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A B S T R A C T   

Displacement is generally studied using either using statistical analysis, or lived experiences. Both require 
different definitions, methods and conceptualisations. As cities across North America invest in higher-order 
transit such as light rail (LRT), there is a need for a holistic assessment of displacement. However, to date, 
most studies of transit-induced gentrification rely on statistics. This is problematic because this approach un-
derestimates the scale of direct displacement and is unable to capture indirect or experiential forms. This article 
uses a variety of qualitative methods to present a detailed examination of displacement along one of North 
America’s newest LRT lines in Canada’s Waterloo Region. While official statistics indicate little evidence of 
displacement, field observations and direct engagement with key stakeholders and marginalised residents, 
renders visible four different types of displacement that are neither evident in official statistics nor central to 
planning and policy debates. Importantly, these forms of displacement include both spatial and non-spatial 
forms, which critical scholarship is increasingly conceptualising as part of the displacement and dispossession 
associated with contemporary gentrification. These findings suggest a need to broaden how transit-induced 
displacement is defined, measured and analysed, centring lived experiences of displacement within planning 
and policymaking.   

1. Introduction 

Building and maintaining affordable housing near good transit is one 
of the biggest planning challenges in the 21st Century. As many North 
American cities are building new streetcars, bus rapid transit (BRT) and 
light rail transit (LRT), understanding how these investments relate to 
gentrification and displacement is a major question for both scholarship, 
and planning/policy. Displacement is difficult to analyse, in part 
because of the different ways in which it is defined and operationalised, 
which are related to the methods and data available to investigate it 
(Zuk et al., 2015). On the one hand, displacement can be defined as a 
measurable one-time events of direct outmigration. On the other, it can 
be a longer-term process involving spatial, nonspatial, exclusionary and 
experiential processes that rupture peoples’ connections to their locality 
(Atkinson, 2015). 

At present, research examining transit-induced displacement pre-
dominantly relies on official statistics to measure or predict spatial 
outmigration at specific moments in time (Brown, 2016; Deka, 2017; 
Nilsson and Delmelle, 2018). These quantitative studies tends to find 
that displacement is less evident than qualitative research that focus on 

lived experiences. Furthermore, an analysis of official statistics cannot 
capture exclusionary or experiential forms of displacement (Newman 
and Wyly, 2006; Slater, 2009; Easton et al., 2019). However, statistical 
analysis is popular with policymakers, many of whom consider quali-
tative methods to be too time- and cost-intensive, too ‘political’ or too 
‘common sense’ (Gaber, 2020). 

The reliance on official statistics for understanding transit-induced 
gentrification and displacement is problematic for two reasons: first, 
because it has the potential to underestimate the true scale and nature of 
contemporary displacement; second, because it leads policymakers to 
conclude that there are few negative consequences deriving from 
gentrification policies (even if the term is not explicitly used). Therefore, 
the aim of this article is to use a variety of qualitative methods in order to 
render visible patterns of displacement that can enhance our under-
standing of how new transit developments reshape urban space. To do 
this, I pursue three separate, yet inter-related goals. The first is to centre 
the knowledge and lived experiences of marginalised residents into the 
analysis of transit-induced gentrification and displacement. The second 
is to use a grounded theory approach to enhance and extent our con-
ceptualisation of displacement by providing empirical examples of 
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different forms of spatial and non-spatial displacement that are occur-
ring along a transit line. The third goal is to use this knowledge to help 
create more equitable housing policies. Hackworth’s (2002) definition 
of gentrification as “production of space for progressively more affluent 
users” (p. 815) is a useful conceptual starting point, because it conceives 
of gentrification as social and spatial processes, rather than one-time 
events. 

The ION LRT in Waterloo Region, Canada, which opened in 2019, is 
the case study for this research. Situated 100 km west of Toronto, the 
Region of Waterloo is an upper-tier municipality with a population of 
approximately 583,000, and is one of Canada’s fastest growing urban 
areas. Within it are three lower-tier cities (Kitchener, Waterloo and 
Cambridge) and four rural townships. Its population is expected to reach 
almost 750,000 by 2031. This article is part of a wider project examining 
the impact of the LRT, and this article is intended to serve as a starting 
point that exposes (the first step in Marcuse’s (2009) approach to critical 
urban planning), forms of displacement that are ‘invisible’ within offi-
cial statistics and therefore do not yet feature in planning, policy, po-
litical and public debates. 

2. Defining and documenting displacement 

Simply defined, displacement is: “the forcing out of long-established 
and working-class residents of a city neighbourhood by higher-income 
newcomers” (Rogers et al., 2013). Displacement is an inherent part of 
gentrification that was central to Ruth Glass’ original observations. 
Traditionally, this ‘forcing out’ has been conceptualised in spatial terms: 
residents are forced to leave their homes. Peter Marcuse (1986) oper-
ationalised displacement into four types. First, direct, or last resident 
displacement, which occurs when the last low-income occupier of a 
property is displaced. Second, direct chain displacement, which ac-
knowledges that earlier rounds of investment/disinvestment can set the 
stage for gentrification and reinvestment at a later date. This is impor-
tant, he argues, because only looking at displacement while a neigh-
bourhood is gentrifying underestimates its full extent (see also Zuk et al., 
2015). Third, exclusionary displacement, when gentrification means 
that low-income residents are excluded from residing, or taking part in 
activities that were previous accessible to them, an aspect that has been 
central to framing new-build developments as part of the process (see 
Davidson and Lees, 2005). Finally, displacement pressure, which Tom 
Slater summarises as: “dispossession suffered by poor and working-class 
families during the transformation of the neighbourhoods where they 
live” (2009, p. 303). 

Analysing displacement has generally been divided into two camps: 
those who rely on ‘official’ statistics and other forms of quantitative 
data, and those who rely on the voices of residents, advocates, activists 
and other forms of qualitative data (Newman and Wyly, 2006). While 
each of these approaches paints a different picture of the extent to which 
displacement is occurring in gentrifying neighbourhoods (Loukaitou- 
Sideris et al., 2019), planning and policymaking relies heavily on the 
former and rarely incorporates lived experiences into their assessment of 
neighbourhood change (Garber, 2020; Newman and Wyly, 2006). 

