and a handful of small census tracts were classified as suburban gentrified or 

greenfield development. The large census tracts were actually exurban or rural areas 

that underwent greenfield development. Dwelling and population densities did not 

noticeably change in Figures 2 and 3 since 1981, which suggested that exurban or rural-

type developments with large lot sizes and low-density housing occurred over the 25-

year period. This will be confirmed later in this chapter by combining the observations 

on dwelling and population densities with the descriptive statistical analysis of dwelling 

characteristics. The smaller census tracts in New Westminster and White Rock, however, 

were likely gentrified tracts because of the changes observed in their dwelling and 

population densities in Figures 2 and 3.  Filtering census tracts in the outer suburbs 

were only found in Surrey and Coquitlam. In Surrey, it was found in parts of Whalley and 

Guildford, an area which shares a similar sense of notoriety with Vancouver’s Downtown 
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Eastside (Collins, Hayes, & Oliver, 2009). Additionally, a residential neighbourhood to the 

southwest of Surrey City Centre also experienced some filtering. In Coquitlam, filtered 

neighbourhoods were found along Austin Avenue directly leading to the Lougheed 

Shopping Centre in Burnaby. 

4.2.2 – Household Characteristics

 Table 3 shows that growth in the total population and numbers of households 

in stable and inner city filtered neighbourhoods lagged behind the CMA while the 

remaining neighbourhood categories outpaced the CMA. Gentrified neighbourhoods 

had significantly fewer persons per household than the CMA in 1981, which was only 

exacerbated in 2006 as the average household sizes declined to 1.91 in the inner city 

and 2.44 in the suburbs compared to the CMA average of 2.64. Stable and inner city 

filtered neighbourhoods increased their average household sizes, but only stable 

neighbourhoods rose above the CMA level of 2.64 by 2006. Meanwhile, suburban 

filtered neighbourhoods experienced no change to their average household sizes.  

 Explanations for the decline of inner city and suburban filtered neighbourhoods 

were drastically different despite exhibiting many of the same trends over the 25-year 

period. In both cases, immigrant populations exceeded 50%, proportions of young adults 

aged 25-39 hovered just below the CMA average, proportions of adults with university 

degrees exploded to surpass the CMA level of 24%, and average adjusted household 

incomes lagged far behind all other neighbourhood categories. The key difference that 

separated the inner city and suburban filtered neighbourhoods were the changes to the 

proportion of low income households. A miniscule decline was registered in the inner 
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CMA Stable
Inner City 
Filtered

Inner City 
Gentrified

Suburban 
Filtered

Suburban 
Gentrified

Total 
Population

1981  1,266,625  1,015,755  13,310  52,975  109,230  75,355 

2006  2,112,803  1,657,501  18,910  97,018  190,976  148,398 

% Change 67% 63% 42% 83% 75% 97%

Number of 
Households

1981  476,715  375,365  5,495  25,875  41,030  28,950 

2006  815,845  624,250  7,600  50,885  72,355  60,755 

% Change 71% 66% 38% 97% 76% 110%

Average 
Household Size

1981 2.71 2.64 2.37 1.96 2.64 2.56

2006 2.64 2.66 2.49 1.91 2.64 2.44

% Change -2% 1% 5% -3% 0% -4%

Proportion of 
25-39 Year 

Olds

1981 0.26 0.25 0.25 0.34 0.25 0.24

2006 0.22 0.21 0.19 0.36 0.21 0.17

% Change -16% -16% -22% 6% -18% -29%

Average 
Adjusted 

Household 
Incomea

1981 $38,330.32 $37,834.02 $40,587.12 $32,142.39 $38,988.59 $33,692.81

2006 $47,949.97 $45,671.56 $40,819.90 $53,017.11 $36,261.87 $51,055.75

% Change 25% 21% 1% 65% -7% 52%

Proportion of 
Low Income 

Householdsb

1981 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.30 0.15 0.19

2006 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.16 0.27 0.09

% Change -8% -7% -2% -47% 79% -51%

Proportion of 
Adults with 

University 
Degrees

1981 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.17 0.09 0.07

2006 0.24 0.23 0.28 0.44 0.25 0.20

% Change 134% 125% 130% 166% 182% 183%

Proportion of 
Immigrants

1981 0.29 0.29 0.38 0.36 0.29 0.24

2006 0.39 0.39 0.52 0.35 0.55 0.25

% Change 34% 32% 36% -2% 88% 3%

Table 3: Household characteristics of stable, filtered, and gentrified neighbourhoods in the inner city and 
suburbs, 1981-2006
aAll 1981 dollars adjusted to 2006 dollars using the consumer price index for Canada
b Defined as 20% of average before-tax income on food, shelter, and clothing (Statistics Canada, 2009)
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city while the proportion increased significantly in suburban filtered neighbourhoods 

from 15% to 27%. This was the highest proportion of low income households out of 

any neighbourhood category and was a whole 10 percentage points higher than 

the CMA. Taking the above observations together, this suggested that the inner city 

filtered neighbourhoods simply stagnated while the suburban filtered neighbourhoods 

actually declined. In the inner city, the older, well-educated, and increasingly immigrant 

population were neither significantly better nor worse off in terms of household income 

and their ability to meet their basic needs in 2006 than their predecessors from 1981. The 

same could not be said for their suburban counterparts. The new population had lower 

household incomes and a higher prevalence of low income than former residents that 

lived in suburban filtered neighbourhoods in 1981. 

 Inner city and suburban gentrified/greenfield development were the only two 

neighbourhood categories that exceeded the CMA’s average adjusted household 

income level in 2006. The positive economic outcomes in these neighbourhoods were 

driven by two distinct populations. In the inner city, high proportions of young adults 

and immigrants, many of whom were likely to be well-educated, were key factors for 

gentrification. Proportions of young adults aged 25-39 and immigrants stayed relatively 

stable at 36% and 35% respectively, which was only ±2 percentage points from their 1981 

levels. At the same time, the proportion of university-educated adults increased by over 

2.5 times its 1981 level from 17% to 44%. These factors likely contributed to the increase 

in average adjusted household income from $32,000 to $53,000 and the decrease 

in the proportion of low income households from 30% to 16%. These observations 

suggested that inner city gentrified neighbourhoods remained attractive to young adult 
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and immigrant populations over the 25-year period. However, the same population in 

2006 was far wealthier and better educated than their 1981 counterparts. This may be 

attributable to the shift towards a new economy, one that was not based in industry or 

corporations, but creativity (Barnes & Hutton, 2009).

 In the suburbs, greenfield development and gentrification were accompanied 

by an older, non-immigrant, and a less educated population relative to the CMA. The 

proportion of young adults declined from 24% to 17%, while the proportion of university-

educated adults was the lowest out of any neighbourhood category at 20%. Limited 

change occurred with the proportion of immigrants. This population had considerably 

more income stability than any other population in any other neighbourhood category 

with the proportion of low income households declining from 19% to 9% and average 

adjusted household income rising from just over $33,000 to $51,000 by 2006. 

4.2.3 – Employment Characteristics

 Inner city and suburban filtered neighbourhoods experienced the most 

substantial negative changes to labour force participation and unemployment rate as 

seen in Table 4. The inner city filtered neighbourhoods had some of the highest labour 

force participation rates at 70% in 1981 and the lowest unemployment rate out of any 

neighbourhood category at 3.8%. By 2006, the same neighbourhoods had the worst 

outcome for any neighbourhood category with a 60% labour force participation rate 

and a high unemployment rate of 7.2%. A similar situation unfolded in their suburban 

counterparts. Both inner city and suburban filtered neighbourhoods had better outcomes 

than the CMA in 1981, but fell far behind the CMA by 2006.  
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CMA Stable
Inner City 
Filtered

Inner City 
Gentrified

Suburban 
Filtered

Suburban 
Gentrified

Labour Force 
Participation

1981 0.67 0.68 0.70 0.71 0.70 0.62

2006 0.66 0.66 0.60 0.74 0.62 0.65

% Change -2% -2% -14% 4% -10% 5%

Unemployment 
Rate

1981 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.05

2006 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.04

% Change 8% 10% 89% -24% 44% -18%

Table 4: Employment characteristics of stable, filtered, and gentrified neighbourhoods in the inner city and 
suburbs, 1981-2006
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 Gentrified neighbourhoods had positive outcomes for labour force participation 

and unemployment rates. Labour force participation rates remained the highest in the 

inner city gentrified neighbourhoods while unemployment fell from being the highest 

out of any neighbourhood category at 6.6% in 1981 to the second-lowest at 5% in 2006. 

Suburban gentrified/greenfield development closed the gap with the CMA in terms of 

labour force participation rates, moving from a 5 percentage point differential in 1981 

to only a 1 point differential in 2006. The unemployment rate in the suburban gentrified 

neighbourhoods, which was at the same level as the CMA in 1981, declined to become 

the lowest out of any neighbourhood category at 4.2% by 2006.   

 The negative trends in all but the gentrified neighbourhood categories were 

likely the result of the transition from a staples economy to a post-industrial knowledge 

economy (Hutton, 2004; Ley & Lynch, 2012). As demand for natural resources extraction, 

production, and export declined in the region, so did the demand for unskilled labour 

(Hutton, 2004). This ultimately had a negative effect on labour force participation and 

unemployment rates. The trend was reversed in gentrified neighbourhoods due to the 

rise of the knowledge economy and the locational preferences of those employed in 

related job sectors (Barnes & Hutton, 2009). 

