A Shared Vision for Action

PLANNING FRAMEWORK
AND GOVERNMENT ORIENTATIONS

Montréal Metropolitan Region 2001-2021  June, 2001

Québec







A Shared Vision for Action

PLANNING FRAMEWORK
AND GOVERNMENT ORIENTATIONS

o I

.
o - I

N

Montréal Metropolitan Region 2001-2021 June, 2001

Québec e

Ministére des
Affaires municipales
et de la Métropole



Published by the

Sous-ministériat aux politiques et

a la concertation métropolitaine

of the ministére des Affaires municipales et de la Métropole

Reproduction in whole or in part is authorized on condition that the source is
mentioned.

Legal deposit — June 2001
Bibliothéque nationale du Québec
National Library of Canada

ISBN 2-550-39670-7

© Gouvernement du Québec — 2001



MESSAGE FROM THE MINISTER

The creation of the Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal
in 2000 was a major milestone in the development of Greater
Montréal. Henceforth it becomes the Government’s
privileged partner in land use planning and development. The
preparation of the land use and development plan the
Community is undertaking gives the Government the
opportunity to clarify and publicize its orientations for
Greater Montréal’s development. These orientations take on
considerable importance, both for the Government and for
the Montréal metropolitan region.

The Planning Framework is being transmitted to the CMM
and to the neighbouring RCMs, indicating the orientations
that the government, its departments and agencies, and public
bodies intend to pursue in development matters, in
accordance with section 128 of the Act respecting the
Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal (2000, c. 34).
These orientations, which the Government is transmitting to
the Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal, are inspired by
those that have been communicated to the municipalities
since 1994 and those adopted by the Conseil des ministres
regarding Greater Montréal.

The Planning Framework’s orientations flow from a vision of
the future over a twenty-year horizon. Because of its
importance within Québec and its North American and
international vocation, the necessary measures must be taken
so that the territorial growth of the Greater Montréal urban
region is planned according to a longer-term comprehensive
approach. The Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal is
therefore invited to put the urban region on the path to
sustainable development.

The Conseil des ministres has also ratified the Planning
Framework as a frame of reference for all government
departments and agencies intervening in Greater Montréal
land use planning. Thus, the Government henceforth is
bound by a planning framework which expresses a
mobilizing project for the metropolitan region for
government departments, agencies and municipalities and



which will help ensure the coherence of their interventions
within the territory of the metropolitan region.

As a form of spatial organization, the Planning Framework is based
on the polycentric trends already at work and ensures solidarity and
consideration of the strengths of Greater Montréal with a view to
greater economic growth. The Planning Framework also emphasizes
the importance of protecting and reclaiming the great natural spaces
and agricultural potential of its territory. The Government is
affirming its choice for a spatial organization that promotes the
optimum use of mass transit infrastructures as part of an objective of
sustainable development and improvement of environmental
quality.

The ultimate purpose of the Planning Framework is to offer the
community a rallying project that will make it possible to position
the metropolitan region among the world’s highest quality urban
regions.

The Minister of State for Municipal Affairs and Greater Montréal,

LOUISE HAREL



“ And standing on the said mountain, we saw and took cognizance of more
than thirty leagues therefrom. To the north there was a mountain range,
extending to the east and west, and the same to the south. Between these

mountains is the land, the most beautiful that it is possible to seeg, tillable,
unbroken and flat. And from the middle of the said lands, we see the said
river...”

Jacques Cartier, October 3, 1535
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A PLANNING FRAMEWORK TO ENSURE THE
COHERENT DEVELOPMENT OF THE METRO-
POLITAN REGION

The Greater Montréal metropolitan region is
Québec’s main population basin and most
important economic centre. Over the past
decade, it has increased its population by
over 245,000 people, a growth rate of 7.6 %.
Between 1996 and 1999, some 290,000 jobs
were added in Greater Montréal’s territory.
The Montréal region is already very well
positioned in relation to the rest of North
America, since 2000, it ranked 15" among
North America’s major urban regions in
terms of population.

By 2021, the region’s population will
increase by 9 % and the number of
households by 15 %®. However, if we judge
by the planning done over the past twenty
years, the region’s development could
continue to generate high economic, social
and environmental costs and a waste of
resources.

As a medium and long-term project, the
metropolitan  region’s harmonious and
sustainable development depends, first and
foremost, on wise utilization of its territory’s
resources through integrated planning. The
end purpose of this overall planning is the
sustainable  protection of the built
environment, facilities and infrastructures
already in place, the agricultural zone and
the natural environments and their
reclamation for the benefit of future
generations.

A frame of reference for the metropolitan
region’s land use planning is now necessary
if we want to benefit from the population
and economic growth the region will
experience, while assuring an excellent

! Institut de la statistique du Québec, Reference Scenario A,

June 2000.
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quality of life for the entire population and
protection of its territory’s resources for
future generations. The Planning Framework
and the metropolitan land use and
development plan of the Communauté
métropolitaine de Montréal will constitute
this frame of reference. These instruments
henceforth will serve as keystones for the
contents of a long-term development project
for the metropolitan region.