Zuk et al (2015) note that quantitative analysis necessitates a narrow 
definition of displacement, centring the process on spatial outmigration 
at specific moments in time. This body of literature generally finds low 
levels of displacement (Freeman and Braconi, 2004; Freeman, 2005; 
Freeman et al., 2016; Hamnett, 2003; Vigdor et al., 2002). Hamnett’s 
(2003) explanation for this is centred on replacement, rather than 
displacement: long term industrial or occupational shifts that replace 
working-class populations. Freeman and Braconi’s (2004) analysis of 
New York City found that lower-income residents were less likely to be 
displaced in gentrifying neighbourhoods compared with non-gentrifying 
ones. They attribute this to the idea that gentrification brings about 
improvements to neighbourhoods that low-income residents are willing 
to pay more to enjoy. This body of literature has heavily influenced 
planning and policymaking, and contributes to a discourse that 

legitimises gentrification because its perceived negative consequences 
(namely, displacement) are less evident (see Newman and Wyly, 2006). 

However, Easton et al (2019, p. 15) outline the “failures of ‘official’ 
statistics to reveal the actual flows of displaced people at the urban 
scale,” and Tom Slater bluntly states that: “there are no statistical data 
available for such a task” (2009, p. 299). Official statistics generally 
lacks information on the reasons for moving (Zuk et al., 2015). De 
Verteuil (2011) notes that the lack of mobility found in studies such as 
Freeman and Braconi’s could be associated with rising costs across the 
city, meaning that there are fewer affordable options elsewhere, a pro-
cess he calls ‘entrapment’. Statistical models are also unable to capture 
exclusionary displacement that prohibits new low-income residents 
from moving in (Newman and Wyly, 2006). 

Newman and Wyly (2006) re-examined the same data set used by 
Freeman and Braconi. They found fewer absolute numbers of displaced 
residents, although a higher overall rate of displacement. Unlike Free-
mand and Braconi, they were very adamant that their findings most 
likely underestimated the actual levels of displacement because the data 
set did not include households who left NYC, doubled up with other 
households or were made homeless, all of which were identified as 
common outcomes through the qualitative interviews they conducted 
with key informants. 

In recent years, many researchers have also expanded the con-
ceptualisation of displacement to include a variety of non-spatial forms 
for which there is no official data. Atkinson (2015) extended the defi-
nition to include those who have not (yet) been physically displaced. He 
uses the term ‘unhoming’ to denote a rupture between people and place. 
He notes that dislocation occurs not only when one is physically dis-
placed, but also due to changes that take place while one remains in situ. 
This symbolic loss is also evident in Valli’s (2015) research into the 
experiences of Hispanic residents in a gentrifying Brooklyn neighbour-
hood as economic, social and ethnic community changes reshape re-
lationships between people and place. For Kern (2016), this is a process 
of ‘slow violence’ that gradually transforms the social spaces of a 
neighbourhood, making them unfamiliar and unwelcoming to non- 
gentrifiers. Even for those living in the context of secure, social hous-
ing, Shaw and Hagemans (2015) notes the loss of place that low-income 
residents experience as shops and meeting places gentrified around 
them. For them, displacement is less about outmigration, and more 
centred on experiences of a ‘loss of place.’ As Pull and Richards note, 
there is a disconnect between how planners and policymakers conceive 
of place – as coordinates on a map – and how place is conceived by 
residents – as a relational experience; changes to the relationships one 
has with place can constitute spatial, temporal and experiential forms of 
displacement. As a result, gentrification can also reshape the subtle and 
not-so-subtle experiences of who is perceived to be included and 
excluded from urban space (Ellis-Young and Doucet, 2021). Sakizlioğlu 
(2014) makes a compelling argument that we also need to consider what 
happens in the future. Her research in Istanbul articulates how waiting 
for an inevitable displacement also constitutes a form of loss, dislocation 
and disruption. Rankin and McLean (2015) also argue that symbolic 
displacement can occur when planning agendas and visions for the 
future of a neighbourhood ignore or erase long-standing community 
voices and spaces. 

3. Transit, gentrification and displacement 

Transit is often lauded as being part of building a sustainable and 
progressive city (Kenworthy, 2006). But rather than being constructed 
primarily to move people, there is a growing body of literature that 
suggests that the political economy of transit investments is centred on 
increasing property values, attracting new investment and intensifica-
tion policies (Olesen, 2020; Olesen and Lassen, 2016; Immergluck, 
2009; Jones and Ley, 2016; Zuk et al., 2018). Many scholars argue that 
the recent growth of downtown streetcars in US cities is premised on 
encouraging state-led gentrification (though the word is rarely used 
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explicitly) (see Culver, 2017; Immergluck and Balan, 2018; Brand, et al., 
2020). 

While some earlier studies of gentrification mentioned the role of 
transit accessibility (Filion, 1991), this relationship has only recently 
been empirically explored in great detail ((Grube-Cavers and Patterson, 
2015; Nilsson and Delmelle, 2018; Kramer, 2018; Dawkins and Moeckel, 
2016; Jones and Ley, 2016). Much of this literature uses hedonic models 
of official statistics to measure changes in socioeconomic and housing 
data both over time, and between neighbourhoods within a transit 
corridor and those outside it. If these variables rise at a faster rate than 
the average of the urban region, and if a census tract had below-average 
incomes to begin with, researchers conclude that gentrification is 
occurring (Grube-Cavers and Patterson, 2015). This approach to 
measuring gentrification is useful in mapping wider trends (Walks and 
Maaranen, 2008; Loukaitou-Sideris et al., 2019; Chapple and Zuk, 
2016). 

In his review of the literature on transit-induced gentrification, 
Revington (2015) found that most studies point towards proximity to 
transit resulting in higher land values and property prices. This body of 
literature generally concludes that property prices increase around new 
transit stations, albeit less so in weaker housing markets (both at a 
regional and neighbourhood scale) (Delmelle and Nilsson, 2020). Brown 
(2016), Pollock et al (2010), Baker and Lee (2019) and Kahn (2007) all 
found positive relationships between gentrification and transit lines in 
the United States. Other studies are less conclusive, where models 
indicated some variables pointing towards gentrification, while others 
did not (Deka, 2017; Dong, 2017). The literature on transit-oriented 
developments (TODs) also paints a complex, yet context-dependent 
picture of gentrification; a recent review suggested there is some evi-
dence to support the gentrification hypothesis, yet the authors argue 
that the process is more associated with existing local dynamics, built 
environment and policies (Padeiro et al., 2019). 