4.2.4 – Housing Characteristics – Tenure, Type, and Value

 Growth in the total number of dwelling units was parallel to total population 

growth in each neighbourhood category. Similar to population growth, the highest 

rates of increase were seen in the inner city gentrified and both of the suburban 

neighbourhood categories as seen in Table 5. Suburban gentrified neighbourhoods led 
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CMA Stable
Inner City 
Filtered

Inner City 
Gentrified

Suburban 
Filtered

Suburban 
Gentrified

Total 
Number of 

Units

1981  476,749  375,367  5,500  25,889  41,018  28,975 

2006  815,915  624,305  7,595  50,890  72,370  60,755 

% Change 71% 66% 38% 97% 76% 110%

Proportion 
of 

Dwellings 
Owned

1981 0.58 0.60 0.48 0.30 0.59 0.65

2006 0.65 0.65 0.54 0.46 0.67 0.77

% Change 11% 9% 13% 52% 13% 19%

Proportion 
of High 

Rise 
Apartments 
(5+ Storeys)

1981 0.10 0.09 0.36 0.15 0.14 0.06

2006 0.27 0.26 0.16 0.39 0.29 0.23

% Change 169% 186% -57% 159% 107% 302%

Proportion 
of Single 

Family 
Dwellings

1981 0.57 0.60 0.29 0.32 0.53 0.60

2006 0.35 0.37 0.18 0.07 0.31 0.45

% Change -39% -38% -40% -78% -42% -25%

Proportion 
of Other 

Dwellings

1981 0.31 0.30 0.35 0.53 0.33 0.27

2006 0.38 0.37 0.67 0.54 0.41 0.32

% Change 21% 22% 90% 3% 25% 19%

Average 
Dwelling 

Valuea

1981 $398,030.70 $415,506.84 $366,728.63 $400,972.31 $387,487.31 $351,352.81

2006 $547,383.40 $536,062.69 $471,821.16 $584,120.63 $439,853.56 $493,161.19

% Change 38% 29% 29% 46% 14% 40%

Average 
Gross Renta

1981 $1,060.70 $953.09 $997.90 $925.74 $1,024.19 $932.06

2006 $964.50 $876.91 $936.77 $1,058.16 $925.95 $931.14

% Change -9% -8% -6% 14% -10% -0%

Table 5: Housing characteristics of stable, filtered, and gentrified neighbourhoods in the inner city and 
suburbs by proportions, 1981-2006
a All 1981 dollars adjusted to 2006 dollars using the consumer price index for Canada 
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all neighbourhood categories with a growth of 110% from its 1981 level while inner city 

filtered neighbourhoods had the smallest increase at 38%. 

 Rising homeownership rates were observed across all neighbourhood categories, 

but the form it appeared in by 2006 was far different from what it was in 1981. In the inner 

city filtered neighbourhoods, the fairly even distribution of housing types that existed in 

1981 shifted toward non high-rise, non-single family dwellings with 67% of all dwellings 

appearing in the form of other dwelling types such as townhomes or low rise apartments 

by 2006. This was the only neighbourhood category to increase their proportion of other 

dwelling types by more than 25% from its 1981 level. Meanwhile, the proportions of high 

rise apartments and single family dwellings declined to less than 20% each by 2006. 

 The declines in the proportions of high rise apartments and single family dwellings 

in inner city filtered neighbourhoods were not primarily the function of attrition and/

or demolition. Instead, it was the new construction of other types of dwellings that 

depressed the proportions of high rise apartments and single family dwellings. Table 6 

shows that numbers of high rise apartments and single family dwellings only declined 

in the order of hundreds while the number of other types of dwellings increased by the 

order of thousands in inner city filtered neighbourhoods. 

 The distribution of housing types in the inner city gentrified neighbourhoods 

moved away from single family dwellings toward high rise apartments while maintaining 

the same proportion of other dwellings since 1981. Attrition and demolition reduced 

numbers of single family dwellings from 8,330 to 3,605 and resulted in the decline in 

the proportion of single family dwellings from 32% to 7%. High rise apartments took 

their place with numbers skyrocketing from 3,880 to 19,720 and proportions increasing 
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CMA Stable
Inner City 
Filtered

Inner City 
Gentrified

Suburban 
Filtered

Suburban 
Gentrified

Number of Dwellings 
Owned

1981  278,890  225,490  2,640  7,860  24,155  18,745 

2006  530,595  407,975  4,130  23,545  48,155  46,790 

% Change 90% 81% 56% 200% 99% 150%

Number of High 
Rise Apartments (5+ 

Storeys)

1981  47,210  34,075  1,965  3,880  5,640  1,650 

2006  217,555  162,135  1,175  19,720  20,610  13,915 

% Change 361% 376% -40% 408% 265% 743%

Number of Single 
Family Dwellings

1981  273,690  224,530  1,615  8,330  21,800  17,415 

2006  287,575  233,015  1,330  3,605  22,405  27,220 

% Change 5% 4% -18% -57% 3% 56%

Number of Other 
Dwellings

1981  149,990  113,165  1,940  13,600  13,390  7,895 

2006  310,910  229,195  5,090  27,590  29,365  19,670 

% Change 107% 103% 162% 103% 119% 149%

Table 6: Housing characteristics in stable, filtered, and gentrified neighbourhoods in the inner city and 
suburbs by numbers, 1981-2006
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from 15% to 39%. The housing type trends observed in the inner city gentrified 

neighbourhoods was likely due to their location in close proximity to the downtown core 

and along an arterial street in Vancouver. These are areas that are high in demand, but 

limited in land availability. As such, higher density housing was required to replace single 

family dwellings to fulfill demand. The high demand to live in these neighbourhoods also 

pushed the average dwelling value and average gross rent to become the highest out of 

any neighbourhood category. 

 Suburban neighbourhoods expanded between 1981 and 2006. In the suburban 

filtered neighbourhoods, this expansion came primarily in the form of high rise 

apartments and other housing types. By 2006, high rise apartments grew from 5,640 

units to 20,610 units and accounted for 29% of all housing in these neighbourhoods. 

Other housing types more than doubled in terms of numbers and accounted for 41% of 

all housing in suburban filtered neighbourhoods. The availability of land in the suburbs 

made it possible to expand without actually demolishing a significant number of single 

family dwellings. In fact, the number of single family dwellings rose slightly by 3% despite 

the proportion declining from 53% to 31%. 

 In the suburban gentrified neighbourhoods, expansion came in all forms of 

housing. A low density urban form was retained despite a decline in the proportion of 

single family dwellings from 60% to 45%. This decline in the proportion of single family 

dwellings was not due to attrition and demolition, but the addition of many high rise 

apartment units. Over the 25 years, high rise apartments increased sharply from 1,650 

to 13,915 units, accounting for 23% of all dwelling units. Given the dwelling density map 

in Figure 3, it seemed likely that these were concentrated in the New Westminster 
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and White Rock census tracts rather than the larger rural census tracts. Numbers of 

single family dwellings actually increased by 56%, which was the most out of any 

neighbourhood category. Coupled with the virtually unchanged population and dwelling 

densities in rural census tracts in Figures 2 and 3, it is likely that the majority of these 

new single family dwellings were constructed in exurban and rural greenfields. At the 

same time, other dwelling types increased by almost 150%. 

4.2.5 – Housing Characteristics - Age

 Proportions and numbers of older housing stock are expected to decrease 

over time, but their rates of decline varied from neighbourhood to neighbourhood (see 

Figures 5 and 6).  Proportions of older housing stock in 2006 would depend on the 

numbers of housing stock built after 1980. Lower numbers of newer housing stock would 

limit the decline in the proportions of housing stock, while the opposite would be true for 

higher numbers of newer housing stock. 

 By 2006, 50% of the housing stock in the CMA was constructed post-1980. 

The slowest rates of decline were observed in the stable and inner city filtered 

neighbourhoods, both of which retained more than a 50% proportion of older housing 

stock. In both of these neighbourhood categories, newer dwellings were primarily 

constructed at the cost of pre-1971 housing as seen in Figures 5 and 6 and Table 7. 

The pre-1946 housing stock never accounted for a high proportion of the total housing 

stock, only constituting 18% and 8% of all housing in stable and inner city filtered 

neighbourhoods respectively in 1981. By 2006, proportions had declined to 8% and 3% 

respectively. Proportionally, the greatest decline was with the stock built between 1946 
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Figure 5: Age distribution of dwellings in stable, filtered, and gentrified neighbourhoods in the inner city 
and suburbs, 1981

Figure 6: Age distribution of dwellings in stable, filtered, and gentrified neighbourhoods in the inner city 
and suburbs, 2006
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Table 7: Age distribution of dwellings in stable, filtered, and gentrified neighbourhoods in the inner city 
and suburbs in numbers, 1981-2006

CMA Stable
Inner City 
Filtered

Inner City 
Gentrified

Suburban 
Filtered

Suburban 
Gentrified

Number of 
Dwellings Built 

Before 1946

1981  85,035  66,715  405  11,135  2,415  4,365 

2006  67,075  52,765  225  9,710  1,450  2,925 

% Change -21% -21% -44% -13% -40% -33%

Number of 
Dwellings Built 

Between 1946 and 
1960

1981  113,345  92,890  1,290  5,170  8,965  5,030 

2006  87,725  73,270  1,020  3,685  6,245  3,505 

% Change -23% -21% -21% -29% -30% -30%

Number of 
Dwellings Built 

Between 1961 and 
1970

1981  117,070  95,215  1,615  4,165  10,535  5,540 

2006  102,885  82,960  1,445  4,350  9,425  4,705 

% Change -12% -13% -11% 4% -11% -15%

Number of 
Dwellings Built 

Between 1971 and 
1980

1981  142,365  106,750  1,795  5,010  17,025  11,785 

2006  151,420  115,835  1,965  5,005  17,275  11,340 

% Change 6% 9% 9% -0% 1% -4%
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and 1970, which was reduced from 52% to 25% in the stable neighbourhoods and from 

57% to 32% in inner city filtered neighbourhoods. 

