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ÀBSTRÀCT

This practicum examines the characteristics of factors
that are perceived to be influential in determining loca-
tional preferences for family public housing environments.

It is hoped that this information will prove useful in the

planning of future family public housing developments in
Wi nn ipeg .

Literature r.ras searched f or general studies on the pref -
erences of low income famiries and the perceptions that
influence their choice of a housing environments. secondary

analysis of data vras used to generate those factors that are

perceived as important in a resídential environment.

The findings of both the literature and survey helped

identify and confirm the factors that were perceived to
most influentiar in determining locationar aspects of fami

public housing in Winnipeg.

Finally, it is believed that the findings of this practi-
cum would not onry prove useful in the pranning of future
family housing development, but arso help form the basis

upon which the formuration of locationar guiderines for fam-

ily public housing in Winnipeg can be developed.

to

be
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lV-



ÀCKNOT{LEDGEMENTS

When I began, what vras intended to be a short and simple

anarysis of locational factors for family public housing in
urban centers, r had only a vague idea of how much material
actually existed on the topic and how much time and effort
it required. rn preparing this practicum, r would like to
express my thanks to members of my committee for their
valuable advise and perseverance. Professor Geoffrey Bargh

(advisor), who herped shape the study's finar direction and

form, and my readers, Professor Mario Carvalho and Mr. Wade

Kastes of the Manitoba Department of Housing, whose comments

brought into focus several issues which helped to reinforce
the validity of the research. ÀIso, r wourd like to express

my gratitude to the members of the pranning Division of the

Manitoba Department of Housing for providing me with the

analysis of data and for their co-operation during the

course of the study. special thanks goes to my wife craudia
for her patience and emotional support; and to my parents

whose support $¡as in every $ray unreserved and invaluable.
Finally, r wourd like to dedicate this practicum to my chird
Rachel Obehi Àtiomo.



TÀBLE OF CONTENT

ÀBSTR.ACT

ACKNOT{LEDGEMENTS

1V

Þaqe

.1
Chapter

I. INTRODUCTION

PROBLEM STATEMENT
PURPOSE ÀND ORGANIZÀTION OF PRÀCTICUM

II. LOCATIONÀL FÀCTORS AFFECTING FAMITY PUBIIC

.2

.5

(e) cENERÀL EFFEcrs oF
PEOPLE ÀND THEIR

(n) sPEcrFrc EFFEcrs oF
PEOPLE ÀND THEIR
ENVTRONMENT

SOCIÀL TIES:
FÀMILY LIFE CYCLE:
VÀNDÀLISM AND CRIME:
THE CHOICE FÀCTOR:

AFFORDABILITY:
HUMÀN BEHÀVIOR ÀS IT AFFECTS CHOICE:
L]MITATIONS OF CHOICE:

DENSITY ÀND HOUSING MIX:
NEIGHBORHOOD AS À SENSE OF

COMMUNITY/BELONGING: . 26
PROXIMITY TO SERVICES 29
DISTÀNCE TO COMMUNITY FACILITIES 32
SITE SELECTTON: 35

SUMMARY 37

III. PROCEDT'RE AND METHODOIOGY: 40

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT: 40
THE QUESTIONNATRE SURVEY: . 41
THE SÀMPLE DESIGN: . 42
ADMINISTRÀTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE: 43
STUDY LIMTTÀTIONS: 43
METHOD OF ÀNALYSIS: 44

INTERÀCTION BETWEEN
ENVI RONMENT

INTERACTION BETWEEN
RESIDENTIAL

11
11
13
14
17

7
I
9
1

-vl



IV. RESITLTS: ; . 45

INTRODUCTION 45
PROFILE OF ÀPPLICANTS . 45
PREFERENCE OF ÀPPLICANTS 46
SUMMÀRY 66

TNTERPRETÀTIONS AND CONCLUSIONS: 68v.

INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERI STICS :
PHYSICAL ÀND SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS :
ENVTRONMENT AND NEIGHBORHOOD

CHARACTERI STI CS :
LOCATIONÀL PREFERENCES

CONCLUSTONS ÀND AREÀS FOR

.68

.68

.68
71

IN WINNIPEG
FUTURE RESEARCH

75
76
78

Appendix

A. 9T'ESTIONNÀIRE

page

.80
B. COMPUTER PROGRAI.I (SPSS VÀRIÀBLE LÀBELS) 85

C. OTHER REST'LTS 94

D. GLOSSÀRY OF RELATED KEY TERITÍS 104

108BIBLIOGR.àPHY

v1r



LIST OF TABLES

Table Þase

1. GENERAL FEELINGS TOWARDS BUILDING TYPE 46

2. PREFERRED BUILDING TYPE 47

3. PREFERRED DEVELOPMENT SI ZE 48

4. PREFERRED AREÀS TO LIVE IN WINNIPEG 51

5. ÀREÀS NOT PREFERRED TO LIVE IN WINNIPEG 52

6. PRESENT LIVING ÀREÀS IN WINNIPEG 53

7. PRESENT LIVING ÀREAS BY PREFERRED ÀREAS IN
WINNIPEG 56

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

PRESENT LIVING ÀREÀS BY DISLIKED AREAS IN
WINNI PEG

PREFERRED AREÀS BY DISLIKED AREAS IN WINNTPEG

THE IMPORTANCE OF NEIGHBORHOOD FEÀTURES

PREFERENCE FOR A LIVING ENVIRONMENT

57

58

60

61

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF APPLICÀNTS 62

PREF'ERENCE LOCATION (TNHER CITY OR SUBURB) 63

PRESENT TYPE OF HOUSING ACCOMMODATION 64

REÀSONS FOR ÀPPLYING FOR PUBLIC HOUSING 65

PREFERENCE FOR PUBLIC HOUSING ACCOMMODÀTION 66

THE LITERÀTURE AND SURVEY FINDINGS . 70

v111



LIST OF FIGI'RES

F i qure

1. MAxIMUM DISTÀNcES FoR coMMUNITY FÀcILITIES

2. CITY OF WINNIPEG, LOCÀTIONÀL ÀREÀS

page

.34
A,q

1X



Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

"where the house is located affects the resident's
satisfaction with the dwelling. prospective resi-
dents look for housing they can afford; in a safe
and pleasant neighborhood; close to work, communi-
ty, recreation and other facilities. " 1

It is generally perceived that people attribute certain
locationar factors as important to their housing environ-
ment.2 Às a resurt, this practicum tries to identify and

define the characteristics of factors that are considered to
be influential in determining the locational preferences for
developing family public housing in Winnipeg.

To accomprish this task, literature $¡as searched for
studies on the preferences of low income famiries and the
perception of factors that influence their choice of a hous-

ing environment. A1so, in order to find out what family
public housing appricants thought as important to their
residential environment, a questionnaire was developed in
conjunction with the Manitoba Department of Housing and

1 canada.Mortgage and Housing corporation, site planninq
Çrileria, canada Mortgage and Housing corporation,ittar{a,
1982. Pp. 11.

2 Cooper, Clara and Wendy
Mattered. University of
Pp. 6.

, S?rkissianrHousinq Às If people
California Press, Berkeley, 1 986.

1-



administered to families applying for
nipeg. À computer analysis was used

economic factors as they relate to
which applicants considered important

ing.

3 Kastes, Wade, Social Housing Ànalystr
Manitoba Department of Housing, Winnipeg
sonal Interview, 16 August 1989.

2

public housing in Win-

to identify the socio-

locational preferences

in their future hous-

Planning Division,
, Manitoba. per-

It is hoped that the findings of this practicum wi1l help

form a basis for future development of public non-profit
family housing in Winnipeg.

1.1 PROBLEM STÀTEIIENT

"There are no written guidelines in the department
regarding the location of projects under the pub-
lic non-profit family program. Às a result, iñdi-
viduals tasked with developing famity housingprojects are forced to use their own set of valueã
and ideas when evaluating the suitability of
sites. This may result in decisions which are not
olly inconsistent but which lead to inappropriate
sites being selected. " 3

In a number of cases, some of the first public housing

projects built in winnipeg were locaÈed on the periphery of
the city where objectionable features, such as, obnoxious

industries, railway tracks, run down houses, tended to pre-
clude use of the property for prime residential development.