Most studies that examine displacement around new transit lines also 
rely on quantitative modelling. However, there are several specific 
challenges when using these methods to analyse transit-induced 
displacement, in addition to the critiques discussed in the previous 
section. The first has to do with what the available data can tell us, and 
what it cannot. It can overlook localised displacement, as many studies 
rely on census tracts-level data. Transit stations are specific points, 
rather than neighbourhoods and census tracts can have areas both 
adjacent to a station, and houses more than a kilometre away. Therefore, 
displacement can take place within a tract and statistical analysis, even at 
the census tract level, can miss some of this fine-grained displacement. 

The second challenge centres on how to define and operationalise 
gentrification and displacement. In their regression analysis of gentri-
fication around transit lines in three Canadian cities, Grube-Cavers and 
Patterson (2015, p. 181) state that: “gentrification should not be 
described as a continuous variable. Instead, the process of gentrification 
is more appropriately thought of as an event – characterised as a variable 
that takes a value of 1 if the CT is observed to have undergone gentri-
fication, and a value of 0 if it has not.” Under this framework, 
displacement is defined as a one-time process of outmigration from a 
spatially delineated area. With this definition, the few studies that have 
attempted to empirically measure transit-induced displacement have 
found little statistical evidence that low-income residents are dis-
proportionally more likely to move after the opening of a new station 
(Rodnyansky, 2018; Delmelle and Nilsson, 2020). 

The third challenge is the inability to capture unmeasurable or un-
quantifiable aspects of displacement, as outlined in the previous section. 
With specific reference to new transit investments, statistical modelling 
can say nothing about the wider goals of these public investment and the 
extent to which they contribute to various forms of spatial and non- 
spatial displacement. 

While most studies quantitative methods, recent research by Lou-
kaitou-Sideris et al (2019) employed a mixed method approach to study 
gentrification around station areas in Los Angeles. This included 

statistical analysis, observations and interviews with key stakeholders. 
Their article says as much about the conclusions drawn from different 
methods as it does the question of whether or not gentrification is 
occurring. Quantitative data indicated that areas around new transit 
stations experienced more development than not-station areas, while 
also seeing increases in variables normally associated with gentrifica-
tion: white, college-educated and higher income households. However, 
their field surveys and interviews indicated more evidence of gentrifi-
cation than showed up in their statistical models, including some 
neighbourhoods where no evidence of gentrification was visible in the 
statistical data, yet observations and interviews clearly concluded it was 
occurring. They therefore warn planners against “assum[ing] that sec-
ondary data are precise” (p. 240), while also stressing that field obser-
vations or interviews alone can be subjective, may miss important 
elements and cannot document numerical changes in demographics or 
housing. 

Several other studies on transit-induced gentrification have sought to 
engage with affected communities under threat of displacement (Moore, 
2015). Jones and Ley (2016) examined a community of small apart-
ments housing predominantly lower-income residents close to Vancou-
ver’s Skytrain. Focus groups found a high level of neighbourhood 
satisfaction, partly because of their proximity to the train. However, 
residents also felt threatened by upzoning regulations (allowing for 
higher densities than currently permitted). As Ley and Lynch (2020) 
note, areas around transit stations contain much of the region’s afford-
able housing, yet upzoning policies are leading to the rapid erosion of 
this stock. 

4. Research methods 

This article is part of a larger research project that focuses on 
rendering visible aspects of gentrification and displacement that are 
‘hidden’ within official statistics. To do this, I utilise a variety of quali-
tative methods, including systematically walking the route in order to 
photograph change, returning regularly to key areas such as downtown 
Kitchener. As Arnold (2019) notes, walking reveals much about di-
visions within urban space and: “brings the researcher into contact with 
the materialities and rhythms of the city, allowing insight into its spatial 
and temporal variations.” Photography also helps to render visible fine- 
grained details of gentrification, especially in early phases (Deverteuil, 
2004). Local newspaper and media articles searches were conducted, 
both on stories about the impact of the LRT and on specific buildings, 
neighbourhoods or spaces that came up during interviews. Two sets of 
interviews were conducted, each with their own questions and recruit-
ment strategies. Twenty-three interviews were conducted with key 
stakeholders in either the development of the LRT, or in communities in 
which the line runs through. These included planners, politicians, de-
velopers, advocates, entrepreneurs and those involved with social ser-
vices organisations. These interviews focused on understanding the 
types of gentrification and displacement occurring, as well as the wider 
goals and political economy of the LRT project. 

For the second set of interviews, I spoke with nineteen low-income 
and marginalised residents living along the LRT corridor in order to 
assemble, validate and amplify their knowledge of gentrification and 
displacement within their communities. To conduct these interviews, I 
partnered with the Social Development Centre Waterloo Region (SDC), a 
charitable non-profit and social planning and community development 
organization that focuses on advancing social justice and documenting 
the lived experiences of poverty and homelessness. They helped recruit 
participants through their networks of community connectors: in-
dividuals from marginalised communities who have built up strong 
levels of trust and cooperation with the SDC (Diwan et al., 2021). These 
connectors act as a bridge between the SDC and various communities 
throughout Waterloo Region and many have their own lived experiences 
of poverty. Participants ranged in age from mid-20s to mid-70s. All of 
them were living on some form of social assistance (welfare, disability) 
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or had been at some point within the last ten years. While most were 
renters, some of whom lived in subsidized housing and some in the 
private market, several homeowners were also among this group of re-
spondents. Roughly a quarter of these interviewees had experienced 
some form of homelessness in their lives and several had been recently 
displaced or were living under threat of displacement (such as in in-
stances when their apartment building had been bought by a developer 
and was slated for demolition). They all knew friends or family members 
who had been displaced. These interviews took place in early 2019 and 
were primarily conducted at the offices of the Social Development 
Centre, in downtown Kitchener, a safe and accessible space.1 

All interviews were subsequently transcribed by a professional 
transcription company and coded using a software program. Coding was 
done based on themes; for the second set of interviews, there was a 
separation between an individual’s personal experience (I was displaced) 
and their knowledge of changes in their community (I know that everyone 
was evicted from this building). This is important because too often, the 
knowledge that local residents have of their community (particularly 
those with lived experiences of poverty) is not treated with the same 
degree of respect and reliability as key stakeholder interviews or official 
statistics. Like recent work by Edge et al (2020) on smart city planning in 
Kitchener, this article asserts that the knowledge these interviewees 
have of their community is equally valid, and needs to be central to 
planning and policymaking. 