 The majority of the new housing constructed in inner city filtered neighbourhoods 

were in other housing types such as townhomes and low rise apartments. Any decline in 

the number of any housing type in Table 6 would indicate that only a limited amount of 

new construction of that housing type had occurred, barring any sort of large scale urban 

renewal. Since high rise apartments and single family dwellings had declined, this meant 

that the majority of the 40% post-1980 housing stock seen in Figure 6 had to be other 

housing types. In turn, this illustrated how housing preferences in the inner city filtered 

neighbourhoods shifted away from high rise apartments and single family dwellings 

toward alternative housing types. 

 Suburban filtered neighbourhoods had the third-most new housing stock with 52% 

of its housing stock being constructed post-1980. New construction in suburban filtered 

neighbourhoods consisted of all housing types, but with a greater emphasis on high 

rise apartments and other dwelling types. This was because the number of all housing 

types in suburban filtered neighbourhoods increased as seen in Table 6. For that to be 

possible, the volume of new construction had to be greater than any losses over the 25 

years. Similar to their inner city counterparts, much of the new housing came at the cost 

of dwellings constructed prior to 1971. What once accounted for 50% of the housing stock 

in 1980 now only made up 22% of the housing stock in 2006 due to the sharp declines 

in the numbers of pre-1971 housing stock as seen in Table 7. The newer housing was 

also unlikely to have been built at the cost of dwellings constructed between 1971 and 

1980 because the latter figure actually increased by 3% by 2006. However, It did have an 
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effect on the proportion of dwellings constructed between 1971 and 1980 pushing it down 

from 44% to 24% by 2006. 

 The inner city and suburban gentrified neighbourhoods had the highest rates 

of new construction. The new construction in suburban gentrified neighbourhoods 

consisted of all types of housing as numbers of high rise apartments, single family 

dwellings, and other housing types soared above their 1981 levels. As a result, 63% of 

all dwellings in suburban gentrified neighbourhoods were constructed post-1980. This 

new construction came at a heavy cost to the housing stock built prior to 1961 with 

comparatively fewer losses to the housing stock built between 1961 and 1980. In terms of 

numbers, 33% of pre-1946 dwellings and 30% of those built between 1946 and 1960 were 

lost over the 25-year study period. 

 New construction in the inner city appeared in the form of high rise apartments 

and other, non-single family housing types as seen in Table 6. Similar to the suburban 

gentrified neighbourhoods, new construction came at the cost of pre-1961 housing 

in the inner city gentrified neighbourhoods, particularly those constructed between 

1946 and 1960. Almost 30% of dwellings built during this period were lost between 

1981 and 2006. Meanwhile, the pre-1946 housing stock was the only other period of 

construction to register any considerable loss to their numbers in the inner city gentrified 

neighbourhoods. Only 13% of its pre-1946 housing stock was lost between 1981 and 

2006, which allowed the inner city gentrified neighbourhoods to retain the highest 

proportion of the oldest housing stock in both 1981 and 2006 as seen in Figures 5 and 

6. Coupled with the household characteristics in Section 4.2.2, this provided some 

evidence of negative filtering of the oldest housing stock as described by Skaburskis 
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(2006).

4.2.6 – Summary of Full Range Decile Analysis

 Inner city gentrification was found to be in areas closest to the CBD and 

along a major arterial street in Vancouver. Significant filtering was clustered in the 

immediate suburbs of Richmond and Burnaby, and to a lesser extent, West Vancouver. 

Coincidentally, many of the filtered census tracts were located in or around suburban 

malls, which pointed to the need to study the impacts of suburban malls on surrounding 

neighbourhoods and the need to consider infill development to stem further filtering. 

Much of the gentrification recorded in the suburban, exurban, and rural areas was 

actually greenfield development as numbers of all housing types increased between 1981 

and 2006. There was, however, some suburban gentrification in New Westminster and 

White Rock. 

 The household characteristics revealed that the inner city filtered census tracts 

stagnated with new populations essentially replicating the same economic outcomes 

as their predecessors in 1981. Meanwhile, suburban filtered neighbourhoods actually 

declined with proportions of low income households increasing significantly over the 

25-year period. Populations in the gentrified census tracts varied depending on whether 

it was an inner city or suburban neighbourhood. In the inner city, well-educated young 

adults and immigrants were a key demographic in gentrified neighbourhoods. In the 

suburbs, it was a population of older, non-immigrant, and comparatively less educated 

adults. 

 Employment outcomes were affected by the transition from a staples economy to 
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a knowledge economy. Labour force participation and unemployment rates experienced 

negative outcomes in all but the gentrified census tracts. The locational preferences of 

those employed in the knowledge sector likely buoyed the employment indicators in the 

gentrified census tracts (Barnes & Hutton, 2009). 

 The housing stock shifted immensely over the 25 years. New construction came 

at the cost of pre-1971 housing in the filtered neighbourhoods and pre-1961 housing 

in the gentrified neighbourhoods. Suburbs had some of the highest proportions of 

new construction due to a general expansion of all housing types between 1981 and 

2006. New construction in the inner city filtered neighbourhoods was found to be 

heavily concentrated on non-high rise, non-single family housing types. Their gentrified 

counterparts, however, had a strong preference for high rise apartments while also 

maintaining roughly the same number of other non-single family housing types. 

4.3 – Lowest Decile Analysis

4.3.1 – Situating Lowest Decile Neighbourhoods in Metro Vancouver

 There were some notable spatial patterns for the lowest decile neighbourhoods 

that emerged in Metro Vancouver between 1981 and 2006 as seen in Figure 7. First, 

there were two major clusters of stable, low income neighbourhoods remained in 

the lowest income decile. One of the clusters was centred in Vancouver’s Downtown 

Eastside – an area that has long been known for its deep poverty (Ley & Lynch, 2012). 

This cluster does, however, stretch beyond the Downtown Eastside to include parts of 

the Mount Pleasant and Grandview-Woodland areas. The other cluster was located in 

Surrey, specifically in parts of Whalley and Guildford which, as mentioned before, share a 
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similar sense of notoriety with the Downtown Eastside. 

 Second, many of the census tracts that have declined into the lowest decile are 

located on the fringes of Vancouver or the inner suburbs of Burnaby and Richmond. 

It should be noted that some of the declining census tracts shown in Figure 7 do not 

appear in Figure 4 because they only declined by 2 or fewer deciles. These include the 

Marpole and South Vancouver areas in Vancouver, and Metrotown in Burnaby. These 

were areas that were in danger of becoming filtered census tracts if no intervention 

occurred after 2006. The sole census tract in the outer suburbs that declined into the 

lowest decile was located in Surrey where the Trans-Canada Highway (Highway 1) 

intersects with the South Fraser Perimeter Road (Highway 17) along the southern shore 

of the Fraser River. This may have been the result of a “spillover effect” similar to what 

Lupton and Power (2004) had described.

 Lastly, most of the census tracts that rose from the lowest decile surround 

Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside. These census tracts are within the downtown core, 

Yaletown, and Kensington-Cedar Cottage areas of Vancouver. The Kensington-Cedar 

Cottage, Maple Ridge, City of Langley, and one of the New Westminster census tracts 

in Figure 7 are not shown as gentrified in Figure 4, which indicated that these particular 

census tracts only increased by 2 or fewer deciles from 1981. As such, these were 

potentially gentrifying census tracts by 2006. 

 The declining suburbs and the improvement of inner city areas highlighted a 

common trend observed in gentrification studies: the relocation of the relatively affluent 

to the inner city, especially in areas close to the central business district, and the 

displacement of the lowest income households into the suburbs (Lees, Slater & Wyly, 
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2008; Ley & Lynch, 2012). 

4.3.2 – Household Characteristics

 The 25-year period between 1981 and 2006 has seen immense population 

growth for Metro Vancouver, but this growth varied across the three neighbourhood 

categories (see Table 8). Stable neighbourhoods grew by a respectable 29%, but this was 

dwarfed by population increases of 91% in declining neighbourhoods and 87% in rising 

neighbourhoods. 

  The remarkable population growth in declining and rising neighbourhoods was 

made possible by two separate factors. For declining neighbourhoods, it was driven by 

the boom in the immigrant population, which skyrocketed from accounting for 32% of 

the total population in these neighbourhoods to 63% by 2006. This was accompanied by 

an 11% increase in the average household size, which made declining neighbourhoods 

the only category which experienced any increase to average household size. For rising 

neighbourhoods, an influx of young adults aged 25-39 triggered population growth.

 The economic outcomes for each neighbourhood category were drastically 

different despite proportions of university-educated adults increasing by more than 

twofold across the board. While education is often correlated with income (Skaburskis, 

2012; Skaburskis & Nelson, 2014), that was not entirely the case for Metro Vancouver. 

