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South Mountain (SM) Community Engagement Evaluation Highlights

SVS = satisfied and very satisfied with the neighbourhood
DVD = dissatisfied and very dissatisfied with the neighbourhood
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South Mountain Evaluation - Second Survey Results
Introduction
In 2015, The Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton (SPRC) partnered with three
social housing providers, Hamilton East Kiwanis Non-Profit Homes Inc., Victoria Park
Community Homes Inc. and McGivney Community Homes Inc., to explore the potential of a
resident engagement initiative in Hamilton’s South Mountain neighbourhood. As a result of the
partnership, the SPRC received a two year grant from the Ontario Trillium Foundation to create
a resident engagement project that would have a benefit to the local community and broader
positive impact to the individual residents in the neighbourhood.
The focus neighbourhoods that the South Mountain community engagement initiative works with
include Barnstown, Butler, Chappel East and West. This focus area is bounded by Upper
Wellington Street, Stone Church Road East, Upper Sherman Avenue and Twenty Road East
(Map 2). The South Mountain community engagement initiative reaches out to seven social
housing complexes operated by East Kiwanis Homes Inc., Victoria Park Community Homes Inc.
and McGivney Homes Inc, with a combined total of 391 residential units. The initiative employs
a Community Developer who supports the newly established resident-led planning team within
South Mountain.
This collaboration came as a result of the noted improvements in other neighbourhoods through
the work of previous and ongoing community development efforts in the city, including
Hamilton’s Neighbourhood Action Strategy. Seeing the potential impact of resident-led asset
based community development, the collaborating partners determined that a similar approach
could have a positive impact in Hamilton’s South Mountain neighbourhood.
The purpose of the initiative is to engage and build capacity of residents to identify community
assets and work with residents to mobilize those assets to address community issues. The
goals of the initiative includes, but not limited to, a greater sense of community, connectedness,
and ownership by tenants, an improved sense of safety, and a reduction of tenant turn-over.
An evaluation of the initiative is also a component of the project. The purpose of the evaluation
is to manage change, growth, improvements and to effectively problem solve as needed.
Specific actions of the evaluation component includes two resident surveys: a baseline survey
to gain a sense of the community, it’s strengths and issues, before intervention, and a second
survey during the intervention to capture any changes. The aforementioned social housing
providers will use the evaluation to better leverage resources across all of their units in the
varied neighbourhoods which they serve.
A baseline survey was conducted in November 2016 as part of the evaluation. This survey was
hand-delivered to each of the 391 housing units. Questions were repeated on the second
survey (second survey), which was conducted seven months after baseline in June of 2017.
The purpose of the second survey was to measure any changes within the neighbourhood felt
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by residents as a possible result of the South Mountain community engagement initiative. The
surveys ask about length of residency, likes and dislikes about the neighbourhood, and resident
input on what could increase neighbourhood connectedness and engagement.

Method
Recruitment
The recruitment process for both the baseline and second survey were similar, in that
volunteers were brought on to help hand-deliver the survey and information package door-todoor to each of the 391 units. In an effort to increase participation in the second survey, an
announcement flyer was hand-delivered by the South Mountain resident-led Planning Team one
to two weeks prior to the delivery of the survey package. The announcement flyer gave
residents notice about the upcoming opportunity to participate in the survey with some
background information. A web link to the survey was provided in the announcement flyer.
During the delivery of the survey package, residents who answered their door or who were on
their front lawn were given background information of both the community engagement initiative
and the survey, along with the incentive of a chance to win a grocery store gift card if they
participated. For residents who did not respond to their door, survey packages were left in their
mailboxes. When a mailbox was not available, survey packages were left at their door.
After the door-to-door delivery, the resident-led planning team and community developer
reminded residents of the survey and encouraged them to participate while they were out in
their housing complexes and during a community event.
Volunteer Support
Three volunteers received training and supported the door-to-door delivery. Two of the
volunteers were residents of the South Mountain neighbourhood. The third volunteer was
recruited through the Community Placement Program, which allows Ontario Works and Ontario
Disability Support Program recipients to volunteer with non- profit and public organizations.
Volunteers during baseline were similarly recruited.
Participation Methods
More than one person in a household could participate in the survey using the web survey.
Survey responses were anonymous and confidential. Participants shared their names and
contact information on a separate ballot form through a hard copy or online version in order to
enter the incentivized draw for gift cards. Information on ballots were kept separate from
surveys in order to ensure anonymity.
The incentive for participation was entry in a draw for a chance to win one in six grocery store
gift cards to a local grocery store. Residents had the option to fill out a hardcopy survey and
either mail it in with a return envelope that was provided or hand deliver it to the community
developer. Another option was to fill out the survey online.
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Changes to the Survey
Questions on age, gender, race and ethnic background were not asked in the baseline survey.
They were introduced in the second survey with the intention to gather more demographic
information and compare it to census data of the overall neighbourhood. Another question
added in the second survey asks participants to choose from a list why they did not attend
events in South Mountain.

Highlights





29 responses out of a possibility of 391 (7% response rate)
17 submitted a hardcopy of survey, and 12 respondents participated online
There is a general consensus of neighbourhood assets, problem areas, and resolutions
Resident responses speak to the projected impacts. There are common desires for:
o increased social connectedness between neighbours
o increased mobilization of assets that exist within the neighbourhood including
service provision, engagement opportunities and improved housing
o increased sense of ownership and commitment to their neighbourhood
o increased engagement between residents and service providers
o increased participation and engagement in community life leading to less social
isolation and improved health outcomes
o reduced vandalism and repair costs, decreased cost of transfers and turnovers in
the identified social housing units
o increased sense of safety, security and ownership in the neighbourhood through
community relationship building
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South Mountain Neighbourhood Boundaries

Map 1: South Mountain Neighbourhood Boundaries from the South Mountain Neighbourhood Profile (2016)
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South Mountain Neighbourhood Focus Area and Housing Complexes