5. Waterloo Region’s LRT: A tool for urban development and 
growth management 

Interviews with key planners, politicians and policymakers reveals a 
political economy where the political and planning goals of the LRT are 
as much about growth management as they are about moving people. 
Waterloo Region is Canada’s fastest growing urban area and there is 
concern about the loss of the much-loved (and highly productive) 
countryside surrounding the three cities of Waterloo, Kitchener and 
Cambridge (Thompson, 2017). Rural parts of the region are home to 
Mennonite communities, including some Old Order Mennonites who 
have rejected modern technology and still use horse and buggies for 
transportation. 

Curbing sprawl has therefore been a major pillar of Regional policy 
dating back to the 1970s. The LRT works in tandem with the Country-
side Line, a growth boundary created in 2009, to limit sprawl while 
directing new development into the existing urban footprint, primarily 
along the Central Transit Corridor (CTC) (Thompson, 2017). Even before 
the LRT opened, in June 2019, more than C$3 billion worth of invest-
ment took place along the corridor and development patters shifted from 
roughly two-thirds of new growth taking place as sprawl, to two-thirds 
now taking place within existing urban areas (De Bono, 2018). In the 
worlds of one key policymaker: “transit is the planning tool to create 
intensification and reorganisation.” Regional council approved the LRT 
in 2011 and construction began in 2014. The 19 km runs between two 
shopping centres and passes through downtown Kitchener, Uptown 
Waterloo and the region’s two universities. An express bus will continue 
towards Cambridge until Phase II is constructed, with current time-
frames indicating a 2032 opening date. 

While the LRT is a major catalyst for change in the region, other 
factors, particularly in downtown Kitchener, have also contributed to 
gentrification and revitalisation. This includes a $100 million Economic 

Development Investment Fund (EDIF) that resulted in several post- 
secondary institutions opening campuses downtown, as well as sup-
porting a growing tech sector and investments in the public realm. The 
city also had a long-standing downtown development charge exemption, 
which expired in 2019. The City of Kitchener has also focused on many 
smart city policies, both in terms of technological solutions and on 
developing a post-industrial, knowledge-based economy, particularly in 
its downtown core (Edge et al., 2020). 

Some academic work has shown property price uplift along the 
corridor (Babin, 2016), as well as rising rents and a lack of supply, 
particularly of larger units, that prohibits many renters who want to be 
close to good transit from living along the CTC (Pi, 2017; Tran, 2016; 
Cook, 2018). At present, however, the main source of analysis is the 
Monitoring Change along the Central Transit Corridor report, produced by 
the Region of Waterloo (2019). It uses a variety of quantitative metrics, 
including census data, building permits and property assessment values. 
The report concludes that, because average incomes have risen signifi-
cantly along the line (as much as 41.2% in downtown Kitchener), 
gentrification is taking place in many parts of the CTC. 

While the report concludes that gentrification may be occurring, its 
authors finds little statistical evidence that displacement is happening. 
Instead, the report suggests that gentrification is taking place on 
previously-vacant land and that more monitoring, rather than immedi-
ate action, is required. It states that: 

While gentrification may be occurring, it is less clear whether displace-
ment of residents is occurring as a result. Rising incomes within the CTC 
suggest an influx of more affluent people but does not conclude that less 
affluent people are being pushed out of the CTC. While the census can be 
used to see changes in average incomes and in other demographic char-
acteristics, it provides only averages (or medians) of the area and not 
longitudinal data for tracking the movement of specific residents. Rising 
median incomes as a result of the arrival of higher earners in new condos 
or apartments can occur without the displacement of existing residents. 
Similarly, an increase in average rents may be due to new units coming 
onto the market without necessarily significantly changing the rents of 
existing units (Region of Waterloo, 2019, p. 40). 

Both this lack of statistical evidence of displacement and the overall 
lack of concern that this data may under-estimate displacement reso-
nates with many quantitative academic studies (Freeman and Braconi, 
2004; Vigdor et al., 2002; Freeman et al., 2016; Hamnett, 2003). The 
report’s benign tone about displacement also extends to the wider 
question of housing affordability. According to the report, 61% of 
renters pay ‘affordable rent’ along the CTC, with that being defined as 
less than 30% of income going towards rent (the regional average was 
67% of renters). The report is also keen to stress that the number of 
subsidized housing units along the corridor has remained stable and the 
percentage of people receiving housing allowances to rent privately has 
not declined. To measure the affordability of home ownership, a crude 
ratio of average selling prices (with no consideration for unit size or 
number of bedrooms) and median incomes is used to determine what 
percentage of housing is accessible to those on low- and moderate- 
incomes. In 2017, this was housing that was priced under $349,500. 
33% of housing transactions were below this and therefore considered 
‘affordable’ for those on low and moderate incomes. This represented a 
dramatic deline from a year earlier, when 57% of all housing trans-
actions along the corridor were below this threshold. 

This report finds little evidence of displacement but does not engage 
meaningfully with individuals struggling to find housing, those with 
lived experiences of poverty or displacement, or with the many local 
non-profits who deal with the consequences of gentrification. In the 
remainder of this article, I offer a counter-narrative that is centred on 
listening to these voices as well as understanding the wider political 
economy of the LRT project which render visible patterns and processes 
of displacement that are ‘hidden’ within official statistics. I present four 

1 These interviews with the SDC grew out of a previous study that inter-
viewed more than 60 residents living along the LRT corridor, shortly before the 
line commenced operation in June 2019 (Author 2021a). One of the short-
comings of these interviews was a lack of low- and very low-income voices who 
had first hand knowledge and experiences with displacement. Partnering with 
the SDC enabled us to connect with these communities so that their voices could 
be part of planning conversations. 
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examples of spatial and non-spatial displacement that need to be central 
to planning and policy discussions about how the LRT is impacting the 
communities it runs through. 