Only rising neighbourhoods experienced a sharp increase (+45%) to the average 

adjusted household income. Stable neighbourhoods had a modest increase of 10% to 

just over $28,000, but this value remained lower than the average adjusted household 

income of approximately $30,000 in declining neighbourhoods even after the latter 
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Table 8: Household characteristics of stable, declining, and rising neighbourhoods, 1981-2006
a All 1981 dollars adjusted to 2006 dollars using the consumer price index for Canada
b Defined as 20% of average before-tax income on food, shelter, and clothing (Statistics Canada, 2009)

CMA Stable Declining Rising

Total Population

1981  1,266,625  70,085  60,415  68,900 

2006  2,112,803  90,519  115,348  129,003 

% Change 67% 29% 91% 87%

Number of Households

1981  476,715  29,565  27,120  28,425 

2006  815,845  42,905  47,345  64,675 

% Change 71% 45% 75% 128%

Average Household Size

1981 2.71 2.21 2.20 2.18

2006 2.64 2.11 2.44 2.00

% Change -2% -5% 11% -9%

Proportion of 25-39 Year Olds

1981 0.26 0.25 0.25 0.26

2006 0.22 0.26 0.24 0.31

% Change -16% 5% -1% 20%

Average Adjusted Household 
Income

1981 $38,330.32 $25,766.53 $32,709.63 $27,751.81

2006 $47,949.97 $28,363.96 $30,026.38 $40,344.90

% Change 25% 10% -8% 45%

Proportion of Low Income 
Households

1981 0.19 0.37 0.20 0.31

2006 0.17 0.32 0.34 0.21

% Change -8% -15% 72% -33%

Proportion of Adults with 
University Degrees

1981 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.07

2006 0.24 0.19 0.26 0.27

% Change 134% 247% 293% 293%

Proportion of Immigrants

1981 0.29 0.38 0.32 0.35

2006 0.39 0.40 0.63 0.36

% Change 34% 8% 95% 3%
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experienced a decrease of 8% between 1981 and 2006.

 Furthermore, economic outcomes for stable neighbourhoods have shown some 

promise despite being unable to keep pace with higher income neighbourhoods. Most 

notably, the proportion of low income households, which is defined as the use of 20% 

of average before-tax income on food, shelter, and clothing (Statistics Canada, 2009), 

decreased by 7% more than the CMA during the study period. Although the proportion 

of low income households remained high at 32% compared to 17% for the CMA, this 

was a promising step in the right direction.  Meanwhile, the proportion of low income 

households sharply increased by 72% in declining neighbourhoods. This may have 

been exacerbated by an influx of low income immigrants as declining neighbourhoods 

ultimately ended up with a proportion (34%) than stable neighbourhoods (32%) by 2006. 

In essence, the stable and declining neighbourhoods were becoming home to the 

well-educated poor. This ran counter to the correlation between income and education 

(Skaburskis, 2012; Skaburskis & Nelson, 2014), but may be consistent with early phases 

of the ahistorical stage models of gentrification outlined in Chapter 2. Meanwhile, rising 

neighbourhoods were becoming home to a younger, well-educated, and wealthier 

population, which was in line with the household characteristics profile of (potentially) 

gentrifying neighbourhoods identified by Meligrana & Skaburskis (2005). 

4.2.3 – Employment

 Labour force participation for declining neighbourhoods decreased to 2 

percentage points below stable neighbourhoods as seen in Table 9. Despite a sharp 

increase in unemployment by a factor of 29%, the unemployment rate in declining 
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CMA Stable Declining Rising

Labour Force Participation

1981 0.67 0.63 0.68 0.65

2006 0.66 0.64 0.62 0.67

% Change -2% 2% -10% 4%

Unemployment Rate

1981 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.08

2006 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.06

% Change 8% -5% 29% -20%

Table 9: Employment characteristics of stable, declining, and rising neighbourhoods, 1981-2006
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neighbourhoods remained relatively lower (6.7%) than stable neighbourhoods (7.5%). 

Both of these employment indicators for stable and declining neighbourhoods, however, 

were worse off than rising neighbourhoods and the CMA as a whole. 

 Employment indicators observed for each neighbourhood category changed 

in the same direction as average adjusted household income.  Stable and rising 

neighbourhoods experienced minor to moderate positive changes to labour force 

participation and the unemployment rate. In turn, these positive changes may have 

resulted in the increase to average adjusted household income in stable and rising 

neighbourhoods. However, the sharp income discrepancy between these two 

neighbourhood categories is unlikely to have been solely the result of the slightly higher 

labour force participation and lower unemployment rate in rising neighbourhoods.

   Meanwhile, declining neighbourhoods experienced negative changes to labour 

force participation and unemployment, coinciding with the 8% decrease in average 

adjusted household income observed in Table 8. Labour force participation dropped by a 

factor of 10% while unemployment increased by 1.5 percentage points from 5.2% to 6.7% 

in 2006. Similar to the prevalence of low income indicator for declining neighbourhoods, 

labour force participation and the unemployment rate may have been influenced by the 

substantial increase in the immigrant population over the 25-year period. 

4.2.4 – Housing Characteristics – Tenure, Type, and Value

 The lowest decile neighbourhoods experienced monumental shifts in housing 

tenure and housing stock choices as seen in Table 10. Homeownership rose across all 

neighbourhood categories, outpacing the CMA in terms of percentage change from 1981. 
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CMA Stable Declining Rising

Total Number of Units

1981  476,749  29,557  27,130  28,411 

2006  815,915  42,935  47,340  64,675 

% Change 71% 45% 74% 128%

Proportion of Dwellings 
Owned

1981 0.58 0.28 0.38 0.32

2006 0.65 0.35 0.53 0.46

% Change 11% 27% 41% 43%

Proportion of High Rise 
Apartments (5+ Storeys)

1981 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.15

2006 0.27 0.61 0.47 0.36

% Change 169% 493% 317% 133%

Proportion of Single 
Family Dwellings

1981 0.57 0.26 0.37 0.35

2006 0.35 0.09 0.11 0.08

% Change -39% -64% -69% -76%

Proportion of Other 
Dwellings

1981 0.31 0.63 0.52 0.49

2006 0.38 0.30 0.42 0.56

% Change 21% -53% -20% 13%

Average Dwelling Valuea

1981 $398,030.70 $296,756.78 $331,780.31 $309,175.84

2006 $547,383.40 $363,875.38 $370,376.47 $411,980.84

% Change 38% 23% 12% 33%

Average Gross Renta

1981 $1,060.70 $801.67 $907.15 $861.83

2006 $964.50 $686.19 $821.88 $886.33

% Change -9% -14% -9% 3%

Table 10: Housing stock and tenure characteristics of stable, declining, and rising neighbourhoods in 
proportions and averages, 1981-2006
aAll 1981 dollars adjusted to 2006 dollars using the consumer price index for Canada
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In terms of proportions, however, homeownership in stable (+35%), declining (+53%), and 

rising neighbourhoods (+46%) remained relatively lower than the CMA level of 65%. 

 Rising homeownership was fueled by the astounding increases to numbers of 

high-rise apartment units across all neighbourhood categories. Single family dwellings 

and other dwelling types (e.g. townhomes) are more likely to be owned, but both of these 

housing categories either decreased or experienced comparatively moderate growth 

as seen in Tables 10 and 11. Despite roughly 50-65% of dwellings being rented by 2006 

as seen in Table 10, many of the additional high-rise apartment units must have been 

owned for the homeownership rate to rise because numbers of single family dwellings 

and other dwelling types either declined harshly or grew only moderately (see Table 

11). This is possible because apartments can be a more affordable non-rental option to 

lower income households than single family dwellings or other types of housing (Blomley, 

1997).

  Coinciding with the positive changes in dwelling ownership, proportions of rented 

dwellings decreased across all neighbourhood categories, but remained higher than the 

CMA level of 35%. The lowered demand for rentals may have resulted in the decreases 

to the average gross rents observed in stable and declining neighbourhoods as seen in 

Table 10. It is less clear as to how average gross rent in rising neighbourhoods remained 

stable despite the decreased demand for rentals. One possible explanation may be 

the preference for other dwelling types (e.g. townhomes or low-rise apartments) that 

are able to demand higher rents than high-rise apartments. Unlike stable or declining 

neighbourhoods, rising neighbourhoods saw increases to the proportion (+13%) and 

number of other dwelling types (+158%).  
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CMA Stable Declining Rising

Number of Dwellings Owned

1981  278,890  8,200  10,205  9,095 

2006  530,595  15,125  25,035  29,510 

% Change 90% 84% 145% 224%

Number of High Rise Apartments (5+ 

Storeys)

1981  47,210  3,035  3,060  4,335 

2006  217,555  26,245  22,315  23,065 

% Change 361% 765% 629% 432%

Number of Single Family Dwellings

1981  273,690  7,660  9,890  9,920 

2006  287,575  3,995  5,395  5,445 

% Change 5% -48% -45% -45%

Number of Other Dwellings

1981 149990 18740 14100 14030

2006 310910 12660 19645 36215

% Change 107% -32% 39% 158%

Table 11: Housing stock and tenure characteristics for stable, declining, and rising neighbourhoods in 
numbers, 1981-2006
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 There were two other notable trends observed in Tables 10 and 11. The first 

was the apparent shift in housing type preferences away from single family dwellings. 