A PLANNING FRAMEWORK BASED ON THE
PRINCIPLE OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

To carry out this vast planning operation for
the metropolitan region, the Planning
Framework is based on the principle of
sustainable development?. It subscribes to
the three underlying objectives that it
establishes as basic principles:

I conservation of the territory’s ecological
integrity and biological diversity;

I improvement of equity among individuals
and between generations;

I optimization of development interven-
tions within an economic growth
perspective and in accordance with the
characteristics and carrying capacity of
the environment.

This document as a whole, including a
background statement, a statement of the
problems, a vision statement and the
planning and development orientations,

The report of the United Nations World Commission on
Environment and Development, better known as the
Brundtland Report, defines sustainable development as:
“development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their
own needs”. The World Union for the Conservation of Nature
(WUCN), the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and the United
Nations Environment Program (UNEP) defined sustainable
development, in the Nature Conservation Strategy in 1991, as
“improving the quality of human life while living within the
carrying capacity of the Earth’s supporting eco-systems”.

Planning Framework and Government Orientations for the Montréal Metropolitan Region 3



serves as the basis for a future project
proposed by the Government for the
metropolitan region.

These components are meant to be
references for the government orientations
presented to the Communauté métropo-
litaine de Montréal for land use planning.
They also respond to the concerns of the
government departments and agencies.

Guided by the great principles of sustainable
development, conservation and reclamation
of resources, this development project
proposed by the Government involves
planning choices in turn. These choices are
particularly  reflected by a general
urbanization management strategy which
embodies these principles of sustainable
development and which is inspired by the
planning vision statement and the spatial
organization concept presented in Part
Three.

A NEW PARTNER FOR THE GOVERNMENT:
THE COMMUNAUTE METROPOLITAINE DE
MONTREAL

The publication of the White Paper on
Municipal Reorganization in April 2000°
and the adoption of Bill 134 introduced a
new metropolitan development player: the
Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal
(CMM). As the White Paper pointed out:

“The creation, in the urban regions
where urban communities currently
exist, of metropolitan communities
that will replace them and will have
jurisdiction over an  expanded
territory encompassing the essential
parts of the census metropolitan area,
is an indispensable component of
municipal reorganization. In fact,

®  Gouvernement du Québec, La réorganisation municipale:

changer les fagons de faire, pour mieux servir les citoyens,
April 2000, 131 pages and 3 maps.

certain issues can be taken over
adequately only on this scale, because
they extend beyond the territories of
the local municipalities, even when
they are reorganized”.”

The Government of Québec wants to
support the development of the metropolitan
region through appropriate and coherent
planning actions. However, in a context
where land use planning is a jurisdiction
shared between the State and the municipal
level, the government cannot take sole
responsibility for the entire land use
planning process in the metropolitan region.
At the same time, the number of municipal
entities — and the diversity of their
respective interests — in the metropolitan
region makes dialogue difficult between the
government and the region in this matter.
The creation of the Communauté
métropolitaine de Montréal therefore
appears to be a major milestone in the
region’s development. It will now become
the Government’s privileged partner for
intervention in land use planning on the
scale of the metropolitan region.

Under its constituting act®, the Communauté
métropolitaine de Montréal has jurisdiction
over land use planning and, in this capacity,
is required to “prepare, adopt and maintain
in force, at all times and in the part of its
territory formed by the territory of the
regional county municipalities that is
situated entirely within its own territory, the
development plan provided for in the Act
respecting land use planning and
development®”.

4 ldem, pp. 76-77.
® An Act respecting the Communauté méropolitaine de
Montréal, 2000, c. 34, s. 119 (1°).

®  Idem, section 126.
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THE PLANNING FRAMEWORK :© A
PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE
GOVERNMENT AND THE COMMUNAUTE
METROPOLITAINE DE MONTREAL

Because land use planning is a jurisdiction
shared between the Government and the
municipal level, it is important that the
administrative entities responsible for it
agree on the objectives to achieve and the
actions to carry out. This concerted action is
even more indispensable in the case of a
region as vast and populated as the
metropolitan region.

Within the context of the municipal
reorganization it has implemented since
April 2000, the Government of Québec
intends to support the Communauté
métropolitaine de Montréal and deploy the
necessary means of action to contribute to
the optimum  development of the
metropolitan region. For this purpose, the
Planning Framework in the future will serve
as the planning reference and discussion
document between the Government and the
CMM to ensure Greater Montréal’s
sustainable development. This will be the
basis for concretizing the public will on land
use planning in the region. The Planning
Framework will fulfil three functions in this
perspective.

In the first place, the Planning Framework
represents the commitment of the Govern-
ment and its departments, agencies and
bodies to promote quality land use and
sustainable development of the metropolitan
region. Based on these orientations, it
proposes to serve as a benchmark for
approval of the interventions of government
departments and agencies within Greater
Montréal.