Map 2: South Mountain Neighbourhood and Housing Complexes

The map above illustrates the locations of each of the seven housing complexes participating in
the South Mountain Community Engagement Initiative, which fall within the boundaries of the
South Mountain neighbourhood. The legend indicates how many units are in each complex, for
example Victoria Park’s property at 1517 Upper Wentworth has a total of 30 units. The total of
all units within these complexes is 391.
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Findings
Participation Rate
A total of 29 South Mountain residents participated in the second part of the South Mountain
Community Engagement Initiative evaluation survey, out of a possible minimum of 391 (minus
some unoccupied units), which makes for a 7% response rate. Because more than one person
per household could participate, there was a possibility for more than 391 potential respondents.
The baseline survey conducted in November of 2016 had a response rate of 8 per cent (33
respondents).
17 respondents participated in the survey through a hardcopy version and mailed it in. The
remaining 12 respondents participated online. 32 of the 33 respondents in the baseline survey
had participated through the hardcopy survey and approximately half of those surveys were
delivered to the community developer and the other half through post mail.
When residents did not respond to their doors, survey packages were left in their mailboxes
when available. Many of the mailboxes still had the survey announcement flyer that was
delivered one to two weeks prior, along with other mail. Some of the units were clearly
unoccupied; however, in most cases it appeared that residents did not check their mailboxes
frequently. There were also a few mailboxes that were converted into small gardens. In these
cases, survey packages were left at their door.
There were fewer residents who opened their doors during the second survey delivery
compared to baseline. This could be a result of the season, where more residents might have
been home in colder months compared to the summer. There were some instances where
residents sounded like they were home but did not respond to their door.

Neighbourhood distrust discouraging survey participation
Some residents who were met at their home during survey delivery shared valuable information
about their experiences in the neighbourhood but stated that they would not participate in the
survey. These residents, approximately 15 - 20, had a number of commonly shared complaints.
These conversations at the door lasted anywhere from 30 seconds to 15 minutes and occurred
in most of the seven complexes. These residents spoke about lack of trust with their neighbours
and with their housing provider. Although residents were informed that the survey would be
anonymous and confidential, residents did not want to risk their neighbours finding out that they
participated and how they responded. These residents described a shared issue with lack of
privacy in their complexes. Some of these residents, particularly ones who have lived in the
neighbourhood for many years, shared that the predominant reason they did not want to
participate in the survey was due to their lack of trust and confidence in any positive change
from housing providers. Another few residents shared that they felt excluded from the South
Mountain resident-led planning team and subsequently wanted to remain separate which, to
them, also meant not participating in the survey.
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Participation Rate by Housing Provider
Of the 29 residents who participated in the second survey, the majority (59%; 17 respondents)
were residents of East Kiwanis Homes, shown in Figure 1. However, only 8% of all Kiwanis
residents in South Mountain (a total of 226 units) participated in the survey, shown in Table 1.
Baseline respondents showed similar results, where 61% of respondents lived in Kiwanis
complexes, as shown in Figure 1.
At baseline, 426 Rymal Rd E had the highest participation rate of 13% out of all the seven
complexes, however at during the second survey this complex is tied for the lowest participation
rate of 2%, as shown in Table 1. 450 Rymal Rd E has the highest participation rate in the
second survey at 19%, whereas during baseless this complex had a participation rate of 6%,
which was the second lowest response rate.
The total response rate of 7% is relatively low, according to available literature on response
rates. However, Visser, Krosnick, Marquette and Curtin (1996)1 show that surveys with lower
response rates (near 20%) yielded more accurate measurements than did surveys with higher
response rates (near 60 or 70%). Data from both baseline and the second survey reveal that
despite a relatively low response rate, the responses given by all participants are generally
aligned in regards to neighbourhood assets, problem areas, and resolutions.

Respondents by Housing
Provider
Baseline Results
Victoria Park

Kiwanis

McGivney

Respondents by Housing
Provider
Second Survey Results
Victoria Park

Kiwanis

McGivney

3%

21%

18%
38%

59%
61%

Figure 1: Respondents by Housing Provider

1

Visser, P. S., Krosnick, J. A., Marquette, J., Curtin, M. (1996); Mail surveys for election forecasting?: An
evaluation of the Columbus dispatch poll. Public Opinion Quarterly, 60(2), 181–227.
https://doi.org/10.1086/297748
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Table 1: Participation Rates by Providers and Complexes

Baseline
Housing Providers
and Complexes

Second Survey

Total Survey
Participants

Total
Residential
Units

Responses
as total %
of units

Total Survey
Participants

Total
Residential
Units

Responses
as total %
of units

All Providers and
Complexes

33

391

8%

29

391

7%

Victoria Park
Community Homes

6

112

5%

11

112

10%

1517 Upper Wentworth St

3

30

10%

4

30

13%

408 Rymal Rd E

1

50

2%

1

50

2%

450 Rymal Rd E

2

32

6%

6

32

19%

East Kiwanis Homes

20

226

9%

17

226

8%

1540 Upper Wentworth St

8

84

10%

4

84

5%

110 Essling Ave

6

67

9%

4

67

6%

595 Rymal Rd E
McGivney Homes
426 Rymal Rd E

6

75

8%

9

75

12%

7

53

13%

1

53

2%

Age, Gender, and Racial and Ethnic Background
31% of respondents fell within the age range of 50-59, and 23% were between 20-29 years of
age, as shown in Figure 2. The oldest respondent was aged 63 and the youngest respondent
was aged 19. Both the average and median age of respondents was 42.
Age was not a category that was captured in the baseline survey; however, the South Mountain
Neighbourhood Profile (2016) shows that 31% of the South Mountain population was 19 years
of age and younger as per 2011 census data. The second survey had a response rate of 4% by
those ages 19 and younger (Figure 3). When comparing survey results to the 2011 census data,
the largest age population in South Mountain is also the population that had the highest
participation rate (age range of 35-64).
However, all other age categories did not compare in regards to population size and response
rate. The Census data captures all of South Mountain, which includes four additional
neighbourhoods than the focus neighbourhoods (see Map 1). The survey package included an
information sheet that specified residents of all ages could participate, though this statement
was not prominently displayed and could have been overlooked. Residents who may have
reviewed the package may otherwise not have asked other members of the household to
participate. It is also possible that residents participated in the survey but did not review the
contents of the package, or disregarded the package all together.
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Respondents by age
n=26
31%
23%
19%
15%
8%
4%

