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South Mountain Resident Baseline Survey Results 

Introduction 

 

The South Mountain community engagement initiative reaches out to seven social housing 

complexes operated by Kiwanis Homes Inc., Victoria Park Community Homes Inc. and 

McGivney Homes Inc.. The initiative, funded by the Ontario Trillium Foundation, is a two year 

project which employs a Community Developer who supports the newly established resident-led 

South Mountain planning team.  

Kiwanis, Victoria Park and McGivney Homes have a combined total of 391 residential units in 

the identified South Mountain neighbourhood area. 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. 

The purpose of the initiative is to engage and build the 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. Part of the evaluation includes 

resident voices: learning from residents of their neighbourhood assets, concerns and 

resolutions. The purpose of the baseline survey was to gain a sense of the community’s 

strengths and improvement areas prior to the initiative in order to measure the influence of the 

initiative. The survey asks about length of residency, likes and dislikes about the 

neighbourhood, and what would increase connectedness and engagement with the 

neighbourhood. A follow-up survey will be distributed to all residents within the next 6 months to 

assess any neighbourhood and resident changes as a possible result of the initiative.  

Method 

 

A baseline survey and information package was hand delivered to each of the 391 units in 

November of 2016. Seven volunteers supported the door-to-door delivery and received training. 

About half of the volunteers were residents of the South Mountain neighbourhood. Other 

volunteers were recruited through the Community Placement Program, which allows Ontario 

Works and Ontario Disability Support Program recipients to volunteer with non- profit and public 

organizations. 

Residents who answered their door were given background information of the initiative and of 

the survey. An incentive for participation was entry in a draw for a chance to win one in five 

grocery store gift cards. Residents had the option to fill out the hardcopy survey and either mail 



 

South Mountain Community Engagement Initiative Evaluation Page | 5  
Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton – February, 2017 

it in with a return envelope provided or deliver it to the community developer, or fill out the 

survey online.  

Highlights 

 

 33 responses out of a total possibility of 391 (8% response rate) 

 32 submitted a hardcopy of survey, and one respondent participated online 

 There is a general consensus of neighbourhood assets, problem areas, and resolutions 

 Resident responses speak to the projected impacts of the initiative. 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 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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 



 

South Mountain Community Engagement Initiative Evaluation Page | 6  
Social Planning and Research Council of Hamilton – February, 2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 1: South Mountain Neighbourhood and Housing Complexes 

 

The map above illustrates the locations of each of the total seven 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.  

1 
4 

5 

2 7 3 

6 

Kiwanis 

4.  1540 Upper Wentworth (84 units) 

5.  110 Essling Ave (67 units) 

6.  595 Rymal Rd E (75 units) 

Victoria Park 

1.  1517 Upper Wentworth (30 units) 

2.  408 Rymal Rd E (50 units) 

3.  450 Rymal Rd E (32 units) 

McGivney 

7.  426 Rymal Rd E (53 units) 

Total of 391 units 
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Findings 
 

 

Figure 1: Total Respondents by Housing Provider 

33 responses were received by residents before the deadline of December 16, 2016. One 

survey was submitted online. 32 surveys were submitted in hardcopy form with roughly half 

delivered through post mail and the other half through the community developer. Response 

rates from Kiwanis residents (61%) exceeded response rates from Victoria Park (18%) and 

McGivney (21%) residents.   
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Figure 2: Respondents per Complex 

Response rates are broken down by complex as shown in figure 2. These rates are calculated 

with the number of responses per complex by the number of total households per complex. For 

instance, 426 Rymal Road East has a response rate of 13% as seven out of a possible 53 

households responded to the survey. The total response rate of 8% is relatively low, according 

to available literature on response rates. However, Visser, Krosnick, Marquette and Curtin 

(1996) showed that surveys with lower response rates (near 20%) yielded more accurate 

measurements than did surveys with higher response rates (near 60 or 70%). This report 

reveals that despite a relatively low response rate, the responses given by all 33 participants are 

fairly similar in regards to neighbourhood assets, problem areas, and resolutions.  
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Figure 3: Length of Residency 

As figure 3 points out, respondents vary in length of residency. Respondents have lived in their 

unit from anywhere between one year and 26 years. The majority of respondents have been 

living in their unit either between 1-3 years or between 10-15 years. This span of residency 

would offer a fair overall perspective in the survey responses. 

 

 

Figure 4: Satisfaction with Neighbourhood 
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Although respondents have many concerns and suggestions for neighbourhood improvements, 

which will be found later in this report, figure 4 shows that respondents generally seem to favour 

their neighbourhood (64%) far more than not (36%) 

 

 

Figure 5: Plans to move. N=33 

21% of 33 respondents plan to move out of their home within the next two years, while 42% do 

not. 36% are unsure if they will move.  
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Figure 6: Reasons for moving out of the neighbourhood. N=18 

Respondents were asked why they might be moving out of the neighbourhood over the next two 

years, and were given a list of possible responses to choose from. They could choose all that 

apply. Respondents had the option to write in their own reasons for moving out the 

neighbourhood as well.  