Thus, the strategic plans of the government
departments and agencies and their capital

Introduction

works programs that must be submitted to
the Conseil exécutif under the Public
Administration Act (2000, c. 38) must
conform to the orientations of the Planning
Framework, just like their sector policies.
By making its general action subject to
planning rules, the Government wants to set
an example in articulating its interventions
coherently and making rational planning
choices for the metropolitan territory.

Secondly, the Planning Framework
stands in lieu of an orientation and
expectations document regarding
the Communauté métropolitaine de
Montréal. The Framework in this
sense meets the requirements of
the Act respecting the Communauté
meétropolitaine de Montréal, which
provides, among other things,
under section 128, that:

“...the Minister of Municipal Affairs
and Greater Montréal shall inform the
Community of governmental land use
policies in the territory to which the
plan of the Community applies,
including equipment and infrastruc-
ture projects.” ”

Thus, the Planning Framework will serve as
a frame of reference for approval of the
metropolitan land use and development plan
which the CMM will have to produce®. In
the future, all the land use planning and
development instrumentation in the metro-
politan region will have to conform to the
Framework’s provisions.

Finally, complementary to its first two
functions, the Planning Framework will
anchor the respective approaches for
implementation of the Planning Framework
and the CMM’s development plan. These
approaches will depend on agreements

Idem, section 128.

& Livre blanc sur la réorganisation municipale, op. cit., p. 81.
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between the CMM and the Government,
with firm commitments regarding their
application®.

THE PLANNING FRAMEWORK IN THE
HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF METROPOLITAN
PLANNING: THE URGENT NEED FOR ACTION

For more than forty years, many proposals
have been made to circumscribe the problem
of structured land use planning in the
metropolitan region.

In 1967, the Plan témoin Horizon 2000,
produced on the initiative of the City of
Montréal already outlined a highly
urbanized metropolitan region at the dawn
of the 21% century.

Similarly, in the wake of development work
on the Montréal Airport at Mirabel, the
Commission de développement de la région
de Montréal had proposed a development
outline for the region north of Montréal.
This action plan provided for more
integrated planning of the Laurentians — then
called Region 06-North — with that of the
Island of Montréal after the commissioning
of Mirabel Airport. However, the plan only
covered the development of part of the
metropolitan region.

In 1978, the government tabled the Option
préférable d’aménagement for the Montréal
region and reaffirmed it in 1983. However,
little follow-up had been done to ensure its
implementation. Subsequently, the Groupe
de travail sur Montréal et sa région in 1993
and the Forum sur la Commission de
dével oppement de la Métropole in 1996, set
up by the Ministére de la Métropole, in turn
emphasized the urgency of acting on
metropolitan development by formulating a

°®  Idem, page 80.

comprehensive and structuring land use
planning approach.

Moreover, during the 1970s and 1980s, the
creation of the Communauté urbaine de
Montréal and of the regional county
municipalities (RCMs) provided the region
with planning structures and its first
development plans.

In reviewing the record, it must be
recognized that the action of the regional
bodies in land use planning is essentially
limited to the interventions dictated by the
Act respecting land use planning and
development, namely the production of
development plans, without this resulting in
a common development project for the
entire metropolitan region.

Relying on these past experiences and
reflecting the context and reality of the
world’s great city-regions at the beginning
of the 21 century, the Planning Framework
now affirms the importance of sustainable
and concerted reconciliation of land use
planning and development so as to preserve
the quality of life for today’s citizens and
those of future generations. The ultimate
purpose of the Planning Framework is to
guide all of the players in the metropolitan
region to a project behind which they can
rally, supported by the CMM’s metropolitan
land use and development plan, which will
make it possible to position the metropolitan
region in 2021 among the world’s great
quality urban regions.

THE MANDATE ENTRUSTED TO THE
INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE AND THE
APPROACH OF DRAFTING THE PLANNING
FRAMEWORK

Resulting from a consensus, the Planning
Framework is the culmination of concerted
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action by all government departments and
agencies.

In  September 1996, the Conseil des
ministres declared its concern regarding the
coherence of government and municipal
interventions within the territory of the
Montréal metropolitan region.

The Conseil des ministres therefore adopted
three general land use planning orientations,
which, to put it plainly, sought to
consolidate urbanization, strengthen the
poles of activity and give priority to the
conservation and optimum utilization of
existing infrastructures and facilities.

In February 1997, these three orientations
were published jointly by the Minister of
Municipal Affairs and the Minister for
Greater Montréal.

In this context, the Conseil des ministres
asked an interdepartmental committee
chaired by the Deputy Minister of Municipal
Affairs to formulate a government position
on a Planning Framework for the Montréal
metropolitan region. It also asked that
administrative mechanisms be proposed to
ensure the coherent implementation of
government action.