6. Displacement along the LRT corridor 

6.1. ‘Un-homing’ in Traynor-Vanier 

At the southern end of the LRT line is the community of Traynor- 
Vanier. One of the poorest neighbourhoods in the region, it is home to 
many recent immigrants and refugees. This example of displacement 
constitutes a form of ‘un-homing’ (Atkinson, 2015) that ruptures the 
relationship between people and place, as well as an erasure from 
planning conversations and decision-making in one’s own community 
(Rankin and McLean (2015). The LRT runs along a former hydro 
corridor that now separates Traynor-Vanier from Fairway Road, a busy 
four lane thoroughfare containing many retail businesses. Before the 
construction of the LRT, the hydro corridor was unfenced and consisted 
of dozens of informal crossings: dirt paths developed over many decades 
as residents walked the short distance between the neighbourhood and 
Fairway Road. But these informal crossing were not incorporated into 
official pathway networks and therefore went unnoticed during the 
planning for the LRT (Hicks, 2018). When construction began in the 
summer of 2014, a 1 km long fence was erected along the hydro corridor 
(Figs. 1 and 2). To allow for train operation at up to 70 km/h, no sign-
alised crossings were put in place and residents faced either a 1 km 
detour around the fence, two buses, or a $10 cab ride to get to the shops 
and amenities that were only 100 m away (Howe, 2017). Because of this, 
holes were repeatedly cut into the fence to allow for a quicker crossing. 

Residents and community groups took action to try to get a safe, 
signalised crossing installed. A petition was initially organised and Tri-
Tag, a local active transportation advocacy group, wrote a series of 
stories about it on their website. However, no immediate action, or plan 
to redress the situation was taken by the Region of Waterloo. It was only 
in the run-up to the 2018 municipal elections that the tireless efforts of 
local advocates led to more political attention towards to the plight of 
Traynor-Vanier residents (Thompson, 2019a). While the LRT is a 
regional issue, the City of Kitchener began working towards a solution, 
with local councillors and the mayor in favour of a pedestrian level 
crossing (Sharkey, 2018); in August 2018, the city approved the idea of 
buying land to help facilitate the crossing (Thompson, 2018). In the fall 
of 2019, more than five years after the initial fence went up, a new 
pedestrian level crossing opened. 

The lack of crossings in this low-income neighbourhood is particu-
larly striking when compared with another section of the line. Further 

north, the LRT cuts Waterloo’s main municipal park in two and many 
residents of the more affluent areas surrounding it raised their concerns 
about the inability to cross from one side of the park the other. Plans 
were quickly revised to include three crossings in Waterloo Park 
covering a shorter distance than in Traynor-Vanier. 

Even with the new crossing, signs remain along the rest of the fence 
warning about trespassing on the LRT tracks. However, as one of the 
advocates working with local residents noted, there was a feeling that it 
was the LRT trespassing into their neighbourhood. Unlike near Waterloo 
Park, residents were never properly consulted about the ways in which 
the line would disrupt their lives, nor were their decades-old footpaths 
acknowledged during the planning phase. A local advocate noted that: 

It was a mostly walkable community and before the LRT there were 
actually more than seventeen pedestrian crossings between Traynor 
Avenue and Fairway Road. Up until 2017, on the Regional Council, 
people were told that those crossing were never there. Because they were 
not formal, they did not exist and in a sense, it tells people that their lives 
and their communities and their connections and their geography does not 
exist. 

If it were not for the work of advocates with the power to amplify the 
voices and concerns of local residents, it is doubtful whether this issue 
would have ever been on the radar of city and regional officials; their 
efforts made it an issue in the municipal elections in 2018. While the 
new crossing has been a partial victory, residents had to endure more 
than five years of detours and watching their demands for a safe way to 
access basic amenities fall on deaf ears. 

6.2. Direct, last resident displacement in downtown Kitchener 

There is very little official data on how much affordable housing is 
lost and official analysis suggests that gentrification is taking place 
without much direct displacement. To explain this, the Region’s report 
(2019, p. 40) states that: “an increase in average rents may be due to new 
units coming onto the market without necessarily significantly changing 
the rents of existing units” (Region of Waterloo, 2019, p. 40). However, 
when observing change through walking and photography, and 
engaging with residents with lived experiences of poverty, as well as 
local advocates and community leaders, it becomes clear that there are 
many instances of the loss of existing affordable housing that are not 
picked up in an analysis of official statistics. Two distinct types of direct, 
last resident displacement (and the associated loss of existing affordable 
housing) were evident. 

The first is through ‘renoviction,’ a process whereby landlords evict 
tenants (often through illegal means) in order to renovate their units, 
with the aim of renting them out at higher prices. While legally, tenants 
have the right to return to their units at the same rents after renovation, 
many are not aware of this, and by the time they realise their options, 
the units are already rented (Edwards, 2019). Renoviction has been in 
the public lexicon in big cities such as Toronto for many years, and has 
recently become a common term is mid-sized communities such as 
Waterloo. Because of rent-control rules that restrict rent increases for 
sitting tenants, many long-term residents pay below-market rates. In 
neighbourhoods that are gentrifying, a rent gap develops between what 
a sitting tenant is paying and what a new tenant would pay if the 
property could be rented at full market value, giving landlords in-
centives to evict low-income tenants, renovate their properties and rent 
them at much higher rates to more affluent households. 

In interviews with low-income residents, many described both per-
sonal stories and knowledge of the experiences of others of various forms 
of landlord harassment and often illegal practices that work to evict low- 
income tenants, thereby severing their right to return. One interviewee 
explained how the new landlord of his building changed how rent was 
paid, starting with forcing tenants to pay by cheque or cash, rather than 
having it deducted directly from disability benefit payments, as was 

Fig. 1. A 1 km long fence divides the neighbourhood of Traynor Vanier from 
local shops and services. Before the construction of the LRT began in 2014, this 
was a hydro corridor and consisted of more than a dozen informal crossing. 
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done previously. He stated that: 

[rent] came right off my [disability] cheque so I didn’t have to worry 
about anything because I had that set. And then when the new landlord 
took over, he wouldn’t do that. That’s where it fell through the cracks. 
Money in hand and while I was messing up, I didn’t need that. 

After converting to cheques, the landlord then used another tactic to 
try to force out low-income tenants: 

The rent is due on the 1st. They’ll wait until like the 28th [of the month] to 
cash it. They won’t cash it right away. So, people are in there thinking 
their money is out already and they pull money out and they get NSF 
cheques. It’s like, “How come this has bounced? My money was in there.” 
That’s why people got the N4s [a notice to end a tenancy early due to a 
non-payment of rent]. 

To residents, even a simple act of maintenance can symbolise an 
upcoming displacement and renoviction. As one resident who had been 
displaced from downtown Kitchener explained to me: “when they start 
renovating your building, you know you’re done.” Another stated that: 

When the homeowner starts to invest in your below-market-rate apart-
ment, you’re in trouble. That’s what it’s like to live in an area with a lot of 
upward pressure. And if you can afford to live there, meaning that the 
prices haven’t flipped yet to the higher level, you’re going to be living in a 
lower and lower standard. 