Overall, concerns with safety, vandalism, and drug dealing are repeated concerns throughout 

the survey results and are shared concerns with each of the seven complexes. Although 

respondents generally find their neighbours to be ‘friendly’ as shown later in this report, 

respondents still have concerns with their neighbours (39%) in relation to cleanliness of 

properties, garbage and litter, privacy concerns, and others, also found later in this report. 11% 

of 18 respondents shared that one of their reasons for moving out the neighbourhood is their 
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housing provider. Responses later in this report reveal that issues around housing providers are 

described as repairs to housing and safety concerns.  

 

Figure 7: How many residents do you know? 

The majority of respondents know at least 2-5 people in their neighbourhood.  

 

 

Figure 8: Friendliness of neighbours. N=31 
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Overall, respondents find their neighbours to be friendly (68%) far more than unfriendly. Later in 

the report, you will find that although friendly, respondents have other concerns about their 

neighbours.  

 

Figure 9: What respondents enjoy about their neighbourhood. N=29 

Respondents were asked ‘what are the top three things that you like about your 

neighbourhood?’. The question was open-ended. Overwhelmingly, respondents enjoy the 

access to transportation and access to public and retail amenities. Amenities overall was noted 

as an asset by every respondent. Friendly neighbours is again mentioned as an asset (31%).  
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Figure 10: Perception of Neighbourhood Community and Resident Engagement. N=32 
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Figure 11: Statement agreements. N=33 

Overall, respondents show that neighbours generally do not have trust in one another, 

especially with coming together as a community and resolving local problems (an overwhelming 

86% disagree with this statement). Aside from the 64% of respondents who agree that 

information is shared within the neighbourhood, statements around the sense of community and 

leadership are not favourable (less than 50% of respondents agree with those statements). 

Other results in this report indicate that respondents find that community events that bring 

neighbours together would improve their quality of life at their current residence. This indicates 

the possibility that a community engagement initiative within these complexes can improve the 

sense of community and sense of shared responsibility within the neighbourhoods.  
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Figure 12: What Would Make your Neighbourhood a Better Place to Live? N=29 

Again, safety presents as a recurrent priority where 46% of 29 respondents indicate that 

improving safety would make their neighbourhood a better place to live. Figure 11 shows that 

54% of respondents feel that there are no opportunities for celebration and fun in their 

neighbourhood, and 43% of respondents say that having neighbourhood events would make 

their neighbourhood a better place to live. Although neighbours are generally considered 

friendly, respondents would like to see more friendliness and respect from their neighbours 

(29%). 
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Figure 13: Past Involvement with Community Engagement. N=33 

 

 

Figure 14: Types of Events and Activities. N=14 
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Figure 15: Taken part in or attended community events in the last one year. N=31 

46% of respondents have engaged in some type of community engagement in their 

neighbourhood, as shown in figure 13. Of that 46%, 29% have participated in a neighbourhood 

bbq as shown in figure 14. 21% have participated in some form with neighbourhood movie 

nights, community meetings, and community clean-ups. These results indicate that community 

events have taken place within the complexes and that there are residents with levels of 

community engagement capacity that may be interested in participating in upcoming 

neighbourhood events. Figure 15 shows that 48% have not participated in a community event 

within the past one year. This could indicate the potential for future involvement of residents with 

community events.  
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Figure 16: Awareness of South Mountain Community Engagement Initiative 

The majority of respondents were not aware of the South Mountain community developer, 

planning team, or the community engagement initiative prior to this survey.  
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Figure 17: Receive Information about Neighbourhood. N=33 

The majority of respondents receive information about their neighbourhood through leaflets or 

flyers (58%). Word of mouth comes in as the second most utilized community tool (48%). Social 

media (15%) and e-mail (18%) are the least utilized communication tools. 21% of respondents 

indicated that they receive information through the community developer, however some of 

these respondents also indicated that they were not aware of the community developer for 

South Mountain.  
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Figure 18: How effective are the communication methods? N=32 
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Responses by 33 Participants Shown by Housing Provider 

Satisfaction of neighbourhood 

 

 

Figure 19: Victoria Park Satisfaction of neighbourhood. N=6 

 

 

Figure 20: Kiwanis Satisfaction of Neighbourhood. N=20 
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Figure 21: McGivney Satisfaction of Neighbourhood. N=7 

 

Neighbourhood enjoyments 

 

 

Figure 22: Victoria Park: What do you enjoy about your neighbourhood? N=4 
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Figure 23: Kiwanis: What do you enjoy about your neighbourhood? N=18 

 

 

Figure 24: McGivney: What do you enjoy about your neighbourhood? N=7 
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What would make your neighbourhood a better place to live?  

 

 

Figure 25: Victoria Park: What would make your neighbourhood a better place to live? N=4 

 

 

Figure 26: Kiwanis: What would make your neighbourhood a better place to live? N=17 
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Figure 27: McGivney: What would make your neighbourhood a better place to live? N=6 

 

Connection to neighbourhood 

 

 

Figure 28: Victoria Park neighbourhood connectedness. N=6 
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Figure 29: Kiwanis neighbourhood connectedness. N=20 

 

 

Figure 30: : McGivney neighbourhood connectedness. N=6 
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Improvements to neighbourhood connectedness 

 

 

Figure 31: Victoria Park: What would make you feel more connected? N=6 
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Figure 32: McGivney: What would make you feel more connected? N=7 
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Figure 33: Kiwanis: What would make you feel more connected? N=20 

 