All neighbourhood categories experienced a drop in the proportion of single family 

dwellings ranging from 64% to 76% while numbers of single family dwellings decreased 

by 45-48%. Meanwhile, high-rise apartments more than doubled in terms of proportion 

and soared by over 400% in terms of number. Numbers of other dwelling types declined 

by 32% in stable neighbourhoods, but increased by 39% and 158% in declining and rising 

neighbourhoods. Overall, this indicated that much of the new construction in declining 

and rising neighbourhoods were in high rise apartments and other, non-single family 

housing types and that virtually all of the new construction in stable neighbourhoods 

were in high rise apartments. 

 The second was the increase in average dwelling value across all neighbourhood 

categories and the CMA. Rising average dwelling values were outpacing declines in the 

prevalence of low income and increases to average adjusted household income, which 

could eventually make even the lowest end housing unaffordable for potential migrants 

to Metro Vancouver in the near future. 

4.2.5 – Housing Characteristics - Age

 Comparing the ages of the housing stock across stable, declining, and rising 

neighbourhoods produced some interesting results as seen in Figures 8 and 9. Stable 

neighbourhoods comparatively experienced the slowest rates of decline to their 

housing stock regardless of their period of construction. In terms of proportions, stable 

neighbourhoods had the highest proportion of dwellings built before 1981, accounting 
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Figure 8: Distribution of housing stock by period of construction in stable, declining, and rising 
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Figure 9: Distribution of housing stock by period of construction in stable, declining, and rising 
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for just over 60% of all dwellings in these neighbourhoods by 2006. In terms of numbers, 

there was actually an increase in the number of dwellings built prior to 1946 as seen in 

Table 12. Similar to what was observed in Toronto by Skaburskis and Nelson (2014), this 

increase was likely due to conversions that added units.

 Conversions were even more pronounced in rising neighbourhoods with numbers 

of dwellings constructed prior to 1946 increasing by 24% since 1981. Stable and rising 

neighbourhoods were mostly found in the oldest parts of Vancouver in what was once a 

bustling downtown core. These areas contained the city’s greatest concentration of listed 

commercial heritage buildings (Ley & Dobson, 2008). Conversions of some of these 

commercial buildings likely helped to increase the number of pre-1946 dwellings above 

1981 levels. Despite this increase in numbers, proportions of pre-1946 dwellings dropped 

from 30% to 16% due to the sheer number of post-1981 dwellings constructed.

 Counter to what filtering theory would suggest, declining neighbourhoods had 

the highest proportions of newer housing stock. While the distribution of the housing 

stock seen in Figure 9 showed that declining neighbourhoods do not have the highest 

proportion of the newest housing stock, these neighbourhoods did have the highest 

proportion of dwellings constructed from 1971 onward. Over 70% of all dwellings in 

declining neighbourhoods were built after 1971. Much of this relatively newer housing, 

however, was built at the expense of dwellings constructed prior to 1971. Losses to pre-

1971 housing stock ranged from almost 25% to 50%, which was significantly greater 

than any other decrease observed in any construction period for stable and rising 

neighbourhoods. This was reflected in the numbers of dwellings from each construction 

period in Table 12 as decreases were recorded in each construction period prior to 1971 
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CMA Stable Declining Rising

Number of Dwellings Built Before 1946

1981  85,035  5,675  2,690  8,395 

2006  67,075  6,090  1,355  10,405 

% Change -21% 7% -50% 24%

Number of Dwellings Built Between 
1946 and 1960

1981  113,345  5,225  6,890  5,870 

2006  87,725  4,605  4,530  4,715 

% Change -23% -12% -34% -20%

Number of Dwellings Built Between 1961 
and 1970

1981  117,070  8,175  9,045  6,795 

2006  102,885  6,910  6,910  5,680 

% Change -12% -15% -24% -16%

Number of Dwellings Built Between 1971 
and 1980

1981  142,365  9,545  7,970  6,755 

2006  151,420  9,320  8,915  6,870 

% Change 6% -2% 12% 2%

Table 12: Numbers of dwellings by period of construction in stable, declining, and rising neighbourhoods, 
1981-2006
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for declining neighbourhoods. 

 Rising neighbourhoods had the highest proportion of post-1981 dwellings and 

pre-1946 dwellings. Much of the post-1981 housing stock perhaps came at the expense of 

dwellings constructed between 1946 and 1970 which declined from accounting for nearly 

60% of dwellings in 1981 to only 25% by 2006.

4.2.6 – Summary of Lowest Decile Analysis

 Monumental shifts occurred in the lowest decile over the 25-year study period. 

Despite remaining in the lowest income decile, stable neighbourhoods overall have 

experienced positive changes. Average adjusted household incomes have increased 

while the proportions of low income households has decreased. Many residents are well-

educated and participate in the workforce, but unemployment was higher than any other 

neighbourhood category. In terms of housing, homeownership rates have increased 

significantly due to the large number of ostensibly affordable apartments that were built. 

Much of the housing stock, however, is older with just over 60% of the entire housing 

stock in stable neighbourhoods being built prior to 1981. 

 Declining neighbourhoods, as their name suggests, experienced either negative 

changes or minor positive changes across most indicators. An influx of low income 

immigrants contributed to the decline in average adjusted household income and the 

sharp increase to the proportion of low income households despite comparable rates 

of labour force participation, lower unemployment than stable neighbourhoods, and 

having higher proportions of university-educated adults. Like other neighbourhoods, 

homeownership rates soared due to increases in the number of apartments and the 
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decreases in the number of single family dwellings. Over 70% of the entire housing stock 

in declining neighbourhoods was built after 1971, which is counter to what filtering theory 

would suggest.

 Rising neighbourhoods had mostly positive changes over the study period. Higher 

proportions of young, well-educated adults helped rising neighbourhoods to outpace 

stable neighbourhoods in terms of increases to average adjusted household incomes 

and decreases to the proportion of low income households. Unlike other neighbourhood 

categories, proportions and numbers of apartments had a more limited, but considerable 

effect on the homeownership rates. Instead, increases to other types of dwellings such 

as townhomes or low-rise apartments also helped to increase homeownership rates. A 

majority of the housing stock was built post-1981, but rising neighbourhoods retained the 

highest proportion of pre-1946 dwellings largely due to conversions that added units. 
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Chapter 5: Key Informant Interviews
 Four key informant interviews with planners and academics were conducted 

to confirm the quantitative and spatial findings from Chapter 4 and to understand 

some of the reasons behind the changes observed. This chapter summarizes the 

responses according to the following five themes from the interviews: (1) population; (2) 

employment; (3) housing stock; (4) location; and (5) policy and planning. 

5.1 - Population

 Demographic shifts have contributed to gentrification and filtering. In the 

inner city, particularly in the downtown core, gentrification was led by some wealthy 

immigrants, but mostly by a growing proportion of relatively wealthy, local, non-visible 

minority groups. It was noted, however, that some of the gentrification that occurred was 

the result of older populations aging out of the inner city. Retirees essentially capitalized 

on the increasing land and property values in Vancouver by selling their homes, which 

were typically from some of the oldest housing stock and the immediate post-war era, 

and relocating outside of Vancouver. The affluent, younger populations who could 

afford them purchased those homes and either renovated or redeveloped them to suit 

contemporary needs. Meanwhile, some young families were drawn out of the inner city 

precisely because of the costs of real estate in Vancouver compared to the suburbs. One 

of the main draws of the suburbs was that one could purchase a comparatively larger lot 

and newer home than what was available in Vancouver for the same price.  

 The suburbs, particularly Richmond and Surrey and to a lesser extent, Burnaby 

and Coquitlam, became ethnic enclaves and landing zones for new immigrants. Scores 
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of Chinese immigrants settled in Richmond. Surrey became home to many immigrants 

of Indian origin. Burnaby and Coquitlam saw more mixed ethnic compositions of new 

immigrants. Meanwhile, middle class white families aged out of these suburbs and 

ostensibly moved farther out due to the comparatively low cost of homeownership in the 

outer suburbs.  

5.2 - Employment

 A typical response to city development in and around 1981 was to bring 

employment closer to residential areas. That, however, was not the case for most 

of Metro Vancouver. Interviewees reported no significant changes to employment 

opportunities in either the gentrified or filtered neighbourhoods. Rather, the response 

from the City of Vancouver was to bring residential living closer to employment. This was 

made possible by the structural shift in employment away from primary industries toward 

a service-based economy. This shift freed up former industrial sites (e.g. Coal Harbour, 

False Creek) along the downtown waterfront, which were subsequently redeveloped 

into residential areas targeting the relatively affluent for reasons that will be mentioned 

later on. Many of these residences were occupied by those employed in the growing 

professional and managerial sector. Residents of the lowest income neighbourhoods 

were largely employed in primary industries, but were not deeply affected by the 

economic shift because many of them were already retired or chronically unemployed. 

Overall, this suggested that there was a link between residential incomes and the labour 

markets, and more specifically, between gentrification and the growth of professional 

sector jobs. 
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5.3 - Housing Stock

 Housing prices have had a tremendous effect on the form of the housing stock 

in gentrified and filtered neighbourhoods. Large numbers of inner city bungalows 

previously occupied by older populations were purchased by younger, relatively affluent 

populations and were renovated or redeveloped into other housing types to suit 

contemporary housing demands. Similar processes were occurring for other types older 

housing stock. The question to the City of Vancouver at the time was how they could 

prevent gentrification from spiraling out of control and retain the older housing stock as 

an affordable option for lower income residents. The response, as hinted at in Section 

5.2, was to permit the construction of enormous numbers of condominium units. Many 

of these units were targeted toward the relatively affluent and were constructed on 

former brownfields. In theory, the smaller unit sizes would lower the cost of purchasing 

a home and new construction on what was largely uninhabited land would help to 

relieve development pressures on older neighbourhoods and social housing. To put it 

another way, the City of Vancouver directed gentrification toward relatively low dwelling 

density areas so as to maintain existing communities in older neighbourhoods. The latter 

enjoyed some success, but housing prices continued to soar over the 25-year period. 