19 and under

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60 and older

Figure 2: Respondents by age

Respondents by age compared to 2011 census data
n=26
Post Survey

2011 Census Data

65%
42%
31%

31%
19%
8%

4%
19 and younger

0%
20-34

35-64

65 and older

Figure 3: Census age grouping

The majority of respondents identified as female (86% of 28 respondents), as per Figure 4.
Gender was not a category that was captured in the baseline survey. Responses from the
second survey do not show any notable distinctions between male and female responses.
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Respondents by gender
n=28
Male
14%

Female
86%

Figure 4: Respondents by gender

The majority of respondents (85% of 27 respondents) identified as White and/or Caucasian
(Figure 5). 7% identified as Arab; 4% identified as Latin America, and another 4% identified as
West Asian. There were no respondents who identified as Black or Indigenous. Racial and
ethnic backgrounds were not captured in the baseline survey; however, the South Mountain
Neighbourhood Profile shows that 26% of the South Mountain population identifies with a visible
minority group (Neighbourhood Profile: South Mountain, 2016).

Respondents by racial and ethnic backgrounds
n=27

85%

7%
White /
Caucasian

Arab

4%

4%

Latin
West Asian
American

0%
Black

0%

0%

East Asian Indigenous
/ Aboriginal

0%

0%

South
Asian

South-East
Asian

Figure 5: Respondents by racial and ethnic background
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Neighbourhood Satisfaction
Respondents were asked to show how satisfied they were with their neighbourhood on a rating
scale. The majority of respondents showed that they were satisfied and very satisfied (SVS)
with their neighbourhood (68%), while 32% were dissatisfied and very dissatisfied (DVD), as
shown in Figure 6.

Satisfaction of Neighbourhood as a Whole
Baseline
SVS N=21
DVD N=12

Post Survey
SVS N=19
DVD N=9

64%
55%

27%
9%

21%
9%

4%

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Dissatisfied

11%

Very Dissatisfied

Figure 6: Neighbourhood satisfaction

Length of Residency
28 respondents answered a question on how long they have lived in their current housing
complex. 39% of respondents have lived in their complex between 10 and 20 years, as shown
in Figure 7. Figures 8 and 9 break down these responses by housing provider and complex. The
single respondent from McGivney Homes shared that they have lived in the complex for 15
years. The average amount of time that respondents have lived in their neighbourhood was 10.1
years. This tells us that responses captured in this survey are largely from residents who have
years of experience living within the seven housing complexes.
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Length of residency
n=28
39%

21%
14%

18%
7%

0-2 years

2-5 years

5-10 years

10-20 years

20+ years

Figure 7: Length of residency

The majority of respondents from Victoria Park housing complexes in South Mountain have
lived there between two to five years and 10 – 20 years, making up 80% of the 10 respondents,
as shown in Figure 8.

Length of residency for respondents in Victoria Park
n=10
40%

40%

10%

10%

0%
0-2 years

2-5 years

5-10 years

10-20 years

20+ years

Figure 8: Length of residency by Victoria Park respondents

The majority of respondents living in East Kiwanis Homes within South Mountain have lived in
their complex between 10 to 20 years (41% of 17 respondents), as shown in Figure 9.
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Length of residency for respondents in Kiwanis Homes
n=17
41%

24%
18%
12%
6%

0-2 years

2-5 years

5-10 years

10-20 years

20+ years

Figure 9: Length of residency by Kiwanis residents

Figure 10 illustrates that respondents who identified as being satisfied or very satisfied (SVS)
with their neighbourhood have lived in the neighbourhood an average of four years longer than
respondents who identified that they were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied (DVD) with their
neighbourhood. Based on these results alone, this could mean that residents who are
dissatisfied with the neighbourhood move out of the neighbourhood sooner than those who are
satisfied, or it could show that the more residents live in the neighbourhood the more they
become satisfied with the neighbourhood.

Length of residency by satisfaction of neighbourhood
10.0

SVS N=19
DVD N=9

9.4
5.9

0.6
Average

Median

Satisfied and Very Satisfied

Average

Median

Dissatisfied and Very Dissatisfied

Figure 10: Length of residency by neighbourhood satisfaction
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Plans on Moving
29 second survey respondents answered a question on their plans to move within the next two
years. The majority of respondents (55%) shared that they are not sure if they will move over
the next two years compared to 36% during baseline, as shown in Figure 11. Baseline results
showed that the bulk of respondents (42%) did not plan on moving over the next two years; this
has dropped to 34% in the second survey.