One example of renoviction is 48 Weber Street West, which was a 
notoriously rundown building that housed many people with drug 
addiction and mental health problems. It gained a reputation as a place 
of drug abuse and drug dealing (Mercer, 2015). On 13 July 2015, city 
bylaw enforcers, backed up by police, removed everyone from the 
building, as it had been no longer considered safe to live in. The city’s 
director of bylaw enforcement stated that: “We believe the conditions of 
the property have gotten to the point where they’re not fit for human 
habitation,” (as quoted in Mercer, 2015). Tenants were given rooms in 
local hotels, although this was a temporary measure. 

Four days, later, on 17 July 2015, the building was purchased by the 
Toronto-based real estate developer Urbanfund Corp for $2.4 million 
(Global Newswire, 2015; CBC, 2015). Mitchell Cohen, CEO and presi-
dent of Urbanfund stated: “We’re really excited. We think it’s an 
incredible heritage building and we’re looking forward to restoring the 
building” (CBC, 2015). The building is now known as The Windermere, 
and is part of the portfolio of Vive Developments, a company that, ac-
cording to their Linkedin profile, specialises in urban rental properties 
that feature both high-end luxury and affordability, with their primary 
markets being young professionals and downsizers. 

Weber was ‘reimagined’ in 2015 as a trendy apartment complex in 
the heart of a new, bustling downtown (Fig. 3). The company’s website 
describes the complex as: 

This fully restored, classic example of Tudor revival architecture was 
established in 1930 and re-imagined in 2015. Designed and built by the 
Schmalz brothers, who built the original Kitchener City Hall, this com-
munity is located in the heart of Downtown Kitchener. Original built-in 
ironing boards and kitchen tables remain contrasted with quartz coun-
tertops, European appliances and a built-in fireplace. The south facing 
“Sunshine Courtyard” with patio lanterns welcome you home (Vive, n. 
d.). 

It is worth noting that these same common areas were previously 
described as having been “littered with human feces, blood, urine, sy-
ringes and other evidence of rampant drug use” (Mercer, 2015). 

In the case of 48 Weber, the data to measure affordability (the per-
centage of the population paying more than 30% of their income on 
rent) could actually be misleading. Many residents in the pre-renovated 
building were on very low incomes and would have paid more than 30% 
of their income on rent, a very common occurrence for those on 
disability who rent privately. While the renovated apartments are more 
expensive (in 2020, one bedrooms cost around $1300/month), it is not 
inconceivable that many of their new professional occupants earn high- 
enough salaries that this now falls under the 30% threshold. If this is the 
case, a unit can actually change from ‘unaffordable rent’ to ‘affordable 
rent’ despite a significant rise in the rental price (see also Loukaitou- 
Sideris et al., 2019). Such changes are not captured in official statistics, 
so it can be difficult to know the extent to which this occurs, though it 
should be noted that next door, 44 Weber Street West also went through 
a similar process in 2019 (Thompson, 2019b). Therefore, the knowledge 
of renters struggling with renoviction is essential to rendering reno-
victions visible (see Maharawal and McElroy, 2018; Diwan et al., 2021). 

The second way in which direct displacement occurs and affordable 

Fig. 2. Before the opening of the LRT, it was possible to cross the tracks through a hole in the fence. Since the line opened, the fence has been sealed and the area is 
regularly patrolled by security. A new crossing has been built nearby. 

Fig. 3. 48 Weber Street was ‘reimagined’ in 2015 as an urban idyll for young 
professionals, but before its renovation, residents were forced out as the 
building was considered uninhabitable. 
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housing is lost is through demolition. This is displacement by density: the 
removal of affordable low-rise housing and its replacement with much 
denser market-rate apartments or condominiums. Again, there are no 
statistics that tabulate how much housing is lost; building permit data 
gives a very incomplete picture of the number of units lost and tells 
nothing about the size or rental prices of units that have been 
demolished. 

However, this displacement by density is what the LRT is supposed to 
do: bring new development to the urban core. Interviews with planners, 
city officials and local politicians reveals a political economy of the LRT 
that is primarily about intensification, in order to achieve the dual goals 
of economic investment and curbing sprawl, all of which is generally 
considered to be good sustainable planning practice. However, without 
including the voices of the lived experiences of those who have lost their 
homes through this intensification, the question of density for whom is 
rarely asked. Some of this development does occur on vacant lots that 
have been empty for decades (though even here, there are chains of 
displacement over years, or even decades, that need to be considered). 
However, other development requires the demolition of lower density 
buildings, often low rent housing or down market retail. In planning 
debates, these losses rarely make headlines because they take place in 
small drips that often go unnoticed (Outhit, 2018). 

However, low-income residents could speak of intimate and detailed 
knowledge of these losses. One older individual, who had lived in his 
house for more than thirty years noted: “At Bismark and Waterloo 
Streets, two small old houses have been torn down and replaced by four 
fancy ones.” While this is very small change, when this is multiplied 
across $3 billion in new investment along the CTC, the scale of loss gets 
far bigger (Fig. 4). Through work with the Social Development Centre, 
we have identified significant clusters of affordable housing that have 
been demolished to make way for new developments; this knowledge 
has been assembled from engagement with affected communities 
(Diwan et al., 2021). This trend is not unique to Waterloo; Ley and Lynch 
(2020) and Jones and Ley (2016) also discuss how upzoning policies 
around Vancouver’s Skytrain stations threatens to erode some of the last 
remaining pockets of affordable housing. While intensification in and of 
itself is not problematic, displacement by density - where there are no 
provisions for those whose houses and communities have been removed 
in order to make way for this intensification - is highly problematic. 

6.3. Exclusionary displacement in the urban core 

Not only does the loss of existing affordable housing through de-
molition or renoviction constitute a form of direct displacement through 
the loss of existing affordable housing, but it its replacement (upgraded 
apartments or newbuild) represents exclusionary displacement that 
further limits the opportunities of low-income residents to reside within 
the LRT corridor. As Zuk et al (2015) note, most displacement modelling 
does not include exclusionary forms, thereby potentially undercounting 

the number of people directly or indirectly displaced from gentrifying 
space (see also Newman and Wyly, 2006). In the eight years before the 
LRT opened, more than 8500 new units of housing were constructed 
along the Central Transit Corridor (Region of Waterloo, 2019). How-
ever, for low- and even moderate-income households, the vast majority 
of this housing constitutes exclusionary displacement. Almost all low- 
income residents I interviewed remarked that these developments 
were not for them, a sentiment summarised by one respondent who 
bluntly stated: “It’s like being invited to a banquet and told you can 
watch everybody eat, but you can’t”. 