 The suburbs were a more cost effective option than living in Vancouver. For 

large segments of the working poor and the new immigrant populations, lower rents in 

the suburbs kept older apartments and secondary suites as an affordable option. For 

families, one could purchase a comparatively larger lot and home in the suburbs than 

in Vancouver. When they could not, some families decided to purchase one large home 

by pooling their resources. This was common amongst the South Asian community in 
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Surrey where multiple generations and multiple families resided under one roof. The 

cost effectiveness of the suburbs, however, started to dwindle during the 1990s as 

lot sizes declined and housing types shifted in favour of higher density forms such as 

condominiums, townhouses, and rowhouses. 

 Limited numbers of social housing were built during the study period because 

federal funding for social housing was slashed during the 1980s. Social housing was said 

to have enjoyed increases of around 2000 units a year in the 1970s. Merely a decade 

later, this declined to a trickle of less than 100 units per year by the 1980s. The provincial 

government was unable to match the same level of funding that the federal government 

previously had, which left municipalities struggling to construct new social housing units 

and to maintain the existing social housing stock. Some social housing was constructed 

on city-owned land such as Champlain Heights in the southeast corner of Vancouver and 

along the south shore of False Creek. Inclusionary zoning policies have helped to create 

some non-market housing all over Vancouver. Most of the social housing, however, was 

still concentrated in Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside and some smaller pockets in the 

older suburbs. 

5.4 - Location

 Interviewees agreed that the working poor were being pushed out of the inner 

city. If they could afford it, they chose to live adjacent to the Skytrain. However, transit-

oriented developments, which tend to encourage high densities closer to a rapid transit 

station, have led to a boom in condominium apartment developments directly adjacent 

to the Skytrain. Coupled with the rising prices for condominium units, poorer households 
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are forced to locate farther away from Skytrain stations. While most were still within 

a short bus ride away from the stations, many were affected by the diminished bus 

service frequency in the lower density areas in the suburbs. This confirmed many of the 

findings of decline in the inner suburbs and helped to explain why some of the census 

tracts adjacent to Skytrain stations in the suburbs had declined. The lowest income 

households, however, remained in the inner city. These residents were unable to afford 

living on their own outside of non-market housing or needed the social services that was 

most readily available in the Downtown Eastside. 

 The City of Vancouver did not experience much decline. The new housing stock 

that was built on largely unoccupied land such as the downtown waterfront kept the 

pressure off the older housing stock and social housing. This new housing stock was 

developed with ample services and amenities, which not only served as an excellent 

marketing point but also helped to ensure that they would not poach services and 

amenities from adjacent neighbourhoods. As a result, most new developments did not 

negative affect the outcomes for adjacent neighbourhoods. 

 Interviewees also confirmed that many of the larger suburban census tracts that 

experienced positive changes to their economic outcomes were due to the development 

of former farmlands. These areas included Port Moody, Delta, Surrey, Pitt Meadows, and 

Langley Township.

5.5 - Policy and Planning

 Market forces were driving neighbourhood change in Metro Vancouver. 

Policy and planning exists to mitigate some of the negative effects, but ultimately, 
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the interviewees suggested that governments are unable to stop the gentrification 

process from the private sector. The federal government has the potential to play an 

enormous role in limiting gentrification of lower income neighbourhoods, but it has 

been a non-factor since the 1980s when they slashed the funding for social housing. 

The provincial government, unable to match the same level of funding as the federal 

government of the 1970s, was limited to what they could do and focused on maintaining 

the existing non-market housing stock. They did, however, amend the Condominium 

Act  to permit homeownership of parts of a building rather than the entire building itself. 

This opened up homeownership to a larger segment of the population, which was why 

homeownership grew so rapidly during the 25-year study period. 

 As a result, much of the burden rests upon the shoulders of municipal 

governments to devise innovative solutions to manage gentrification. Several actions 

were taken by the municipalities of Metro Vancouver. First and foremost, municipalities 

have tried to maintain the existing non-market housing stock like the provincial 

government has. Second, inclusionary zoning policies and permitting the construction of 

more affordable housing options such as laneway housing or secondary suites allowed 

more people from lower income households to remain in the inner city rather than being 

pushed out by the relatively affluent. Third, rate of change legislation controlling the 

number of conversions and demolitions in certain areas enabled municipalities to retain 

higher proportions of low income housing stock. Fourth, redevelopment of brownfield 

sites and new development on greenfield sites enabled municipalities to grow without 

destroying existing older neighbourhoods. It is important to note, however, that some 

of the tools available to the City of Vancouver are not permitted elsewhere in Metro 
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Vancouver by virtue of the Vancouver Charter and the Local Government Act. 

  Interviewees keyed in on social housing and the provision of other low-cost 

housing options as one of the primary planning interventions moving forward. Such an 

intervention would require the federal government to become a player in social housing 

once again. In doing so, it was cautioned that there needs to be a plan that shows how 

low income people will actually be accommodated rather than through speculation. Two 

other policy interventions were recommended to tackle the issue of affordability. The 

first was to heavily tax investor-owned properties. Absent owners, many of whom are 

foreign investors and wealthy immigrants, have contributed to the heated real estate 

market. Increasing taxes on investor properties may alleviate some of the price wars that 

are driving housing prices above asking prices. Furthermore, tax revenues may be used 

to fund new social housing in the city. The second was to move towards a livable wage 

system. Costs of living in the inner city became increasingly unaffordable to the working 

poor, which drove people farther away from Vancouver into the suburbs or out of the 

region. Providing a livable wage would ostensibly allow people to afford the costs of 

housing in Metro Vancouver. 

5.6 - Summary of Key Informant Interviews

 Many of the comments from the interviewees indicated that market forces 

were driving neighbourhood change. In the inner city, wealthy immigrants and local 

non-immigrants populations purchased and renovated or redeveloped large numbers 

of bungalows from retirees that wanted to capitalize on rising housing prices. These 

gentrification pressures prompted the City of Vancouver to redevelop brownfields 
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and to develop greenfield sites in order to permit growth without destroying existing 

neighbourhoods. This was made possible by the structural changes in employment from 

primary industries to a service-based economy, which freed up large tracts of former 

industrial land to be redeveloped. Most of these sites were redeveloped with high 

density condominiums, which were slightly more affordable options than lower density 

homes in Vancouver. 

 The suburbs attracted a different crowd. Rising housing prices pushed the 

working poor out of the inner city into aging apartments and secondary suites in the 

suburbs. The relative affordability of the suburbs made them an attractive landing 

zone for new immigrants, particularly the Chinese in Richmond and South Asians in 

Surrey. Some young families, who could afford to live in Vancouver, were drawn to the 

suburbs because they could purchase a larger lot and home for the same price. The 

cost effectiveness of the suburbs, however, declined during the study period as lot sizes 

shrunk and more condominiums, townhomes, and rowhouses were built. 

 There was little that governments could do to stop the march of gentrification. 

The federal government went from being a key player in the provision of social housing 

to being virtually non-existent. The provincial government was unable to bear the 

burden and decided to focus on maintaining the existing housing stock. The municipal 

governments adopted several policies and planning initiatives such as rate of change 

legislation controlling conversions or demolitions to manage gentrification, but market 

forces would eventually gentrify neighbourhoods where demand is high. 

 To be effective at mitigating gentrification in Metro Vancouver, it will be necessary 

to increase numbers of social housing. In doing so, planners must be specific in how to 
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accommodate low income households rather than speculate. This, however, is unlikely 

unless the federal government returns as a major player in social housing. Other policy 

interventions included taxing investor-owned properties and moving towards a livable 

wage system. Both of these ostensibly address the affordability issues of living in Metro 

Vancouver. 
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Chapter 6 - Conclusions and Discussion 
  This report has documented the extent and location of neighbourhood 

change in Metro Vancouver between the 1981 and 2006 censuses. Quantitative 

changes to household, employment, and dwelling indicators were explored alongside 

spatial changes to income neighbourhoods and population and dwelling densities. 

In doing so, two separate analyses were conducted. The first looked at all income 

neighbourhoods while the second honed in on the changes that affected the lowest 

income neighbourhoods. These analyses were supplemented with key informant 

interviews, which confirmed many of the findings in the quantitative and spatial analyses 

while elucidating why some of these changes occurred. The findings of this report may 

aid planners in identifying neighbourhoods where greater planning intervention may be 

needed. The following section summarizes the key findings from the quantitative and 

spatial analyses and the key informant interviews. This chapter concludes with a brief 

discussion on some of the possible policy and planning interventions that may alleviate 

neighbourhood decline. 