A technical committee was established by
the interdepartmental committee to evaluate
the compliance of the policies, programs and
capital works projects of the departments
and agencies concerned with the orientations
adopted by the Conseil des ministres and to
prepare adjustments to these policies,
programs and projects'®. This committee
submitted a report in March 1998, which
proposed a series of orientations and
intervention measures for better control of

10 Letter from Mr Alain Gauthier, Deputy Minister of Municipal
Affairs, to Mr J.-Y. Therrien, Deputy Minister for Greater
Montréal, March 19, 1998.

Introduction

land use and development in the metro-
politan region.

The work then slowed down due to the
resumption of the debate on municipal
reform. In October 1999, the Comité
ministériel de la région de Montréal
(CMRM) authorized the resumption of work
on the Planning Framework. Two reports
were tabled at the CMRM: a first in
February 2000 and a second in February
2001. Following this second report, the
Committee ratified, in principle, eight
orientations proposed for land use planning
in the metropolitan region, subject to
adjusting the wording as needed, and
authorized the Ministére des Affaires
municipales et de la Métropole to hold
consultations on the proposed orientations.
The Committee also requested that a final
proposal and land use planning orientations
be submitted for the metropolitan region,
based on a schedule that would allow
orientations to be transmitted to the
Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal in
accordance with the provisions of its
constituting act ( An Act respecting the
Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal,
2000, c. 34).

THE TERRITORY OF APPLICATION OF THE
PLANNING FRAMEWORK

When formulation of the Planning Frame-
work began in 1996, the creation of the
CMM was not yet envisioned. The territorial
reference which had been adopted at that
time for the Framework’s application was
the Montréal Census Metropolitan Area
(MCMA), as established by Statistics
Canada. It must be added that the many
proposals for changes to the territory of the
CMM during preparation of the Planning
Framework did not allow discussion of the
entire metropolitan problem based on data
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that followed the Community’s territorial
boundaries. All the analyses were therefore
conducted based on the MCMA’s territory.

The creation of the CMM, which does not
have exactly the same boundaries as the
MCMA, although it changes the statistical
data due to the variation in the number of
municipalities affected, in no way alters the
general problem and the land use planning
factors to be considered. Also, even though
the analyses in this document pertain to the
MCMA, the government orientations regar-
ding the metropolitan region and the
expectations for the municipal level remain
the same and are still applicable to the
territory of the Community as a whole.

PRESENTATION OF THE REPORT

The report is divided into five main parts.

Part One is a general presentation of the
metropolitan region, its population, its
economy and the principal components of
the territory (resources, environments, etc.).

Part Two sets forth the general land use
planning problem in the metropolitan region
in terms of the major trends and the
anticipated projects for urban and demo-
graphic development.

Part Three presents the land use planning
orientation and the concept of spatial
organization proposed by the Government
for implementation of a sustainable develop-
ment project for the metropolitan region.

Part Four of the report contains the
government orientations and the expec-
tations that the Government must present to
the  Communauté  métropolitaine  de
Montréal in accordance with section 128 of
the Act respecting the Communauté

métropolitaine de Montréal. This fourth part
therefore presents, grouped by concern, all
of the Government’s land use planning
orientations and the Government’s expec-
tations regarding the Communauté métro-
politaine de Montréal which the latter is
invited to integrate into its development
plan.

Finally, Part Five of the report presents the
list of facilities and infrastructure projects
that the government, its departments and
agencies intend to pursue within the metro-
politan territory
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PART ONE
GENERAL PRESENTATION OF THE METROPOLITAN REGION







THE TERRITORY

The Montréal Census Metropolitan Area
(MCMA) is located in the northeastern part
of North America. Lodged in the St
Lawrence Valley, the MCMA extends
between the Canadian Shield and the
Appalachian Mountains. Its position at the
confluence of the continent’s great north-
eastern waterways (the St. Lawrence River
and its extension in the Gulf of the same
name; the Ottawa River and the Great Lakes
to the west; the Richelieu River, Lake
Champlain and the Hudson River to the
south) have always made it a predominant
meeting point, especially for trade and
commerce.

The MCMA extends over a vast territory of
nearly 4,000 square kilometres in south-
western Québec. Many basins and bodies of
water cross the region and subdivide its
territory (Map 1)%. The 1996 MCMA
included a total of 111 municipalities.
Following the municipal reform undertaken
in 1999 and 2000, this territory will
encompass 73 municipalities as of 20022

The metropolitan territorial boundaries also
include, without integrating them in their
entirety, the territory of five administrative
regions (Montréal, Laval, Montérégie,
Laurentides  (Laurentians), Lanaudiére),
bounded by the major waterways.

The maps can be found at the end of the document.

When work on the Planning Framework began in 1996, the
MCMA included 111 municipalities. Since then, mergers have
reduced the number of municipalities in the region. Bill 170,
adopted in December 2000, provides for a redrawing of the
municipal limits of the MCMA, which will come into force
effective in January 2002. Thus, the CUM will disappear and
the 28 existing municipalities will be merged into a single
entity, Ville de Montréal. Ville de Longueuil will be merged
with 7 other municipalities. Officially, the number of
municipalities in the MCMA will then be 73. Given the
municipalities removed from the CMM'’s territory and the
municipal reorganization under Bill 1709 the total number of
municipalities in the CMM will be 67. Other merger projects
are under study, which could further reduce the number of
municipalities both in the MCMA and in the CMM.