Do you think you will move out of your home within the next 2
years?
Baseline

Post Survey N=29
55%

42%
34%

36%

21%
10%

Plan to move

Do not plan to move

Not sure

Figure 11: Moving in the next two years

47% of respondents who indicated that they were satisfied and very satisfied with their
neighbourhood are not planning on moving in the next two years, while 42% are unsure, as
shown in Figure 12. However, 11% of those who were SVS with their neighbourhood are
planning to move in the next two years. The majority of dissatisfied and very dissatisfied
respondents are unsure whether they will move over the next two years (89%). Conversely,
respondents who identified they were DVD with their neighbourhood did not indicate they were
planning on moving.
2011 census data in the Neighbourhood Profile showed that 7% of South Mountain residents
changed addresses over the previous year, and that 33% changed addresses in the previous
five years (Neighbourhood Profile: South Mountain, 2016). This shows that South Mountain
residents living in social housing are more likely to move than the broader South Mountain
population based on anticipated moves within this survey.
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Plans to move by neighbourhood satisfaction
Satisfied and Very Satisfied with Neighbourhood N=19
Dissatisfied and Very Dissatisfied with Neighbourhood N=9

47%

89%

42%
11%

11%
0%

Plan to move

Do not plan to move

Not Sure

Figure 12: Plans to move by neighbourhood satisfaction

Respondents were asked why they were planning g on moving out of the neighbourhood over
the next two years and were asked to choose as many reasons from a list, with the option to
add reasons not listed. 50% of 12 respondents who answered this question shared that
neighbours was the most popular reason for moving (Table 2). Run-down properties was the
second most popular reason during the second survey at 33%. Respondents chose fewer
reasons for moving during the second survey than at baseline.
Safety was the most popular reason at baseline (56%). Neighbours and vandalism/graffiti were
tied at 39% for the second popular reason for moving out of the neighbourhood at baseline.
25% of respondents indicated that people being attacked or harassed was a major reason for
moving, which was similar to baseline results of 28%.
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Table 2: Reasons for moving out

Reasons for moving out in the next 2 years
Baseline
Rank

Reasons

Second Survey
% of all
responses

Rank Reasons

% of all
responses

1

safety

56%

1

neighbours

50%

2
3

neighbours
vandalism, graffiti

39%
39%

2
3

33%
25%

4

drug dealing

28%

4

5

people being attacked or
harassed

28%

5

6

family related

22%

6

run down properties
job related
people being attacked or
harassed
a larger unit became
available
another unit became
available within the
neighbourhood

7
8
9
10
11

job related
run down properties
transit
housing provider
location of neighbourhood
lack of amenities (shops,
parks, schools, etc.)

17%
17%
11%
11%
11%

12

25%
25%
17%

11%
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Community Participation
Respondents were asked whether or not they have volunteered in any neighbourhood in the
past. If they identified that they did, they were asked to describe what that experience included.
The majority of respondents (57%) indicated that they have not been involved with any
community engagement in the past (Figure 13). Of the 36% who been participated, 56%
participated in events within the South Mountain neighbourhood (Figure 14). Holiday-themed
events elicited the most community volunteers at 44%.

Have you been involved with any type of
community engagement in any
neighbourhood at any time in the past?
n=26

Yes
36%
No
57%

Figure 13: Community engagement

Types of neighbourhood volunteer involvement
n=9

56%
44%
33%

22%

Within South
Mountain

Holiday specific

Clean ups

BBQs

Figure 14: Types of volunteer involvement
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43% of 21 respondents indicated that they have attended or taken part in community events in
their neighbourhood over the past one year (Figure 15). On average, they have attended four
events in the last one year. This compares to baseline results with slightly more respondents
(49%) indicating that they have attended or taken part in community events.
57% of 21 respondents indicated that they have not participated in any event over the last one
year, compared to 48% at baseline.

Communty events that respondents took part in or attended in
the neighbourhood over the last one year
Baseline

Post Survey
57%

48%
39%
29%

10%

14%

Attended 5 or more events

Attended less than 5 events

Respondents who did not
participate / attend events

Figure 15: Number of neighbourhood events attended

As Figure 16 illustrates, respondents who were SVS with their neighbourhood attended more
community events in South Mountain compared to those who were DVD with their
neighbourhood. The total number of events attended over the past one year in South Mountain
by respondents who were SVS was 34, whereas respondents who were DVD attended a total of
one event. The average number of events attended in the past year by respondents who were
satisfied and very satisfied with their neighbourhood was 4.3.

Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton – February 2018

22

South Mountain community events attended over the last one
year by neighbourhood satisfaction
SVS N=15
DVD N=6

34

4.3

3.5

Average

Median

Total # of
Events
Attended

Satisfied and Very Satisfied

1

1

1

Average

Median

Total # of
Events
Attended

Dissatisfied and Very Dissatisfied

Figure 16: Event attendance by neighbourhood satisfaction

28 of 29 respondents shared that they receive information about their neighbourhood, including
events (Table 3). Respondents have also shared why they have not attended South Mountain
events (Figure 17).
Table 3 illustrates notable differences in how residents hear information about the local
neighbourhood compared to baseline. Social media has risen from 15% to 29% as a way
residents receive information. This could be a result of the creation of the South Mountain
Hamilton Facebook page, where, as of October 2017, is followed by nearly 70 people.
Residents are receiving less information about the neighbourhood through their housing
provider, from 30% to 14%, and through newspapers, from 33% to 14%. Over half of
respondents indicated that they receive information about the neighbourhood through leaflets
and flyers (57%) or word of mouth (54%).
48% of respondents shared that they were interested in South Mountain events but could not
attend because of conflicting schedules. 24% of respondents indicated that they did not attend
neighbourhood events because they were not interested in hanging out with their neighbours.
One respondent indicated that they a reason why they did not attend events was because they
did not feel included.
The South Mountain community developer took an approximate count of residents who
attended five community events in 2016. These events included (1) Small Grants launch, (2)
community clean up, (3) two move nights, (4) two BBQ’s, and (5) a garage sale. There were on
average 36 residents who attended these events, ranging between approximately 30 and 45
residents.
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Table 3: Neighbourhood communication methods

How do you receive information about the local neighbourhood?
Rank Baseline
1 leaflets or flyers
word of mouth / friends
2 or family
3 newsletters
4 signs or posters
5 newspapers
6 housing provider
7 public meetings
8 community developer
9 e-mail
10 social media

Rank Second Survey
58%
1 leaflets or flyers
word of mouth / friends
55%
2 or family
36%
3 signs or posters
33%
4 social media
33%
5 newsletters
30%
6 e-mail
21%
7 public meetings
21%
8 community developer
18%
9 housing provider
15%
10 newspapers