In addition, the design of the projects often added to the
negative perception of the housing project. sharp contrasts
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in architecturar style between public housing and the sur-
rounding neighborhood contributed to stigma being attached

to the families within.a

For the tenants, poor locations often meant inconvenience

and expense of traverring rong distances to necessary commu-

nity facilities, since most projects were some distance from

commercial- and shopping services, schools, place of employ-

ment and recreational facilities. public transport to the

developments was most of the times poor, which also caused

problems for the tenants, since a good majority of those

requiring subsidized housing !¡ere dependent on public trans-
portation. s

The marginar site locations of some of these originar
program initiatives vrere the indirect result of some of the
problems being experienced by the Manitoba Housing and

Renewal corporation (¡,mnc) in identifying the availability
of suitabre land.6 rn addition, the presures resulting from

reasonably priced land and the Maximum unit price (t'lup) rim-
itations for new construction of projects led to the cre-
ation of higher density developments.T As a result, during

t

6

Erriott, Jane, A Reviell of Familv pubric Housinq rn winni-peq , Masters thesis written in the departmèñt of city
Planning, University of Manitoba, 1980. pp. B'l-82.

Ibid. Pp. 82.

Parasiuk, w., "The Future of sociar Housing in Manitobar"
Housinq and Peop1e, (spring, 1978), pp. 23.

Go1dberg, Michael, The HouFinq problem: â real crisis?,
University of British Columbia press, vãncoüv-g83. pp.
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this initial period of public housing development very 1it-
tle attention was paid to some of the fundamental planning

considerations involved in locating projects of this kind.

For instance, integration of the developments into the com-

munity v¡as Iow on the list of priorities, resurting in situ-
ations where necessary facilities v¡ere either non-existent
or seriously overcrowded. I

rn recent years however, experience gained by the Manito-
ba Department of Housing in delivering and administering
pubric housing has prompted improvements in site serection
criteria. For the most part, new emphasis is now

"placed on evaluating the availability and acces-
sibility of community facilities to a proposed
project, such as, school, public transpoitation,
shopping and parks. In addition, the Department
has also made a conscious effort to reduce the
density and size of projects in an attempt to make
family public housing fit in with the overall
scale and character of a neighborhood. For
instance, projects are no longer built above fifty
units per site."s

However, the exact needs and preferences of famiries
seeking or in need of pubric housing is not yet defined.
There is need therefore to put more emphasis on the task of
systematicarry increasing the understanding of crient needs

and responses to various neighborhood and community environ-

25.

Parasiuk, w., "The Future ot social Housing in Manitoba,"
Hous i nq and People , ( spr i ng , 197 8) , pp n-24 .

Burns, Gae, Manager, Housing Design Services, Manitoba
Department of Housing, winnipeg, Manitoba. personal inter-
view , 25 July 1989.
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to preserve and

ind satisfying.
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reinforce those

issues and concerns mentioned in
practicum tries to identify the

that should be influential in

future family public housing in

1.2 PT'RPoSE ÀND ORGANIZÀTION OF PRÀCTICt Ìtt

In order to address the

the previous section rthis
characteristics of factors

determining the location of

Winnipeg.

The practicum is organized in five chapters. Chapter one

is the introductory chapter that sets out the problems and

purpose of the study. chapter two examines the literature
and what other people have done regarding public housing.

chapter three explains the methodology and testing proce-

dures of the case study investigation in winnipeg. chapter

four presents a detailed breakdown and discussion of the

findings in winnipeg. chapter five interprets the findings
of the preceding chapters and suggests areas for future
research.



Chapter II
LOCÀTIONAL FACTORS AFFECTING FAMILY PUBLIC

HOUSING

2.1 (a) cENERAI EFFEcrs oF rNTERAcrroN BETI{EEN pEopLE ANp
THEIR ENVIRONMENT

In recent years planners, psychologists, sociologists and

environmental researchers have become increasingly interest-
ed in the relationship between the physical environment and

housing location. David canter's articre (1970) "The place

of Architectura)- Psychology: A consideration of some rind-
ings" discusse the question of man and his interaction with
the buirding environment. ro He note that planners shourd

contribute to environmental studies by studing the process

of interaction between people and the building environment.