6.1 - Summary of Key Findings

6.1.1 - Zones of Neighbourhood Change

 The analyses revealed three ‘zones’ with distinct neighbourhood changes. The 

first zone was found in the inner city in downtown and along a major arterial street 

where gentrification occurred. Previous studies already indicated that gentrification 

had occurred during this period in these same areas (Meligrana & Skaburskis, 2005; 

Ley & Lynch, 2012). The second zone was located primarily in the immediate suburbs of 
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Richmond and Burnaby. Much of the decline in all of Metro Vancouver was concentrated 

along Skytrain lines and in or around major shopping centres. The outer suburbs 

constituted the third zone. Two processes were occurring in this zone. First, greenfield 

development improved the outcomes of large exurban and rural census tracts in 

Port Moody, Delta, Surrey, Pitt Meadows, and Langley Township. Second, suburban 

gentrification affected New Westminster and White Rock.

6.1.2 - Shifting Demographics

 Overall, Metro Vancouver was home to an aging population. Populations of 

young adults and immigrants who were well-educated contributed to gentrification in 

Metro Vancouver. Education alone, however, was insufficient to improve the economic 

outcomes of filtered and declining census tracts. These types of neighbourhoods 

became home to the well-educated poor as economic outcomes either stagnated or 

declined compared to their 1981 levels. Key informant interviews revealed that these 

neighbourhoods, which were primarily located in the inner suburbs, were landing zones 

for new immigrants of Chinese origin in Richmond and South Asian origin in Surrey. The 

chronically impoverished neighbourhoods were also home to the well-educated poor, but 

economic outcomes improved slightly over the 25-year period. These neighbourhoods, 

however, still have a long way to go to bridge the widening income gap. 

6.1.3 - Effects of a Transitioning Economy

 The transition from a staples economy to a service-based economy triggered 

numerous changes to the cityscape and the demographics of the region. The transition 
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freed up former industrial sites, particularly along the downtown waterfront. The City of 

Vancouver, seeking a way to manage gentrification, took advantage of these sites by 

developing them as desirable residential areas. In doing so, they were able to alleviate 

some of the pressure on the more affordable older housing stock elsewhere in the city. 

6.1.4 - The Condominium Boom and Suburban Greenfield Developments

 Rising housing prices and gentrification pressures prompted changes to the 

Condominium Act to permit homeownership of parts of a building rather than requiring 

ownership of the building itself. As a result, homeownership rates soared during the 25-

year period across all neighbourhood categories. This change coupled with the costs of 

housing led to a boom in the number of high rise apartments and, to a lesser extent, low 

rise apartments, townhouses and rowhouses. Meanwhile, proportions of single family 

dwellings declined across all neighbourhood categories. The number of single family 

dwellings in the suburbs, however, actually increased along with numbers of each of the 

other dwelling types, which pointed to suburban expansion. This was verified through 

the key informant interviews where it was pointed out that much of the upward economic 

outcomes observed were due to greenfield development on former farmlands. 

 Rate of change legislation controlling the number of conversions and demolitions 

helped to manage the condominium boom. When new construction did take place, it 

primarily came at the cost of pre-1961 or pre-1971 housing depending on whether the 

census tract was filtered or gentrified over the 25-year period. Gentrified census tracts 

and the lowest income stable and rising census tracts tended to have the highest 

retention rates for the oldest (i.e. pre-1946) housing stock. This observation in the 
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gentrified census tracts pointed to some potential negative filtering where housing prices 

increased with the age of the dwelling similar to what Skaburskis (2006) had observed.  

6.1.5 - The Stagnation of Social Housing

 Municipalities in Metro Vancouver have been struggling to add new social housing 

units after the federal government slashed funding for social housing during the 1980s. 

Innovative measures such as inclusionary zoning and gentrification management tools 

such as rate of change legislation controlling conversions and demolitions, laneway 

housing and secondary suites, and the development/redevelopment of relatively 

uninhabited areas have helped to either add some social housing units or to mitigate 

gentrification pressures on existing social housing units. At the same time, municipalities, 

with some support from the provincial government, have tried to maintain as much of 

the old social housing stock as possible. Moving forward, Metro Vancouver will need the 

federal government to become a social housing player once again if it is to move beyond 

its present state of stagnation for social housing.

6.2 - Discussion

6.2.1 - Trends

 The results of the present study are nearly ten years old. At the time of the 2006 

census, the Millennium Line was only four years old, which was not enough time for any 

new condominium developments to reverse more than two decades of decline in areas 

close to the Skytrain. Furthermore, the Canada Line, which extends from downtown 

Vancouver to Richmond’s city centre, was completed in 2009 (TransLink, 2015). Ongoing 
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development since then may have rendered observations of neighbourhood decline in 

Burnaby and Richmond obsolete. 

 It must be noted, however, that the neighbourhood declines registered in this 

study as seen in the neighbourhood change matrix in Table 1 and its mapped versions in 

Figures 4 and 7 focused on average adjusted household incomes. While observations of 

decline near the SkyTrain lines may be obsolete, the increasing income inequality across 

Metro Vancouver and all other non-income observations may still highlight relevant 

trends. These trends observed over the 25-year study period may serve as a preview 

for the next 25 years. For instance, most of the pre-1961 housing stock was disappearing 

at alarming rate with exception to the pre-1946 housing stock in inner city gentrified 

neighbourhoods. High demand for more affordable housing prices in Metro Vancouver 

spurred condominium apartment developments at the cost of older, low density housing. 

This is likely to continue so long as the housing market in Metro Vancouver remains hot.

 Another key trend that would likely carry into the next 25 years is cultural 

clustering in the suburbs. Richmond and Surrey were particularly popular landing zones 

for new Chinese and South Asian immigrants during the study period. Considering the 

aging baby boomer population and the low birth rate in Canada, it is often said that 

immigrants will be necessary to maintain the population as well as economic growth 

(Freisen, 2012). Most new immigrants will gravitate toward these communities because 

they offer a sense of familiarity stemming from their shared backgrounds.  

6.2.2 - Gentrification and Municipal Responses

 One of the interesting themes that emerged from the interviews was that 
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some degree of gentrification was inevitable in Metro Vancouver. Most reasoned that 

the heated housing market would ultimately price lower income households out of 

gentrifying neighbourhoods. On the individual scale, former residents of gentrifying 

neighbourhoods were complicit because they sold high on aging homes that they 

themselves could not afford to purchase had they done so in the present day. Assuming 

that the new owners move in, the aggregate effect of these transactions shifted upward 

to the neighbourhood and/or city level could amount to gentrification even without 

visible cues such as renovation and/or redevelopment. In this respect, municipalities are 

indeed powerless to halt gentrification because these are private market transactions 

between individuals where they cannot directly intervene. 

 Gentrification presently cannot be stopped even when municipalities augment 

the supply of low cost and social housing through policies and tools such as inclusionary 

zoning, rate of change legislation, laneway housing, secondary suites, and maintaining 

existing stocks of social housing. In developments with a social mix component, market 

units often outnumber non-market units. For example, the Woodward’s redevelopment 

in Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside has about 200 units of non-market units and roughly 

500 units of market condominiums were constructed (BC Housing, 2010). A more recent 

example would be the ongoing Oakridge Centre redevelopment with 280 social housing 

units, 100 units of affordable housing, and 390 units for market rental out of about 2900 

total units (City of Vancouver, 2013). In some cases, affordable and social housing targets 

are not even being met (Bula, 2012). The City of Vancouver has arguably had more 

success redirecting gentrification away from established residential neighbourhoods 

in West End and the Downtown Eastside by facilitating the redevelopment of nearby 
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brownfields as discussed previously in Chapter 5. Data from Chapter 4 also supports 

these observations, as limited to no gentrification was recorded in these areas. Overall, 

these are only partial solutions to the gentrification problem. Coupled with the widening 

income gap, these methods are becoming increasingly ineffective at even slowing 

gentrification. 

6.2.3 - Lessons for Other Cities and Recommendations for Metro Vancouver 

Municipalities

 Several lessons and recommendations may be drawn from the present study 

on Metro Vancouver. First, inner suburban municipalities are perhaps at a higher 

risk for relative neighbourhood decline. In Metro Vancouver, many inner suburban 

neighbourhoods experienced a real decline in their income from 1981 levels. This 

was exacerbated by a sharp increase in the proportion of low income households 

and negative effects on employment indicators. Cheaper housing prices attract lower 

income households, which was a partial reason why decline was observed in inner 

suburban neighbourhoods. A couple of ways in which suburban municipalities could 

help to reverse these negative trends is to provide additional employment services or to 

introduce subsidized work programs. It must be noted, however, that financial support 

from higher levels of government may be required for these recommendations to be 

feasible. 

 Second, most municipalities recognize that some degree of gentrification is 

inevitable and seek to slow its effect on the most vulnerable neighbourhoods. If their 

goal is to divert gentrification pressure from old neighbourhoods, one strategy may 
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be to encourage the redevelopment of industrial lands, particularly those in close 

proximity to large employment areas. The City of Vancouver along with the private sector 

essentially gentrified False Creek, Yaletown, and Coal Harbour, all of which were formerly 

underutilized brownfields with few residents. 

 Third, when the stock of suitable brownfields is exhausted, municipalities must 

explore other options if they wish to keep the pressure off older, more affordable 

neighbourhoods. One of these options is infill greyfield development. Suburban 

shopping malls are perhaps some of the ideal locations for such development. 

Conventional suburban shopping malls have large surface parking lots, which may be 

easily redeveloped with high density residential and office uses. The existing shopping 

malls already provide some entertainment, retail, and recreational uses, which helps to 

minimize the burden on developers and municipalities to provide those uses. Vancouver 

and Burnaby are currently redeveloping some of their shopping centres to include high 

density mixed tenure, mixed income housing. These include Vancouver’s Oakridge 

Centre redevelopment, and Burnaby’s Metrotown and Brentwood Town Centre plans 

(City of Vancouver, 2013; City of Burnaby, 2014; City of Burnaby, 2015).