57%
54%
32%
29%
21%
21%
18%
18%
14%
14%

Reasons why respondents did not attend South Mountain community
events
SVS N=19
39%

DVD N=9
21%
11%

14%

18%
11% 11%
4%

Wanted to attend, Didn't hear about Not interested in
but had conflicting the event in time hanging out with
schedule
my neighbours

7%

7%

Transportation / The event(s) didn't
Accessibility
appeal to me

4%

7%

Didn't feel
included

Figure 17: Reasons for not attending neighbourhood events

11 of 28 respondents know between one and five acquaintances in their neighbourhood (Figure
18). Respondents know about 10 acquaintances on average. The highest number of
acquaintances was identified as100. Two respondents indicated they did not have any
acquaintances in the neighbourhood. This compares to baseline results, though there were
more respondents who knew more than 20 acquaintances.
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How many acquaintences do you know in your neighbourhood?
Baseline
11

10

10

Post Survey

9
7
5

1

3

2

1

none

1-5

6-10

11-20

21+

Figure 18: Amount of neighbourhood acquaintances

When looking at number of acquaintances in the neighbourhood by neighbourhood satisfaction,
Figure 19 illustrates that there is a relationship between the two. Respondents who are satisfied
and very satisfied with the neighbourhood have on average 8.25 more acquaintances than
those who indicated they were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the neighbourhood. The total
number of acquaintances of those who were satisfied and very satisfied was 229, whereas
those who were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied have a total of 42.

Acquaintences in the neighbourhood by satisfaction of
neighbourhood
SVS N=18
DVD N=9

229

42
13.5

7

Average

Median

Total # of
acquaintances

Satisfied and Very Satisfied

5.25

3.5

Average

Median

Total # of
acquaintances

Dissatified and Very Dissatisfied

Figure 19: Acquaintances by neighbourhood satisfaction
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Respondents were asked if they knew about the South Mountain community engagement initiative,
community developer, and the planning team. The majority of respondents were not aware as
illustrated in Figure 20. These results have slightly improved from baseline (not shown).

Awareness of South Mountain Engagement Initiative
Yes
did you know about the South
Mountain Community Engagement
initiative?

28%

No

72%

did you know of the South Mountain
community developer?

45%

55%

did you know about the resident-led
South Mountain Planning Team?

45%

55%

Figure 20: Awareness of South Mountain Engagement initiative

Engagement of Neighbours
In her paper Relocating the poor: Social capital and neighborhood resources (Curley, 2010)2,
Curley found that (1) neighborhood resources (such as libraries, recreation facilities, parks,
grocery stores, and social services), (2) a sense of attachment to the neighbourhood and (3) a
sense of neighbourhood safety were the “strongest predictors of social capital.” The South
Mountain neighbourhood includes resources such as Turner Park Library, YMCA recreational
centre, parks, a grocery store, and social services. According to Curley (2010), what appears to
be lacking within the South Mountain neighbourhood, as per survey results, are a sense of
neighbourhood attachment and a sense of safety. These results will be further explained below.

2

Curley, A. M. (2010). Relocating the poor: Social capital and neighborhood resources. Journal
of Urban Affairs, 32(1). 79–103.
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Respondents have identified that residents in the neighbourhood are generally more
disengaged (56%) than engaged (44%), as shown in Figure 21. There has not been much
change compared to baseline results.

How engaged do you think residents are in your
neighbourhood?
Baseline
41%

37%

34%
22%

3%

Post Survey N=27

30%

26%

7%

Very engaged

Somewhat engaged

Somewhat disengaged

Very disengaged

Figure 21: Perception of neighbourhood engagement

Although neighbours is listed as the number one reason why respondents would move out of
the neighbourhood, 65% of respondents identified neighbours as friendly and 4% as very
friendly, as opposed to unfriendly and very unfriendly (30%). Figure 22 shows that there has not
been much change from baseline.

How friendly are your neighbours?
Baseline
68%

65%

23%
0%

15%

4%

Very friendly

Post Survey N=26

Friendly

Unfriendly

10%

15%

Very unfriendly

Figure 22: Neighbourhood friendliness

Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton – February 2018

27

Respondents were asked to indicate how much they agreed with a set of statements on
neighbourhood engagement and trust. These set of statements, found in Figure 23, were taken
with permission from the Hamilton Neighbourhoods Study survey, conducted by the
Collaboratory for Research on Urban Neighbourhoods, Community Health and Housing
(CRUNCH) from McMaster University.
Results from this question show that respondents generally do not trust their neighbours even
though respondents describe neighbours as friendly. Most respondents feel that neighbours do
not respond to issues within the neighbourhood.
Respondents most agreed that the community has ways of sharing information (64%). About
half of the respondents believe there are opportunities for celebration and fun in the
neighbourhood. However, respondents mostly disagreed with the above statements.
74% of respondents feel that neighbours do not get together and deal with problems in the
neighbourhood. They also generally felt that they do not have influence over the neighbourhood
(66%), and that neighbours do not look for solutions to local problems (61%). Respondents felt
that neighbours do not watch over each other’s property (68%), and that neighbours cannot be
trusted (58%). Respondents also felt that their neighbourhoods do not have good leaders who
look out for the neighbourhood’s best interests (57%). There has not been much change since
baseline results.

Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton – February 2018

28

Neighbourhood engagement and trust
Strongly agree
My neighbourhood continually looks for solutions to
local problems rather than being satisfied with the
way things are

38%

My neighbourhood has good leaders who look out
for the best interests of our neighbourhood

43%

Agree

Disagree

15%

46%

If there is a problem around here, neighbours get
together to deal with it

26%

In my neighbourhood, neighbours watch over each
other’s property

32%

People in this neighbourhood can be trusted

42%

14%

21%

There are opportunities for celebration and fun in
7% 41%
my neighbourhood

33%

7%

50%

Our neighbourhood has ways of sharing
information (this could be talking to neighbours, 7% 57%
newsletters, etc.)