A most common fact of the interaction between people and

buildings is that in the great majority of cases, the types

of behaviour and the places in which it is carried out seem

appropriate to one another. For example, it is generally
accepted that people sleep in bedrooms, sit in sitting
rooms, do crericar work in offices, and so on. canter fur-
ther argued that

1o Canter David, "The
Consideration of fi
sity, 1970. Pp. 25.

Place of Architectural psychology: A
ndings"EDRAl 1 . Carnegie-MeIlon Univer-

6-
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" it is because architecLs are avrare of the pat-
terns of appropriateness or acceptable interaction
in a building environment that they are able to
produce usabl-e buildings, and it is because most
people are also aware of these same patterns that
they are able to use these productions". 1 1

Thus, he concludes that most people would modify their own

behaviour to fit into a pattern that they find would be sat-
isfactory in a building environment.

In this wêyr Lee (1970) suggests that when peopre groh' up

they mentally code objects and activities, not only in Lerms

of what Lhey are but also in terms of where they are.12 This
coding leads to the formation of mental maps which rerate
things and activities to praces. Future happenings are

related to past coding and a pattern is deveroped. The cod-

ing system has four dimensions, ( 1 ) pleasantness; (2) com-

fort; (3) friendliness and (4) safety. Lee (1970) then con-

cl-udes that further studies are necessaryr pârticularly with
regard to ericiting the underrying dimensions of activities,
from people with the viewpoint of the praces to which they

are appropriate.

The findings of canter (1970) suggest that there is
interaction between buildings and people. Thus,

"...measurable rerationships do exist between the different
categories of our spatial coding system, but these relation-

tl

12

ibid. Pp. 23

LeerT.R., " Do We Need A Theory?"Architectural psvcholo-
9år- Edited by David Cantor: l,onffiIÇãffi;,
1970. Pp. 87-108.



I
ships are modified by the particular buirding environment

involvedrt. l3 over a period of timer âs people's interaction
with building continues, their assessment of that interac-
tion are modified.

The attempt to look at the linkages between people's

attitudes and their environmental preference was studied by

Henry Sanof f. (197 0 ) . 1 4 sanof t assumed that locat ionar hous-

ing preferences cannot be explained out of context of the

individual's life situations, but can be identified from

dominant attitudes. Particularly peopre's attitudes toward

reisure activity and family solidarity were examined as they

affect their intra-dwel1ing spatial arrangements.

The respondents were shown models of activity crasses and

asked to rank thern according to Lheir preference. The mod-

ers were used because of their high revel of abstraction and

the number of influential cases which could be controrred.
The respondents were arso given a questionnaire rerating to
demographic information, attitudes towards family members

and their relationship with each otherr âs werl as leisure
activities. From this a family soridarity index and leisure
index was developed, and rerated to the preferences shown on

the visual display.

'f3

14

Canter David, "The Place of Àrchitectural psychology: Â
considerat ion of f indings "EDRA 'l 1 . carnegie-tqerloñ- uni-versity, 1970. Pp. 25.

sanoff Henry, "Family Attitude and Housing preference"
?ç:þn +g Communitv,North Carolina Univérsity press,
1970. Pp.272.
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The resurt showed a strong correlation between a concern

for more personal area, and children's play area and family

sol idar i ty.

Raymond M. Craun , Jr. ( 1 969 ) 1 s in an article "Visual
Determinants of Preference for DweIIing Environments", dis-
cussed people's preferences concerning the external appear-

ance of pubric housing environments which vrere isorated
according to aesthetic criteria instrumental in the choice

of a satisfying residential area. It was hypothesized that
people wourd prefer residential environments which rooked

expensive and offered a high degree of family privacy.
Buildings that vrere judged simple were hypothesized as been

of lower preference.

The research design used eighteen different photos of

multi-family dwelling units of one to three stories. The

respondents were architectural and design students of a

homogeneous background. The respondents were asked to rate
each photo based on what they wourd prefer if they were mov-

ing. This preference was given on a five point scare which

went from "rike very rnuch" to "disrike very much." The aver-
ages were then recorded and a correlation of preference with
housing environment was made. This lead to the concrusion

that peopre prefer private, complex and expensive looking
environrnents. cruan concluded that more research was needed

1 s Cruan, Raymond
Dwelling Envi
Press, 1970.