Part One
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THE SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILE
A) Population and households

In 2001, the MCMA has nearly 3.49 million
inhabitants and 1.45 million households
(Graph 1).

The distribution of population and
households shows substantial differences in
different parts of the territory. Thus, the
Island of Montréal has 1.8 million inhabi-
tants in 2001, for a relative share of 52 % of
the MCMA. More than half the population
of the Island of Montréal (57 %) lives in the
territory of the existing Ville de Montréal
(1.037 million).

The same goes for the Island of Montréal’s
relative share in terms of households: the
Island of Montréal accounts for nearly 56 %
of the region’s households. The other parts
of the territory have smaller relative shares
of households than of population (Graph 2).
This can be attributed to the fact that the
Island of Montréal, on the average, has a
concentration of more but smaller
households than the suburban munici-
palities.

As for the territory of the Communauté
métropolitaine de Montréal, its total
population in 2000 was 3,376,499. With its
1,795,844 inhabitants, the Island of
Montreéal accounted for 53 % of the CMM’s
population, Laval (with 349,910 inhabitants)
represented 10.4 % of the Community’s
population, the northern suburbs had
454,821 people (13.5 % of the CMM’s
population) and the southern suburbs
accounted for 775,924 people (23 % of the
Community’s population).
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Graph 1 : Distribution of population and households, MCMA, 2001
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Graph 2 : Relative share of population and households in the MCMA, 2001
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B) Age of the population

Between 1981 and 2001, the relative share
of the 0 to 24 age group shrank in the
MCMA, while the proportion of the 65 and
over age group constantly increased (Table
1). In 1981, there were 1,111,627 people in
the 0 to 24 age group, compared to
1,065,779 today, a 4 % reduction.

Parallel to this, between 1981 and 2001, the
65 and over age group grew by 180,580
people in the MCMA, a 69 % increase.
Population aging is mainly attributable to
the low fertility rate®, increased life
expectancy and the relative weight of baby
boomers in the total population®. Today,
63 % of people age 65 and over in the
MCMA live on the Island of Montréal.

C) Household composition

These changes in age structure have had
effects on the composition of households.
Thus, the number of one-person households
rose from 27 % in 1991 to 29 % in 1996. In
1996, in Montréal, childless couples and
persons living alone accounted for over 59
% of households (Table 2). Ville de
Montreal alone accounted for 48.9 % of all
one-person households in the MCMA in
1996, or 192,000 households.

The suburbs remain the preserve of families.
In 1996, in the northern suburbs, 44.8 % of

The fertility rate was 1.5 child per woman in 2000.

Reference Scenario A of the Institut de la statistique du
Québec assumes that the residual life expectancy of men who
are 65 years of age in 2001 is 15 years and that it will rise to
nearly 18 years in 2021. Among women, the residual life
expectancy is nearly 20 years in 2001 and will be nearly 22
years in 2021. In other words, a man who is 65 years of age in
2001 has an average life expectancy of 80 years and a women
who is 65 years of age in 2001 has an average life expectancy
of 85 years. In 2021, the average life expectancy of men at age
65 will therefore increase to 83 years, while that of women
will be 87 years.

Part One
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households were couples with children,
while this proportion was 41 % in the
southern suburbs. In the centre of the urban
region, the rates are lower: 38.7 % in Laval
and 25 % on the Island of Montréal. Despite
this concentration of families on the
periphery, a substantial increase in the
number of elderly households in the suburbs
should be expected over the next 20 years,
because it is mainly in these parts of the
territory that households from the baby
boom generation have settled over the years.

THE IMPACT OF THE BABY BOOM GENERATION

From the end of the Second World War to the
beginning of the Sixties, the Western world
experienced unprecedented population growth.
Labelled the “baby boom” by demographers
because of its obvious numerical impact, this
population explosion generated an increase in
the demand for public services and facilities
(schools, healthcare, stores, etc.) because the
size of families increased.

At an advantage because of their numbers and
therefore benefiting from excellent visibility, the
baby boomers have always exercised a
determining social influence. As students, their
numbers dictated the expansion of the college
and university networks. Their arrival at
adulthood had repercussions on housing
programs. It is therefore realistic to believe that
their demographic weight will continue to
overshadow decisions on public services,
particularly on policies concerning seniors.