I have influence over what this neighbourhood is
like

Strongly disagree

17%

34%

22%

44%

37%

37%

0%

25%

43%

27%

31%

50%

100%

Figure 23: Neighbourhood engagement and trust
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Neighbourhood Enjoyment and Connection
Respondents overwhelmingly feel safe in their neighbourhood during the day (93%) and less so
at night (68%), as shown in Figure 24. Although respondents have indicated that the
neighbourhood has ways of sharing information (Figure 23) and have listed how information is
received (Table 3), only 48% agree that information is readily available to them on services and
activities in the neighbourhood (Figure 24). Just under half of the respondents agree that
housing staff is responsive to inquiries, input, and/or requests (48%). Half of the respondents
feel that they are not invited to be involved in decision-making in their neighbourhood.

Neighbourhood Safety and Involvement
Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree
4%

Overall I feel safe when I am outside in my
neighbourhood during the day

36%

57%
4%

Overall I feel safe when I am outside in my
neighbourhood at night

Information is readily available to residents of this
neighbourhood on services and activities that take
place here

25%

8%

My housing provider staff is responsive to residents’
inquiries, input, and/or requests

43%

40%

16%

Residents are invited to be involved in decisionmaking in my neighbourhood

21%

11%

40%

32%

32%

46%

32%

12%

20%

18%

4%
0%

50%

100%

Figure 24: Neighbourhood Safety and Involvement

Respondents who gave a response for my housing provider staff is responsive to residents’
inquiries, input, and/or requests were filtered by Victoria Park and East Kiwanis Homes and
shown in Figure 25. Since only one respondent identified as living in McGivney Homes, this
result was omitted when compiling data for Figure 25. Respondents who lived in Victoria Park
(N=8) equally agree and disagree that staff are responsive, whereas respondents who lived in
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Kiwanis (N=16) felt that housing staff is not responsive (57%). It is important to note that this
data represents 7% of both Kiwanis and Victoria Park residents.

How much respondents agree that housing staff is responsive
to residents' inquiries, input, and/or requests
Victoria Park N=8

Kiwanis N=16
38%

31%
25%

25%

25%

25%
19%

13%

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Figure 25: Housing staff responsiveness by provider

Respondents’ perception of housing staff responsiveness to resident inquiries, input, and/or
requests is shown by how satisfied they were with their neighbourhood in Figure 26. 8% of
dissatisfied and very dissatisfied respondents agreed or strongly agreed that their housing
provider is responsive, whereas 40% of satisfied and very satisfied respondents agreed or
strongly agreed that their housing provider was responsive. 20% of dissatisfied and very
dissatisfied respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that their housing provider was
responsive, as opposed to 32% of respondents who were satisfied and very satisfied with their
neighbourhood. These results show that the more residents think their housing provider is
responsive the more satisfied they are with their neighbourhood. It could also mean that the
more satisfied one is with their neighbourhood, the less one needs to reach out to their housing
provider.
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Perception of Housing Staff Responsiveness to Residents by
Neighbourhood Satisfaction
Neighbourhood Satisfaction: satisfied and very satisfied
Neighbourhood Satisfaction: dissatisfied and very dissatisfied

40%
32%
20%
8%

Agree and Strongly Agree

Disagree and Stronly Disagree

Housing staff is responsive to residents' inquiries, input, and/or requests
Figure 26: Neighbourhood satisfaction by housing staff responsiveness

Respondents were asked an open-ended question on the top three things they enjoy about their
neighbourhood (Figure 27). 72% of respondents indicated that they enjoy access to nearby
amenities, which includes the library, recreation centre, groceries and shopping, etc., as shown
in Figure 25. 40% of respondents indicated that the neighbourhood is friendly and safe. 28%
feel positively towards their resident manager and about property maintenance. Although 16%
indicated that their neighbourhood is clean, this report will later show that many respondents
have complaints about litter in their complex.

Top three things you enjoy about your neighbourhood
n=25

72%
40%

40%

36%

28%
16%

general
amenities

transportation friendly safe
community

parks

resident
clean /
manager,
garbage pick
property
up
maintenance

12%
quiet

Figure 27: Three things enjoyed about the neighbourhood
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Respondents are roughly split between feeling connected (55%) and feeling disconnected
(45%) to the neighbourhood, as shown in Figure 28. Figure 28 describes how respondents
would feel more connected to their neighbourhood.

How connected do you feel to your neighbourhood?
Baseline

Post Survey N=27

56%
48%

22%
9%

26%
19%
13%

7%

Very connected

Somewhat connected

Somewhat
disconnected

Very disconnected

Figure 28: Connection to neighbourhood

Neighbourhood Improvement Suggestions from Respondents
Figure 29 shows that 34% of respondents indicated that having more community events (such
as BBQs, movie nights, etc.) would increase their sense of connection to the neighbourhood.
31% have indicated that they would like improved communication amongst neighbours,
playgrounds for children, and if neighbours looked out for each other and their property. Results
from this question are consistent with results from Figure 28.
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What would make you feel more connected to your
neighbourhood?

n=29

More events (i.e. bbq, holidays, movie nights)

34%

Better communication with neighbours

31%

Playgrounds for kids

31%

If neighbours looked out for each other and their
properties

31%

If neighbours worked together to resolve problems

28%

Better communication with housing staff

24%

Less drugs, crime, and vandalism

24%

Safer street crossing, street traffic, speed of cars

24%

Community garden

24%

Taking part in neighbourhood decision-making

21%

More trees, plants, and flowers

17%

More awareness of what’s going on in the
neighbourhood

17%

Feeling more safe to walk around in my
neighbourhood

17%

More activities and programs for my family to
participate in

14%

Bike lanes

14%

Accessible spaces for neighbours to gather

10%

More sidewalks, more street lights

10%

Figure 29: Ways to improve connection to neighbourhood
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Residents who indicated they were satisfied and very dissatisfied versus those were dissatisfied
and very dissatisfied with their neighbourhood picked the following as what would increase their
connection to the neighbourhood:
Table 4: Increasing Neighbourhood Connection by Satisfied/Very Satisfied (SVS) and
Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied (DVD)