Jr."Visual Determinants of preferences for
ronments"EDRA l rNorth Carolina University
Pp. 20.
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more satis-especially on the respondents Iife-styIe
factory operational def initions.
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(¡) spEcrFrc EFFEcrs oF rNTERÀcrroN BETwEEN pEopLE AND
THEIR RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT

2.2.1 SOCIAL TIES:

The need for social integration of people in a residen-

tial environment is one most theories subscribe. Hurd, R.M.

(1974) in his book "Principles of City Land Values" suggest-

ed that the main consideration in individual selection of a

residential location is the desire to live among one's

friends or among those whom one desires to have for
friends....and the ultimate aim in residential rocation is
to be as close as possible to those of the highest social
position. r6 He also indicated that issues such âsr family
income, race, and ethnic background should be examined in

the pranning process of pubric housing. consequently issues

such as the behavior of most families, in the sense of rera-
tionship between the number of peopre and the amount of

space needed to accommodate them, and the issue of over-

crowding, both upon the land and in particular spaces,

should be incorporated into the planning stages of the

project.

In this regard, Rent and Rent (197e) suggested that the

location of family public housing has a role to play in pro-

moting social integration, especialry if it is conceived as

encompassing different educational, social and cultural ser-

1 6 Hurd, R.M.
Record and

, Principles of
Guide, 1974. Pp.

Citv Land Values, New York:
45-50.
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increase the possibil ity
individuals and groups,

and emotional horizons of
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ted that housing location can

of meaningful interaction between

thereby widening the intellectual
those families.

Oscar Newman (1970) suggested that scattering family pub-

lic housing projects in small number of units around the

city would allow the residents to remain 'anonymous', there-
by allowing them to enjoy the v¡arm sociar and kinship ties
of a neighborhood and also to develop a strong sense of per-
sonal worth. 1 I rhe sense of personar worth according to New-

man should be more rooted in the local environment, where a

sociar rerationship with people living in the neighborhood,

such ãsr "...those people who reside closest to each other
in terms of housing distance, physical orientation, or

accessibirity tend to become friends or form closely knit
social units"1s are created.

In summary, social ties may therefore be an important

factor in alrowing for the needs of affiriation and belong-

ing to the residential environment. rn this regard, social
ties arise out of the need for companionship, sociar recog-

nition, status and belonging, and are directly rerated to

17 Rent, George and Rent clyda, "Low-rncome Housing Factors
Related to Residential Satisfaction", Environment and
Behavior, VoI. 10, No. 4, December 1978.

Newman, oscarr. Desiqn Guidelines for creatinq Defensible
Space, MacMillian, New York, 1972. ep. 56.

Schorr, 4.L., SIums and Social Insecuritv, l,Iashington,
D.C.: U.S. Government printing Office, 1963. pp. 709-729.

tõ

19



the socioeconomic homogeneity of the people living
surrounding ne i ghborhood.
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in the

2.2.2 FAMILY LIFE CYCLE:

The changing needs experienced by a growing family is one

which most people subscribe. one basic factor in the housing

design and location is the continually changing family size.
Às a result of this continuous change, the physical space

requirements needed for families also change. Most often
this change is a gradual process over the years. For

instancer âs a family grows larger, the physical space

requirements wilr increase substantiarry thereby, resulting
in a situation where the physical space does not match the

family needs.

rn their work, winter and Morris (1978) suggested that
the social environment of pubric housing shourd be an ideal
place where children are brought up to become members of
society, and to learn to meet basic human needs.

Yeates M.H. (1971)20 suggested that the stage in the

life cycle of the householder is important to the residen-

tial location decision in three ways:

1. As an individual passes through the life cycre, house type

and physical location that is optimally required varies;

20 Yeates , M.H. and B. J.
York: Harper and Row,

GarnerrThe North American Citv. New
1971. Pp. 85.
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3.

Most of residential locational decisions are made

of the family in accordance with their perception

reguirements of the family; and

length of each stage in the life cycle varies.

In summary, the physical space requirement should be

rarge enough to accommodate a growing family, thus reducing

the effects of overcrowding.