In 2001, in the metropolitan region, baby
boomers (ages 40-55) number 819,823
people, or 23.5 % of the MCMA'’s population.
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Table 1: Population growth by age, MCMA, 1981-2001
Age group 1981 2001 Growth
0-14 567,470 630,823 11%
15-24 544,157 434,956 -20 %
0-24 1,111,627 1,065,779 -4 %
23-34 503,100 506,308 1%
35-44 383,639 613,775 60 %
45-54 328,349 512,363 56 %
55-64 262,947 349,776 33 %
65 and over 261,382 441,964 69 %
Total 2,851,044 3,489,965 22 %
Source: Census of Canada, 1981 and Institut de la statistique du Québec,
2000 edition, Reference Scenario A.
Table 2 : Household typology, MCMA, 1996
Couples Persons
_ with Ofe-parent living Other Total
childless children alone
Northern 40,860 78,680 18,475 31,130 6,575 175,720
suburbs 23.3% 44.8 % 10.5 % 17.7% 37% 100.0 %
Laval 30,480 47,795 13,080 26,900 5,390 123,645
24.7 % 38.7 % 10.6 % 21.8% 44 % 100.0 %
Ville de 86,080 96,745 53,655 192,040 40,640 469,160
Montréal 18.3 % 20.6 114 % 40.9 % 8.7 % 100.0 %
Rest of the 69,290 96,245 35,105 87,580 16 020 304,240
Island 22.8% 31.6 % 11.5% 28.8 % 5.3 % 100.0 %
Island of 155,370 192,990 88,760 279,620 56,660 773,400
Montreal 20.1 % 24.9 % 115 % 36.1 % 7.3% 100.0 %
Southern 62 415 110,310 29,650 54,780 11,350 268,505
suburbs 23.3 % 41.1% 11.0 % 20.4 % 4.2 % 100.0 %
Total 289,125 429,775 149,965 392,430 79,975 | 1,341,270
MCMA 21.6 % 32.0% 11.2% 29.3 % 6.0 % 100.0 %
All of 647,320 962,830 300,420 769,590 138,740 2,818,900
Quebec 23.0% 34.2 % 10.7 % 27.3% 49% 100.0 %
Source:  Census of Canada, 1996.
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D) Household income and mode of
residential occupancy

In 1996, the median household income in
the MCMA was greater than the median for
all Québec households. The income of
homeowners in the MCMA was $54,052
compared to $47,902 for all of Québec,
while that of tenants in the metropolitan
region was $22,398 compared to $21,189 for
Québec tenants (Table 3).

Homeowners, regardless of where they live
in the MCMA, have more than double the
income of tenants (Table 3). The lowest
median incomes in the MCMA are observed
in Ville de Montréal. These incomes are also
less than the Québec median, both for
homeowners and for tenants. Indeed, the
median income of homeowners was $47,650
and that of tenants was $20,167. Ville de
Montréal has a concentration of single
people or seniors with incomes generally
lower than those of other types of
households.

Table 3 :
occupancy, 1996

Part One
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In the other parts of the MCMA, it is noted
that the older the suburb, the higher the
median household income. Thus, in 1996, in
the Montréal West Island municipalities, the
median income of homeowners was
$62,165, followed by the southern suburbs
with $56,687. Then came Laval ($52,587)
and the northern suburbs ($52,450). This
same distribution is also characteristic of
tenants.

The influence of access to homeownership
programs is felt everywhere in the metro-
politan region. In the MCMA, the home-
ownership rate rose by 10 percentage points,
from 38.7 % in 1976 to 48.5 % in 1996
(Table 4). The increase in the rate of
homeownership was most remarkable on the
Island of Montréal.

Median household income in the MCMA by mode of residential

Homeowner Tenant
Northern suburbs $52,450 $22,347
Laval $52,587 $25,053
Ville de Montréal $47,650 $20,167
Montréal West Island municipalities $62,165 $26,465
Montréal East Island municipalities $47,557 $23,587
Southern suburbs $56,687 $25,217
Total MCMA $54,052 $22,398
All of Québec $47,902 $21,189

Source: Census of Canada, 1996
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Table 4 : Growth of the rate of homeownership in the MCMA, 1976-1996
Proportion of homeowners
1976 1996
Northern suburbs 68.1 % 70.8 %
Laval 64.2 % 64.9 %
Ville de Montréal 20.2 % 27.1 %
Rest of the Island 39.3% 45.2 %
Southern suburbs 63.0 % 67.1 %
Total MCMA 38.7 % 48.5 %
All of Québec 50.4 % 56.5 %
Source: Census of Canada, 1976, 1996.

In 1996, the proportion of homeowners
varied from one part of the MCMA to
another (Table 4). The northern suburbs,
which were developed relatively recently,
had the highest homeownership rate (71 %).
Then came the southern suburbs (67 %) and
Laval (65 %). Ville de Montréal only had
27 % homeowners. The homeownership rate
is therefore strongly correlated with the
income level. Couples with children, whose
income is higher, are everywhere in the
territory, and the majority of them are
homeowners. At the opposite end of the
spectrum, persons living alone are mainly
tenants of their dwellings.