 As a side note to the previous point, the present study revealed that census 

tracts in close proximity to suburban shopping malls experienced neighbourhood 

decline between 1981 and 2006.  This should serve as a cautionary tale to municipalities 

considering conventional suburban mall developments. At the same time, it provides 

another reason why municipalities should consider redeveloping parking lots in suburban 

shopping malls. 

 The other alternative to brownfield redevelopment is to promote greenfield 
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development. This, however, should be one of the last resorts due to its impact on urban 

quality of life and the environment.

 Fourth, rapid transit development may also help keep the pressure off gentrifiable 

older neighbourhoods as they tend to stimulate transit-oriented developments with high-

priced units adjacent to the station (Duncan, 2010). At the same time, it would improve 

accessibility to employment centres, making transit a more cost-effective option for those 

of more modest means living farther out. 

 Marcuse (1985) made thirteen main policy recommendations to control 

gentrification, many of which are still relevant today and being used in some form in 

Metro Vancouver. Only four will be highlighted here. The first of his recommendations 

was to establish anti-displacement zoning. He envisioned five different types of anti-

displacement zoning: (1) mature development zones; (2) conditional redevelopment 

zones; (3) limited development zones; (4) expansion zones; and (5) inclusionary new 

construction zones. Mature development zones would not allow any new development 

or rehabilitation that would increase rents or prices or displace residents. Conditional 

redevelopment zones would allow some development, but only if displacement only 

occurred in certain areas and only if the resulting community balance is not disrupted. 

Limited development zones  permit development and rehabilitation of vacant homes, 

but only up to a certain number of units. Expansion zones are actively encouraged to be 

developed while inclusionary new construction zones are essentially vacant lands where 

there is no threat of displacement.  In Metro Vancouver, most of these are already being 

achieved through rate of change legislation, conditions attached to the redevelopment of 

low cost housing, and through encouraging brownfield and greyfield redevelopment as 
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discussed earlier. 

 The remaining three main recommendations to be highlighted are tax-related. 

These include anti-speculation, luxury housing, and progressive real property taxes. An 

anti-speculation tax does exist in the form of property transfer tax in British Columbia 

(Government of British Columbia, 2015), but neither luxury housing nor progressive real 

property taxes exist in Metro Vancouver. These types of taxes have come to the forefront 

in recent years due to concerns over growing foreign investment in real estate in Metro 

Vancouver. Most recently, Vancouver Mayor Gregor Robertson wrote an open letter to 

B.C. Premier Christy Clark to address real estate speculation by increasing property 

transfer taxes and other tax measures to discourage quick resale of condominium units 

(CBC News, 2015).

 Overall, it could be said that Metro Vancouver municipalities have many tools that 

are able to manage gentrification. There is room, however, to be more stringent with 

present measures. For example, most new developments today are to have a minimum 

of 20% social housing. This figure could be raised and harsh fines or other punishment 

could be handed down for not meeting those targets. At the same time, municipalities 

could also be less flexible negotiating on proportions of social housing. Another example 

would be to readjust rates of change in certain neighbourhoods to be more restrictive 

than permissive. Of the thirteen policy recommendations from Marcuse (1985), Metro 

Vancouver had all but the luxury housing and progressive real property taxes in some 

form. As such, municipalities in Metro Vancouver could stand to add those two taxes to 

their toolbox in managing gentrification. 
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Appendix A - Quantitative Tables in Absolute Values

CMA Stable
Inner City 
Filtered

Inner City 
Gentrified

Suburban 
Filtered

Suburban 
Gentrified

Number of Young 
Adults aged 25-39 

1981  323,010  256,310  3,270  17,975  27,365  18,090 

2006  454,815  351,305  3,625  35,035  39,455  25,395 

% Change 41% 37% 11% 95% 44% 40%

Number of Adults 
with University 

Degrees

1981  104,785  83,995  1,310  7,625  7,730  4,125 

2006  429,645  322,165  4,525  38,435  40,185  24,335 

% Change 310% 284% 245% 404% 420% 490%

Number of 
Immigrants

1981  372,020  298,040  5,060  18,870  31,920  18,130 

2006  829,455  643,890  9,775  33,855  105,040  36,895 

% Change 123% 116% 93% 79% 229% 104%

Table A2: Household characteristics of stable, filtered and gentrified neighbourhoods in the inner city and 
suburbs by numbers, 1981-2006

CMA Stable
Inner City 
Filtered

Inner City 
Gentrified

Suburban 
Filtered

Suburban 
Gentrified

Population Density

1981 2936.51 3060.55 6090.99 5620.83 2425.72 1141.18

2006 4121.42 3732.88 6308.69 10886.76 3940.93 1661.62

% Change 40% 22% 4% 94% 62% 46%

Dwelling Density

1981 1364.78 1915.54 5430.96 3203.86 1057.37 668.24

2006 1888.65 1987.23 4313.11 6318.09 1696.00 950.63

% Change 38% 4% -21% 97% 60% 42%

Table A1: Population and dwelling densities of of stable, filtered and gentrified neighbourhoods in the 
inner city and suburbs, 1981-2006

CMA Stable
Inner City 

Filtered
Inner City 
Gentrified

Suburban 
Filtered

Suburban 
Gentrified

Number of 
Employed

1981  646,170  515,140  7,335  30,450  58,235  35,010 

2006  1,102,760  859,965  9,095  61,020  94,715  77,965 

% Change 71% 67% 24% 100% 63% 123%

Number of 
Unemployed

1981  35,035  27,965  290  2,160  2,745  1,875 

2006  64,825  50,825  710  3,240  6,630  3,420 

% Change 85% 82% 145% 50% 142% 82%

Table A3: Employment characteristics of stable, filtered and gentrified neighbourhoods in the inner city 
and suburbs by numbers, 1981-2006
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CMA Stable Declining Rising

Number of 25-39 Year Olds

1981  323,010  17,580  14,775  17,665 

2006  454,815  23,780  27,945  39,790 

% Change 41% 35% 89% 125%

Number of Adults with 
University Degrees

1981  104,785  3,150  3,460  3,985 

2006  429,645  14,900  25,945  31,115 

% Change 310% 373% 650% 681%

Number of Immigrants

1981  372,020  26,265  19,405  24,135 

2006  829,455  36,590  72,140  46,680 

% Change 123% 39% 272% 93%

Table A5: Household characteristics of stable, declining, and rising neighbourhoods by numbers, 1981-
2006

CMA Stable Declining Rising

Number of Employed

1981  646,170  33,220  33,365  34,065 

2006  1,102,760  46,170  56,630  72,055 

% Change 71% 39% 70% 112%

Number of Unemployed

1981  35,035  2,845  1,830  2,935 

2006  64,825  3,745  4,070  4,860 

% Change 85% 32% 122% 66%

Table A6: Employment characteristics of stable, declining, and rising neighbourhoods by numbers, 1981-
2006

CMA Stable Declining Rising

Population Density

1981 2936.51 4310.82 3542.51 6247.93

2006 4121.42 5340.40 6329.13 9290.00

% Change 40% 24% 79% 49%

Dwelling Density

1981 1364.78 2014.39 1799.80 4323.90

2006 1888.65 2665.57 2751.82 5599.19

% Change 38% 32% 53% 29%

Table A4: Population and dwelling densities of stable, declining, and rising neighbourhoods, 1981-2006
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Appendix B - Interview Guide
Population

1. How have changes in the demographics affected neighbourhoods that have 
filtered/gentrified?

Employment
2. Have the neighbourhoods that have filtered/gentrified experienced a significant 

change in their employment opportunities? How has this change (if any) occurred?
3. Has the concentration of unemployment and/or poverty affected the lowest 

income neighbourhoods?
4. How have structural changes in employment contributed to the filtering/

gentrification of neighbourhoods?

Housing Stock
5. How has the housing stock affected filtered/gentrified neighbourhoods?

•	 In terms of housing type?
•	 Have the lowest income households been forced to live in particular 

types of housing? Why?
•	 How have housing type choices changed over time?

•	 In terms of housing tenure?
•	 In terms of housing quality?

6. How has the availability of social or affordable housing affected neighbourhood 
change?

•	 Has the supply of social or affordable housing significantly changed?
•	 If so, where is it predominantly located? Are the lowest income 

households being drawn out of the inner city through affordable 
housing initiatives?

•	 If not, how has this affected neighbourhoods with the lowest 
household income level?

Location
7. How are neighbourhoods that have filtered/gentrified defined by their location?

•	 E.g. Accessibility, amenities, affordability, employment centres
8. Are the lowest income households being forced out of the inner city?

•	 If so, how?

Policy and Planning
9. What public policies, if any, at any level of government, have contributed to the 

filtering/gentrifying of neighbourhoods?
10. What has been the planning approach in the filtered/gentrified neighbourhoods?
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•	 Has this approach changed?
11. What are some possible planning interventions in these neighbourhoods?

•	 For the lowest income neighbourhoods and filtering neighbourhoods, what 
can be done to reverse the negative trend?

•	 For gentrifying neighbourhoods, what can be done to ensure that the 
neighbourhood does not decline?

12. What are the future prospects for these neighbourhoods?
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