There are two different types of exclusionary displacement that keep 
coming up in interviews. The first is the increasingly exclusive nature of 
family-sized housing along the LRT line. Most of this supply is in the 
form of detached, single-family housing which is becoming increasingly 
gentrified. When asked what gentrification means, many point to the 
renovation of older houses and the deconversion of houses from sub-
divided apartments back to single family homes. While the Central 
Transit Corridor monitoring report indicated that 33% of housing 
transactions were deemed to be affordable for those on low- to 
moderate-incomes (Region of Waterloo, 2019), very few of these are 
houses that are large enough to house a family with children, and the 
starting price for single-sized housing along the LRT corridor far exceeds 
this value. Three-bedroom units that are large enough for families 
(regardless of the price) are almost entirely absent from downtown 
Kitchener’s building boom; of the 2980 units built in 2019 alone, only 
eight were three or more bedrooms. 

As a result, even modest family-sized homes within close proximity 
to stations are becoming increasingly coveted. The few 3 bedroom 
townhomes that have been constructed along the line (such as the four at 
Bismark and Waterloo Streets) start at around $700,000, with any new 
detached houses selling for around $1 million. While much of the older 
housing stock along the LRT corridor is small and was constructed for 
working-class families, today, as one senior civil servant noted: “if you 
happen to own a single detached home 200 m from an ION station, that 
will be a luxury product.” However, prior research has also demon-
strated that while the supply may be increasingly oriented towards the 
luxury market and smaller units, demand among families wishing to live 
near stations is high; this mismatch forces larger households further 
from the LRT corridor and its fast and reliable transit (Pi, 2017). 

The second form of exclusionary displacement centres around who 
can afford, and who is excluded, from this new supply more broadly. 
Data on new developments in Uptown Waterloo indicates a ratio of 1.77 
people per unit, suggesting a high proportion of small units. In down-
town Kitchener, the vast majority of new construction is in the form of 
one-bedroom units. Some of these small units sell for less than $350,000, 
although many of these are in student-oriented developments. If a 
household requires two bedrooms, there is very little along the LRT 
corridor that is under that affordability threshold. However, the use of a 
crude metric to measure affordability leads to the conclusion that one- 

Fig. 4. When I started this research in May 2019, the remaining tenants were being forced to leave the apartments above Total Convenience. Since then, the building 
has been demolished and construction has begun on a new condominium tower. 
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third of the housing stock was affordable in 2019. This ignores the 
mismatch between actual supply and the housing needs of those looking 
for shelter. 

Another striking element of the new housing supply is the almost 
complete absence of non-market, social or subsidized housing. In Up-
town Waterloo, there are no such units that have been built thus far in 
the LRT-induced wave of development. There are more purpose-built 
rental units than in downtown Kitchener, with 69% of new units being 
rentals. The Barrel Yards is by far the largest development in Uptown 
Waterloo, with 858 purpose-built rental units. However, this is marketed 
as an “upscale development project … [that will] help to further revi-
talize Uptown Waterloo” (Barrel Yards, n.d) and does very little to 
address housing needs of those on low- or moderate-incomes. In 
downtown Kitchener, of the 2980 units of housing constructed in 2019 
alone, a mere ten units were ’affordable.’ Given the broad definition of 
‘affordable housing,’ many low-income residents were also acutely 
aware that these new ‘affordable’ units being discussed were not for 
them. As one respondent who received a shelter allowance of $479 as 
part of his disability benefit noted: “You can’t rent anything for $479. 
They talk about building affordable housing. It’s still not going to be 
affordable for people like me. When they say affordable, I say ‘affordable 
for whom?’” 

6.4. Displaced from the future of downtown Kitchener 

The lack of new affordable housing along the transit corridor relates 
to its political economy and how it is intended to reshape the growth and 
development of the region. The LRT is part of a wider revamp of the 
region’s public transit system that is meant to steer development for 
decades to come. One vision that kept coming up in my interviews with 
politicians, planners and policymakers was that this system (where bus 
lines feed into the LRT, rather than running directly downtown) would 
enable new affordable housing opportunities to open up further away 
from the LRT line, where land is cheaper; concentrations of poverty 
downtown can be broken up, the substandard housing conditions for the 
urban poor alleviated with the integrated transit system bringing people 
back to the core quickly and efficiently. This is not something that ap-
pears in any policy documents at present, but it was clear after speaking 
with key planners and politicians that the future vision for downtown 
Kitchener was one of a post-industrial, vibrant, creative and tech- 
oriented community (see also Edge et al., 2020), with new affordable 
housing pushed further out from the core. As one key stakeholder in the 
development of the LRT stated, part of this rationale was benevolence 
and part was driven by economic motivations: 

to expect the affordable housing to be on prime, high value municipal real 
estate, at the end of the day, governments are going to say ‘well you need 
to subsidise that even more.’ But if the housing is 10 blocks or 15 blocks 
out on good [bus] transit, why would you have to force the social services 
system to pay more into subsidised housing when you can live out there 
and have full access. 

The LRT’s role in reordering the region means that demolishing the 
old and replacing it with new, denser developments is the goal. Placing 
too many restrictions on developers or building too much social housing 
along the CTC makes it a less attractive place for real estate capital to 
invest in. 

However, this spatial approach towards affordable housing is prob-
lematic for several reasons. As many stakeholders working for social and 
community organisations noted, there is a tight-knit cluster of organi-
sations in the downtown core that provide basic services to the region’s 
poorest residents, many of whom also live nearby. Betancur (2011) re-
minds us that for low-income residents, such networks and social fabrics 
are a lifeline which can be destroyed by displacement. As a result, for 
those already scattered further afield, it can be a struggle to travel 
downtown to access these vital resources, as buses are unreliable and 

expensive for those on very low-incomes. 
The idea that the LRT opens up possibilities for more affordable 

housing several kilometres away is therefore a disruptive concept that 
would force low-income residents out of their social networks that 
sustain them. It ignores both the right to stay put, and the lived expe-
riences of those residents and their daily struggles for food, clothing and 
shelter. Furthermore, it sends the signal that downtown is for some 
people and not for others, particularly those who are already there. 