E) Residential mobility

Table 5 presents more detailed data on the
MCMA’s internal residential mobility.
These data unequivocally illustrate the
phenomenon of urban expansion. Between
1991 and 1996, 373,110 people moved from
one zone to another within the MCMA'’s
territory. The MCMA'’s internal residential
mobility matrix attests to the negative
migratory balance of Ville de Montréal in
relation to the rest of the MCMA. This was
established at less than 45,535 people for the

period considered. On the other hand, the
northern suburbs posted a positive migratory
balance of 28,490. The northern suburbs
received 23,500 people from Ville de
Montréal, while 9,365 others left the
northern suburbs to settle in Montréal. This
means that the net migratory balance
between Montréal and the northern suburbs
is 14,135 people, or nearly 50 % of the
northern suburbs’ migratory balance. The
net migratory balance of Laval in relation to
the northern suburbs is 8,990 people. Ville
de Montréal and Laval alone therefore
account for over 80 % of the net population
contribution to the northern suburbs from
the MCMA.

The rest of the Island of Montréal and Laval
are also experiencing MCMA population
outflows and inflows, but their migratory
balance is practically nil at —1,720 and 2,610
people respectively. In the southern suburbs,
there are many migrants, but with a large
part (59,970) coming and going within the
same territory.
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According to the 1SQ bulletin Données
sociodémographiques en bref  (February
2001), between 1996 and 2000, the Montréal
administrative region lost 10,422 people
(balance of inflows and outflows). The
internal migration of municipalities in the
Montréal region indicates that only the
municipalities of Montréal, Saint-Léonard,
Montréal-Nord, Outremont and Anjou have
a negative migratory balance. Ville de
Montréal has a negative migratory balance
of —21,054 people between 1996 and 2000.
The migratory balance is the result of losses
in its exchanges with other municipalities on
the Island (-20,992) and other administrative
regions: Montérégie (-1,895), Laval (-7,782),
Lanaudiere and Laurentides (-6,440).
Conversely, Montréal’s demographic gains
come mainly from the arrival of people from

Part One
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F) Immigration

1. Settlement of immigrants

The MCMA is the main host region for
immigrants in Québec. Immigration contri-
butes significantly to the social, economic
and cultural development of the Greater
Montréal region and to Montréal’s inclusion
in the main world trade networks.

According to the Census of Canada,
between 1991 and 1996, the MCMA
received 118,600 immigrants. During this
period, nearly 87 % of international immi-
gration settled on the Island of Montréal.
This proportion is 60 % in Ville de Montréal
alone. In 1981, the Ville de Montréal
population totalled 1,018,610 inhabitants

other  Québec  administrative  regions compared to 1,016,376 in 1996. We can
(+16,025). easily conclude that population growth in
Ville de Montréal is largely dependent on
immigration.
Table5: Internal residential mobility matrix in the MCMA, 1991-1996
Territory of Territory of residence in 1991
residence in Ville de Rest of the Laval Southern Northern Total
1996 Montréal Island suburbs suburbs
Ville de Montréal 18,335 8,035 15,535 9,365 51,270
Rest of the Island 29,150 34,360 5,555 11,550 4,800 85,415
Laval 18,555 7,075 2,180 7,155 34,965
Southern suburbs 25,600 18,355 2,620 59,970 3,235 109,780
Northern suburbs 23,500 9,010 16,145 4,390 38,635 91,680
Total 96,805 87,135 32,355 93,625 63,190 373,110
MCMA internal 45,535 11,720 2,610 16,155 28,490
migratory balance

Source:

Ministére des Transports, April 2000.
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Indeed, the Island of Montréal is the host
and residence zone of 75 % of Québec
immigrants and 85 % of all MCMA immi-
grants since 1995. The Island of Montréal
received over 105,000 immigrants, an av-
erage of 21,000 per year. A traditional host
zone for immigration and institutions
founded by ethnic groups, the Island of
Montréal requires special interventions,
particularly in public services and linguistic
integration.

In contrast, the northern suburbs only
received 3,600 migrants from outside
Québec, including 1,605 from international
immigration, or barely 320 persons per year
between 1991 and 1996.

2. Immigrant settlement factors

According to a number of studies conducted
in the 1990s, the district or neighbourhood
of first settlement on the Island of Montréal
is determined by three interdependent
characteristics: life cycle, socioeconomic
status and knowledge or lack of knowledge
of the French language. The dimension of
ethnic origin® therefore is not a reliable,
valid or even representative basic indicator.

Moreover, the analysis of the responses
collected in the 1991 census indicates that
only 18 of the 736 census tracts of the
MCMA have a proportion of immigrants
greater than 50 % of the resident population.
Seven of these tracts are located in Cote-
des-Neiges, six in Parc-Extension, three in
Saint-Laurent, one in Ahuntsic and the last
in the current district of Ville-Marie.
However, it is important to consider that the
Cote-des-Neiges neighbourhood is recog-
nized as a universal first settlement location,
a place that newcomers leave two or three
years after their arrival in Québec.