Ways to Increase Neighbourhood Connection by Neighbourhood Satisfaction
Rank Item
1

More neighbourhood events

2

Playgrounds for kids
If neighbours look out for each other
and their properties
Better communication with housing
staff
Taking part in neighbourhood
decision-making
Better communication with
neighbours
If neighbours worked together to
resolve problems

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Less drugs, crime, and vandalism
Safer street crossing. street traffic,
speed of cars
Community garden
More trees, plants, and flowers in the
neighbourhood
More awareness of what’s going on in
the neighbourhood
More activities and programs for my
family to participate in
More sidewalks, safer sidewalks,
more street lights, etc.
Feeling more safe to walk around in
my neighbourhood
Bike lanes
Accessible spaces for neighbours to
gather
Higher levels of engagement between
neighbours
Bus shelters
Less resident turn-over

SVS

Item
Better communication with
37% neighbours

DVD
44%

32% More neighbourhood events
If neighbours worked together to
32% resolve problems

33%

32% Less drugs, crime, and vandalism

33%

26% Community garden
Feeling more safe to walk around in
21% my neighbourhood

33%

21% Playgrounds for kids
If neighbours look out for each other
21% and their properties
Safer street crossing. street traffic,
21% speed of cars
More trees, plants, and flowers in the
21% neighbourhood
More awareness of what’s going on
16% in the neighbourhood

22%

16% Bike lanes
Accessible spaces for neighbours to
16% gather
Better communication with housing
16% staff
Taking part in neighbourhood
11% decision-making

22%

33%

33%

22%
22%
22%

22%
11%
11%

More activities and programs for my
11% family to participate in
Higher levels of engagement
5% between neighbours

11%
11%

5% Bus shelters
5% Less resident turn-over
5% Accessible green space (parks, etc.)
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11%
11%
11%

The most notable difference in response by neighbourhood satisfaction is the desire for better
communication with neighbours (Table 4). 21% of respondents who were SVS with the
neighbourhood indicated that they wanted better communication with neighbours versus 44%
who were DVD. However, 32% of those SVD indicated they wanted better communication with
housing staff, where only 11% of those DVD indicated a desire for this. These results show that
respondents who are dissatisfied with their neighbourhood are more concerned with improving
their relationships with their neighbours over relationships with their housing provider.
Respondents who were DVD with their neighbourhood were more concerned about safety in
regards to walking around the neighbourhood than those who were SVS (33% versus 11%).
These results are consistent with Curley’s (2010) findings where second survey respondents
who have low social capital are also feeling disconnected to their neighbourhood (in other words
they have low neighbourhood attachment) and do not have a strong sense of safety, which
Curley (2010) are key to gaining social capital.
Respondents who were DVD with their neighbourhood indicated that having a community
garden (33%) would help to improve their connection to the neighbourhood, along with
decreasing the use and existence of drugs, crime, and vandalism in the neighbourhood (33%).
These respondents also want accessible spaces for neighbours to gather (22% vs. 5%) and
bike lanes (22% vs. 11%).
All respondents show roughly similar interest in having more neighbourhood events (37% vs.
33%). Although the evaluator and volunteers heard from residents during survey-delivery that
lack of sidewalks was a major concern to them, only those respondents who indicated they were
satisfied and very satisfied with the neighbourhood specified that more sidewalks, safer
sidewalks and more street lights would help improve their connection to the neighbourhood
(16%).
Responses that respondents indicated would help them connect better to their neighbourhood
have been categorized in Table 5 by themes. Included are Curley’s (2010) categories of
neighbourhood attachment, resources and safety. Also included are themes developed by the
evaluator to help sort through the many responses. These categories are defined as
communication and engagement, complete streets, inclusion and influence, safety, and spaces
and programs. The responses have also been sorted to show whether there is a difference
between the need for place based or person based interventions. These themes and categories
have been analyzed in the tables below.
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Table 5: Neighbourhood Connection Responses by Themes

Neighbourhood Connection Responses by Themes

Survey response items

People vs.
Place Based

More neighbourhood events

People-based

Better communication with neighbours

People-based

Better communication with housing staff

People-based

More awareness of what’s going on in the
neighbourhood
Less resident turn-over
Engagement with neighbourhoods outside of
my complex
If neighbours worked together to resolve
problems
Taking part in neighbourhood decision-making
Higher levels of engagement between
neighbours
Playgrounds for kids

Communication
and engagement
Neighbourhood
attachment

People-based
People-based
People-based
Inclusion and
influence

People-based
People-based
Place-based
Place-based

Accessible spaces for neighbours to gather

Place-based

Accessible green space (parks, etc.)

Place-based

Bike lanes

Place-based

Bus shelters

Place-based

If neighbours look out for each other and their
properties

People-based

Less drugs, crime, and vandalism

People-based

More sidewalks, safer sidewalks, more street
lights, etc.