This idea would be less problematic if the opening of the LRT coin-
cided with a wave of new affordable and subsidized housing built along 
bus routes that provided housing options for those being displaced from 
the urban core. Yet this sort of ‘housing first’ idea is nowhere to be found 
in any policy. It remains a concept without construction cranes – while I 
was repeatedly told in my interviews that the LRT and bus system can 
open more areas to new affordable housing – very little is being built at 
present. Throughout my interviews with low-income residents, it was 
clear that many saw no long-term future for them in the neighbourhoods 
they lived in. The growing emphasis on experiential forms of displace-
ment is not just centred on current or past experiences (Atkinson, 2015; 
Kern, 2016). Both Sakizlioğlu (2014) and Rankin and McLean (2015) 
articulate how planning for future displacement ‘evicts’ low-income 
residents from the present. Many low-income residents I spoke with 
felt displaced from the present, because they could see no long-term 
future for themselves downtown. Like the residents Sakizlioğlu (2014) 
interviewed in Istanbul, or those interviewed Jones and Ley (2016) in 
Vancouver, there was a sense of inevitability that their ultimate fate 
would be displacement. 

7. Discussion 

Displacement is either studied through quantitative analysis of offi-
cial statistics or methods that focus on lived experiences. Both have their 
advantages and shortcomings, but because of the different ways in 
which displacement is defined, operationalised and analyzed, as well as 
the associated ‘data’ available for each approach, the former tend to find 
less evidence of displacement than the latter (Loukaitou-Sideris et al., 
2019). While some quantitative analysis has explicitly cautioned that 
their analysis under-estimate the amount of displacement (Newman and 
Wyly, 2006), most do not, and these findings become popular with 
planners and policymakers who can point to few consequences for their 
urban development strategies. To date, most analysis of transit-induced 
displacement uses quantitative analysis of official statistics and little 
evidence of widespread displacement (Rodnyansky, 2018; Delmelle and 
Nilsson, 2020); in the Region of Waterloo (2019), such as assessment 
concluded that gentrification takes place without displacement. 

However, as Zuk et al. (2018, p. 37) note: “how we define the phe-
nomenon matters for how we interpret the results.” While statistical 
analysis found little evidence of gentrification, the qualitative analysis 
presented in this article demonstrate different spatial, nonspatial and 
experiential forms of displacement along the LRT corridor that were 
absent from the region’s statistically-based report. Pull and Richard 
(2019) note how there is a fundamental disconnect between how 
planners and policymakers conceive of place – as coordinates on a map – 
and the relational and experiential ways that place is conceived by 
residents. By broadening the definition and conceptualisation of what 
constitutes displacement, we are able to include patterns, processes and 
experiences not captured by official statistical analysis (see Atkinson, 
2015; Elliott-Cooper et al., 2020). 

This poses a significant challenge for planning and policymaking, 
which relies on statistics or formal consultation, rather than directly 
seeking out those with lived experiences of displacement. This approach 
leads to the need to ‘monitor’ the situation, rather than take direct ac-
tion; throughout my interviews with official stakeholders, I was regu-
larly told that displacement was not a major concern, a perspective also 
found within the Region’s (2019) own analysis. I was also told how 
investment, revitalisation and intensification were necessary to create a 
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successful post-industrial city (see also Edge et al., 2020). 
However, when I started engaging with stakeholders from non- 

profits, or residents facing displacement pressures, a counter-narrative 
emerged that emphasised how low-income residents were physically, 
socially, emotionally and politically displaced from their communities in 
both the present and future. Much of this dispossession cannot be ana-
lysed by official statistics, such as exclusionary displacement, or how 
residents were displaced from accessibility planning in Traynor-Vanier. 
Others forms, such as direct displacement via renovictions or demolition 
may require more refined statistics than are presently used or available. 

These findings are not meant to negate the quantitative work 
examining change along the LRT corridor. Instead, this research is 
intended to broaden our understanding and interpretation of what 
constitutes transit-induced displacement –spatial, nonspatial and expe-
riential – and centre the knowledge of those with lived experiences of 
these displacements within planning and policymaking. By identifying 
forms of displacement that are not evident within official statistics, as 
well as through assembling and amplifying these perspectives and ex-
periences, this article constitutes a first step that exposes (Marcuse, 
2009) forms of gentrification and displacement that are largely invisible 
in mainstream planning, policy, political and public debates. This is 
necessary in order to politicise and propose alternatives – the other two 
aspects of Marcuse’s approach to critical urban planning. In the Region 
of Waterloo, these conversations are slowly starting to shift; through the 
work of advocates and researchers, planners, policymakers and even 
local politicians are beginning to see the need to incorporate lived ex-
periences into their assessment of housing, gentrification and displace-
ment. The City of Kitchener (2020) has gone the furthest in this regard; 
its affordable housing strategy, Housing For All: a blueprint for a more 
caring community makes a strong commitment to lived experience 
collaboration. The city’s advisory committee (which I was invited to sit 
on), also included advocates and several community members with lived 
experiences of poverty and homelessness. The challenge is to turn this 
knowledge into policy shifts that both acknowledge and address the 
scale of displacement that has already taken place. This can only be done 
by centring those with lived experiences of displacement within plan-
ning and policymaking. 

Displacement can be seen as both a simple concept that can be 
defined as a measurable event, or it can be an incredibly complex process 
that involves experiential, physical, social and phenomenological fac-
tors that sever spatial and non-spatial bonds with place. How we define 
it relates to the methods we employ to analyse it and therefore the 
findings and recommendations we draw. Statistical analysis is better 
suited to measure spatial movements at specific moments in time, while 
qualitative approaches are more equipped to capture the political 
economy, experiences and conflicts associated with displacement. Too 
often, however, particularly when gentrification and displacement are 
being studied in relation to a new transit line, planners and policymakers 
base their decisions purely on the basis of official statistics that render 
invisible non-spatial, experiential, exclusionary and long-term processes 
of displacement. Therefore in order to build a more equitable and just 
city and ensure that affordable housing options remain (and grow) along 
new transit lines, how displacement is defined and conceptualised, the 
knowledge used to understand it and the lived experiences incorporated 
in official planning all need to be broadened in order to fully compre-
hend the various manifestations of contemporary displacement within 
the gentrifying city. 
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