2.2.3 VÀIIDALISM AND CRIME:

rn recent years many publications have examined crime

prevention in public housing projects. WiIliam Bri1I,2t
argued that both physicar form and social environment play a

major role in encouraging residents to improve the quarity
of lífe and decrease the amount of crime where they live. In

addition, crime and vandarism was sited by Becker (1977), as

a major expense for most public housing authoritiesr ãs welr

as for school systems. rts relevance for public housing is
that "it visually refrects a climate of arienation which

reflects the despair and frustration often endemic in high

density public-housing projects."22 Despite his emphasis on

design to solve crime problems, Oscar Newman23 readily

by

of

14

the heads

the

21 Bri11, wi11iam, planninq for Housinq
Securitv Ànalvsis ManuaI, preparéd for
Urban Development, Washington , 1979. pp.

Secur i ty: Site
the Department of

1 99-202 .

Hutchingon and22 Becker, Franklin rHousinq Messaqes rDowden,Ross, Inc. , 1977.
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admits that the people in a housing project have social
characteristics that are stronger predictors of crime than

its physical characteristics of the housing environment.

Oscar Newman uses the term "'defensible space' for envi-
ronments that exhibit physical- characteristics (building

layout and site plan) ttrat function to aLlow inhabitants
themselves to become the key agents in ensuring their own

security."24 Newman's 'Design Guidelines for Creating Defen-

sible Space' identified five separate design/management

mechanisms that contribute, independently or collectively to
the creation of defensible space:

1 . HOUSEHOLD ÀLLOCÀTION: The assignment to different
residential groups of the specific environments they

are best able to utilize and control, as determined

by their ages, life styles, socializing proclivities,
backgrounds, incomes, and family structures.

2. TERRITORIÀLITy: The territorial definition of space

to reflect zones of influence of specific inhabi-
tants. Residential environments should be subdivided

into zones toward which adjacent residents can easily
adopt proprietary attitudes.

23

24

Newman, Oscar, Communitv of Interest,
Doubledayr 1980.

Newman, Oscar, Desisn Guidelines for
Space, MacMillian, 1972. Pp. 78.

New York: Ànchor/

Creatinq Defensible
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SURVEILLANCE: The position of dwelling with exterior
space to allow residents naturally to survey exterior
and interior public areas of their living environ-
ments and the areas assigned for use.

ENVIRONMENT: The position of dwellings-their entries
and amenities-wittr city streets so as to incorporate
streets within the sphere of influence of the resi-
dential environment.

IMÀGES: the adoption of building forms and idioms

that avoid the stigma of peculiarity that allows oth-
ers to perceive the vulnerability and isolation of a

particular group of inhabitants.

But given that much of Newman's arguments seem rike good

common sense, for example, the use of surveillance is desir-
able for child rearing, regardless of its effects on crime,

"it wourd seem reasonabl-e to maximize the incorporation of
defensible space criteria where possibre in the design of
new housing deve1oprnent."25 one rray of institutionarizing
these guiderines however, would be to use them as a security
review checklist for each site design in a problematic area.

3.

4.

5.

25 Bri11, williamrplenninq for Housinq securitv:site securi-tv Ànalvsis Manual, prepared ror tne oepartment of uruan
Developrnent, Washington, 1979. pp. 199-202.
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2.2.4 THE CHOICE FACTOR:

The theory that limited choices are availabre to tenants

of public housing is one that is hypothesized in most riter-
ature. rt could be stated that the housing choice process is
a complex series of events ranking probably amongst the most

difficult decisions a person has to make during his/her
lifetime. Therefore, in order to provide a theoretical
framework for this section, a number of housing theorists
wirl be investigated. such variables as affordabirity, human

behavior as it affects choice and some limitations of choice
will be investigated.

2.2.4.1 AFFORDÀBILITY:

rt could be stated that the ability to pay is the over-
riding factor in determining entry to owning or renting a

home. rf there is a single quick and easy expranation of

"The Housing Probrem" it is the lack of affordabre housing.

However, affordability is an elusive concept. The essence

of the affordability probrem is that houses and their upkeep

cost more than people are able or willing to pay. Rents,

financing, land costs, house prices, and maintenance costs
must all be rooked at, because they aIl affect the cost of
owning or renting housing.26 Hence, for those people whose

2 6 Goldberg, Micheal ,The Housinq
University of British Columbia
Pp. 22-25.

Problem:
Press,

À real crisis?.
Vancouver , 1 983.