Survey responses
by
Curley’s (2010)
categories

People-based

Community garden
More trees, plants, and flowers in the
neighbourhood
More activities and programs for my family to
participate in

Feeling more safe to walk around in my
neighbourhood
Safer street crossing. street traffic, speed of
cars

Survey
responses by
themes

Place-based

Spaces and
programs

Place-based

Neighbourhood
resources

Complete streets
and transit

Safety

Place-based
Place-based

Neighbourhood
safety
Complete streets
and transit

Place-based
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In the analysis of results into these themes and categories, the raw responses were adjusted to
take into account the differences in the number of items in each category. For example, there
were three response items listed under the theme of safety, which can be found in Table 5, and
respondents chose these three items a total of 20 times. On the other hand, there were four
response items listed under the theme of complete streets and transit, and respondents chose
these four items a total of 15 times. This adjusted count shows that safety is the primary
concern for respondents and complete streets and transit is the least important concern (shown
in Table 6). These results are true for both SVS and DVD respondents.
Table 6: Neighbourhood Connection Ranking by Evaluator's Themes

Ways to Improve Respondents’ Connection to the Neighbourhood by Themes.
Adjusted count
Rank for both SVS
and DVD

Themes

Safety

1

Communication and engagement

2

Inclusion and influence

3

Spaces and programs

4

Complete streets and transit

5

Survey response items were categorized as either being people or place based (Table 5).
Based on these results, respondents show that they are more interested in people based
interventions (57%), (i.e. neighbourhood events, improved communication, etc.) than place
based interventions (43%), (i.e. playgrounds, green spaces, etc.) as shown in Table 7.
Table 7: Ways to Improve Neighbourhood Connection by People and Place

Ways to Improve Respondents’ Connection to the Neighbourhood by People and
Place Based Items
Survey responses by People vs. Place

SVS

DVD

All

Rank

People-based

59%

54%

57%

1

Place-based

41%

46%

43%

2
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Looking at Curley’s (2010) categories of determining neighbourhood connection, both SVS and
DVD respondents indicate neighbourhood attachment as the number one way to improve
connection. This would include, but not limited to, more neighbourhood events, improving
communication and resident engagement (shown in Table 5).
Table 8: Ways to Improve Resident Connection to Neighbourhood

Ways to Improve Respondents’ Connection to the Neighbourhood by Curley’s
(2010) Categories
Curley's (2010) Categories

SVS

SVS
RANK

DVD

DVD
RANK

Neighbourhood attachment

44%

1

41%

1

Neighbourhood resources

29%

2

34%

2

Neighbourhood safety

27%

3

24%

3

Respondents were asked an open-ended question on the two most important things that would
make their neighbourhood a better place to live. Figure 30 shows us that respondents were
most concerned about cleanliness of their neighbourhood (39%). This mainly includes putting
up public garbage bins in the complexes, having clean-up days, and cleaning up after pets.
Respondents also think that playgrounds for children (25%) and children’s safety (21%) are
priorities in improving the neighbourhood.
These response items were categorized into themes for further analysis, as shown in Table 9.
These broader themes include: cleanliness, communication and engagement, inclusion and
influence, safety, and spaces and programs. These themes were then organized by Curley’s
(2010) categories of neighbourhood attachment, resources, and safety.
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What do you think are the two most important things that
would make your neighbourhood a better place to live?
n=28
Cleanliness

39%

Park, playground

25%

Children's safety

21%

Privacy (fences)

18%

"Neighbourhood Watch" due to theft

18%

Friendly, responsive property managers with
awareness of social issues
Friendly neighbours who also follow survey
rules

18%
11%

Reduce drug use and sale

7%

Beautification

7%

Fix and respect properties

7%

Community supports and empowement
opportunities

7%

Survey and neighbourhood meetings

7%

Accessibility through nursing home property

4%

HSR bus shelters

4%

Figure 30: What would make the neighbourhood a better place to live?
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Table 9: Making the Neighbourhood a Better Place to Live

What will make your neighbourhood a better place to live
Topic
Count

Responses by themes

Cleanliness

9

Cleanliness

Children's safety

1

Cleanliness

1

Friendly and responsive property
managers / awareness of social
issues

4

Friendly neighbours who follow
survey rules

4

Privacy (fences)

1

Survey and neighbourhood
meetings

2

Community supports and
empowerment opportunities

1

Friendly and responsive property
managers / awareness of social
issues

1

Neighbourhood watch due to theft

1

Accessibility through nursing home
property

1

Beautification

2

Community supports and
empowerment opportunities

1

Fix and respect of properties

3

HSR bus shelters

1

Park / Play ground

6

Children's safety

3

Cleanliness

1

Lack of drug usage and sale

1

Responses by topics

Curley’s (2010)
Categories

Communication and
engagement
Neighbourhood
Attachment

Inclusion and influence

Inclusion and influence

Spaces and programs

Safety
Neighbourhood watch due to theft

3

Park / Play ground

1

Privacy (fences)

4
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When looking at the responses by the broader themes, results show that respondents who were
satisfied and very satisfied with the neighbourhood are most concerned with the access to
spaces and programs (36%), whereas respondents who were dissatisfied and very dissatisfied
with the neighbourhood are most concerned with improvements to neighbourhood
communication and engagement (41%), as shown in Table 10. Inclusion and influence fall as
the last improvement that respondents, both SVS and DVD, would like to see implemented in
the neighbourhood.
Table 10: Ways to Make the Neighbourhood a Better Place to Live by Themes

Ways to Make the Neighbourhood a Better Place to Live by Neighbourhood
Satisfaction and Broader Themes
Themes

SVS
RANK

SVS

DVD
RANK

DVD

Spaces and programs

36%

1

6%

4

Cleanliness

21%

2

12%

3

Communication and engagement

18%

3

41%

1

Safety

18%

3

35%

2

6%

4

6%

4

Inclusion and influence

Looking at the responses by Curley’s (2010) categories, both SVS and DVD respondents are
primarily concerned with improving their sense of neighbourhood attachment. DVD respondents
are then concerned with safety, and lastly resources, whereas SVD respondents are secondly
concerned with resources and thirdly safety (Table 11).
Table 11: Ways to Make the Neighbourhood a Better Place to Live by Curley’s Categories

Ways to Make the Neighbourhood a Better Place to Live by
Neighbourhood Satisfaction and Curley’s (2010) Categories
Curley’s (2010) Categories

SVS

SVS RANK

DVD

DVD RANK

Neighbourhood Attachment

42%

1

59%

1

Neighbourhood Resources

39%

2

6%

3

Neighbourhood Safety

18%

3

35%

2

Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton – February 2018

42