®  Ethnic origin refers to the sense of belonging that individuals

have to an ancestral national culture.
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G) Disadvantage®

INRS-Urbanisation has established a map of
disadvantage by sector in the MCMA based
on four indicators: one-parent families, low-
income households, unemployment rate and
schooling. Some Montréal neighbourhoods
(Southwest, Centre-Sud, Hochelaga-Maison-
neuve) are particularly affected. Poverty is
widespread in Ville de Montréal, including
Cote-des-Neiges and Cartierville, among
other neighbourhoods. It is particularly
spreading into the eastern part of the Island
and parts of Lachine in the southwest. Off-
island, Saint-Jérdme, Sainte-Thérése, Beau-
harnois, certain sectors of Laval and several
sectors of Longueuil also show disadvantage
profiles.

While disadvantage is gradually spreading
to the older suburbs, it tends, there as in
Montréal, to be concentrated in very specific
zones or neighbourhoods. The trends give
reason to anticipate an accentuation of
socioeconomic polarization between the
centre of the Island of Montreéal, the rest of
the Island and the outlying suburbs. This
will have an impact on the supply of public
services, especially with regard to schools
and health services.

The purpose of measuring disadvantage is to better delineate
the structural causes of poverty. The Conseil scolaire de I'Tle
de Montréal has developed an index to measure the spatial
distribution of poverty on the Island of Montréal. Thus, for a
given sector, four indicators are used: rate of low-income
households, percentage of one-parent families headed by a
woman, percentage of mothers with little schooling,
percentage of male family heads inactive on the job market for
at least 18 months. The index uses a scale of 0 to 100,
proportion to disadvantage, with 0 meaning that there is no
disadvantage in the sector and 100 meaning that the subject
sector’s population is completely deprived. Thus, for example,
Westmount has an index of 3.63 while the Centre-Sud
neighbourhood has an index of 89.86.
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DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS
A) Population and households

As in Québec as a whole, the MCMA will
experience a slowdown in its total popu-
lation growth over the next few vyears,
falling from 19 % for the period from 1981
to 2001 to 9 % for the period from 2001 to
2021.

According to the 1SQ’s Reference Scenario
A, between 2001 and 2021, the greatest
proportion of population growth will be
found on the Island of Montréal, or 36.3 %
(Table 6 and Graph 3), compared to 10 %
between 1981 and 2001. The Island of
Montréal will also receive the highest
household growth share, with 37 % (Table 6
and Graph 4); the growth share for the
Island was 31 % between 1981 and 2001.

In proportion, the northern suburbs none-
theless should continue to have the region’s
strongest demographic growth, both in terms
of population (18.8 %) and households
(36.1 %) between 2001 and 2021 (Table 6).

Between 2001 and 2021, the growth in the
number of households (19 %) will be more
than double the population growth (9 %)
throughout the MCMA (Table 6). This
phenomenon is mainly attributable to the
household fragmentation rate, which will
remain high. Indeed, the proportion of
childless families and persons living alone
should continue to grow over the next
twenty years, which explains why the
increase in households is proportionately
greater than the increase in population.
Thus, between 2001 and 2021, the number
of persons per household will decline from
2.41 t0 2.21 for the MCMA as a whole.

Moreover, during the 2001-2021 period, the
annual new household formation rate will be

Part One
General presentation of the metropolitan region

less than 1 %, meaning that about 13,750
households per year should be added in the
MCMA.

Applied within the limits of the CMM, the
demographic projections illustrate trends
comparable to those prevailing for the
MCMA’s territory. Accounting for the
boundaries of the Communauté métro-
politaine de Montréal and the data available
in June 2001, the CMM’s population is
estimated at 3,419,000 inhabitants and the
number of households at 1,419,000. The
new South Shore city has nearly 384,000
inhabitants and 155,000 households.

In 2021, the demographic projections for the
CMM should be similar to those of the
MCMA. The Community’s population
should then be 3,715,000 people, for a
growth rate of 9 %, and the number of
households should increase to 1,682,000, for
a growth rate of about 19 %. In 2021, the
population of the new South Shore city will
grow by 5 % to nearly 402,000 inhabitants
and the number of households will increase
by 17 %, or 181,000’

T Estimates by the MAMM.
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Table 6 : Growth of population and households, MCMA, 2001-2021
Population
gl s | el
Southern suburbs 778,509 845,293 66,784 8.6 % 21.2%
Island of Montréal 1,817,180 1,931,562 114,382 6.3 % 36.3 %
Laval 352,241 384,409 32,168 9.1% 102 %
Northern suburbs 542,035 644,095 102,060 18.8 % 32.4%
MCMA 3,489,965 3,805,359 315,394 9.0 % 100.0 %
Households
2001 2021 a0r20 | ooovzonn | aoorzoal
Southern suburbs 301,124 372,785 71,661 23.8% 26.0 %
Island of Montréal 808,900 910,336 101,436 125% 36.9 %
Laval 137,359 166,861 29,502 215 %