18

incomes are 1ow, whose occupations are unstable or whose

credit-rating is non-existent, and who are unabre to raise a

mortgage, public housing is amongst one of the few

options. 27

In this regard, Walter Smart (1972), in his Testimony on

FederaL Housinq subsidies and Housinq policy, concluded that
while the cost factor also limits decisions on location and

design, the marginal sites of public housing help in the

reduction of construction costs.28 The result is the produc-

tion of less than satisfactory living environments which

will be with us for a considerable period of time.

2.2.4.2 HI¡MAN BEHAVIOR AS IT AFFECTS CHOICE:

constance Perin (1970), provides an insightfurr discus-
sion on the various models which designers and planners use

when attempling to design for human behavior and interac-
tions. Àggregate characteristics of potential users are

often the basis for decision making in the design profes-
sion. Perin warns,

"The social networks we might try to explain
depends less on static characteristics of people
and more on the various means of physical mobili-
ty, in getting to work, shopping, attending
school, visiting, and on their various degrees ot

27 rbid. 10-12.
28 Walter, Smart, Testimony on Federal Housinq

Housinq PoIicyrOttawa: Canadian Co{.tncli on
opment, 1 981 .

Subsidies and
Social Ðeve1-
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economic mobility, depending on ag€r education,
race and income. Ànd so, when the designer thinks
about creating a 'neighborhood' where social
organization and interaction might flourish, he
may need, but not yet find, fresh concepts and
data about the quality and meaning of neighborhood
interactions compared with those maintained
despi te geographical locat i on . " 2 e

This pragmatic approach to planning led perin to question

how one might study everyday behaviors of people in order to
begin to understand the quality and meaning given the physi-
car environment in which these activities and interaction
are carried out.

2.2.4.3 LIMITATIONS OF CHOTCE:

It is generally accepted that Iow income families are

currentry weak competitors in the private housing market.

For many famiries, their mobility and range of choice of
activities may be limited by the presence of children or by

limited income. Thus, it is important that the housing

environment provide for the family's basic needs and that
the housing project not be isorated from its neighbours

either physically or psychologically..o

2s Perin, Constance, with Man in
Prospectus for Environmental
M. I .T. Press , !970.

Àn Interdisciplinarv
Cambridge, Mass.,

¡ti nd :

Design,

3o Vancouver City Planning Depa
High Densities, Vancouver Ci
couver , 1978. Pp. 25-25.

rtment, Housing Families At
ty Planning Department, Van-
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In this regard, Richardson N. (1gll ) argued that market

constraints such as affordability, restricted housing sup-

ply, increasing housing demandr rêstricted Iand supply,

neighborhood restrictionsr âs welt as household constraints
such as family income, maritar status, and family rores, are

factors that limit choices for rocating pubric housing in
urban areas.3r Richardson also noted that these constraints
not only limit the tenant choice of rocation, but arso hind-
er their chances of being accepted into the housing project.

From the perspective of the real estate investorrthe
rent-paying ability of poor families simpry does not promise

a rate of return sufficient to justify rarge expenditure on

renovations or new construction. Rent defaults and vandalism

compound the economic uncertainties inherent in the row-in-
come housing market. rn addition, sonner, N.J. (197a), in
his study found that accessibility to community services,
lot size, number of units, buirding types and family size
are other factors that limit choices.32

In this regard, Chapin, Stua

outlines a conceptual framework

factor.33 He sees the location

rt Jr. 1 965 ) , in hi s model

for developing the choice

decision of householders as

Richardson N.,Tfe..Nel urÞ?n Economics: and Àlternatives,
London : Pion Limi ted, l9n . Jones , c. 

-'T'hã-Grnen-t 
ofChoice", Urban Studies, Vol. 1 6, pp . 197-204.

sonner, N.J., The rmportance gf Densitv in the Housino
choice -Prgcess, À rnasteis ttresis wrltten In the ffiartiment^of City Planning, University of Manitoba, 1979. pp.
86-88.

3l

32
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1.

¿.

being conditioned by:

The scope of choice and intensity of residential development

prescribed in the general plan and zoning reguilations;
What the producer offers...not only the type of shelter
package and the price, but also the accessibility of the site
to major employment centers, schools, and shopping, and

the proximity of the site to utilities and thoroughfaresf

What the household purse allows;

What the household activity patterns call for; and

What the taste norms of the household dictate.

2.2.5 DENSITY AND HOUSING MIX:

Over the past few years academics, planners and archi-
tects have modified their positions considerably as to what

constitute a suitable density for family housing. while

there is little doubt that density places added stress on

the household, certain adverse conditions often associated

with higher densities can be improved somewhat through phys-

ical design and appropriate social planning..o

Chapin, F. Stuart Jr.,"À Model for Stimulating Residen-
tial Devel-opment".Journal of the American Institute of
Planners 1965, votfffp . IZO-IZ5--
City of Vancouver, Public Housinq and the Communitv: pub-
1ic Housinq in the CommunitvrB.C. Housing Management Com-
mission, Vancouver, 1972. Pp. 9-10.

3.

4.

5.

ùo

34
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The geographic integration of social classes is one con-

sideration that Michelson (1970) feel-s has relevance in
reduc ing the impact of high density. .5 I'tichelson indicated
that close geographicar integration of crasses does, in most

cases, enhance the type of inter-cultural relationships
desired by planners.

A degree of homogeneity is necessary before residents
will develop a feeling of community. where there is a fairry
high degree of neighboring and visiting and a generar feer-
ing of werr-being about a community, there is usualry arso a

relatively homogeneous population.36 Àn extensive u.s.study
of thirty-seven HUD-assisted projects across the country
concluded that "the more other residents in the development

vlere perceived to be similar to oneserf, the higher the lev-
e1 of satisfaction with other residents and with riving in
that development. "37 The most cruciar similarities are in
life-sty1e, education, income, and child-rearing practices.

The question then is what

for interaction? Heterogeneity

possibly be achieved with alt
facilities but with homogeneity

252-255, 1978.

Gans, Herber
heterogene i ty
can Institute
Ibid. Pp. 3.

Michelson, William, "Some Insights
Housing For Low Income Families,"

optimum project size is best

in the larger projects might

of the classes using certain
at certain Ievels, for exam-

to Guide the Design of
Ekistics, VoI. 25, pp.

35

36

37

{.,l'the balanced community: Homogeneity orin residential areas. "JouinaI of ttre emãri-
of Planners,vol . 27, ppltT961.-



23

ple, the block or neighborhood. À greater degree of homoge-

neity of neighbors will (probably) be tolerated where resi-
dents have chosen to live in a particular development. But

in housing that is more or less forced upon residents who

have been on a housing list it is wise to avoid schemes that
compel them to practice neighborliness or togetherness.3s

rn this regardr €xisting policies in Manitoba Department

of Housing, encourages the development of smaller unit
projects that are l-ess than fifty units per project. Like-
wise, in Vancouver, multi-family developments and/or cluster
of famiry units within a large developments do not exceed

20-30 units in total. since the size of the interacting
group affects residents perception of "crowdedness," the

size of crusters are determined on the abirity of the group

to achieve enough informal contact to provide friends, effi-
cient use of shared services and manageable child popula-

tion. Research in canadian cities suggests that more than

seventy children living in one cluster will significantly
increase chitd supervision problems. 3s

In addition, studies have shown that the geographicat

integration of income groups are as 1ikely to produce Less

38 DiÀiso, Robert, êt aI., Perception of the Housinq Envi-
roBment; à comparison of racial and density preferences,
University of Pittsburgh, pa. , 1971. Þp. 44.

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, The Housinq
Needs of sinqre Parent Families in canada, canada t*rort-
gage and Housing Corporation, Ottawa, 1983. pp. 83.

39
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conflict as it is to have negative consequences.4o As a

result, DiAiso, et a1. (1971), suggested in their study thaL

there are three ways in which income groups can be incorpo-

rated into a housing development: (1) ttre quality of the

housing desired must meet the needs of its occupants, Q)
the housing environment must enchance the type of inter-cu1-
tural relationship, and (3) the mixing of social classes

must begin at small neighborhood scale. This way, Iess stig-
ma is attached to ant specific income group.

In 1980, in Canada a statement of the "public Housing

Stigmarr was reported in the North york Ontario planning

Department report. Àccording to the report:
It is more difficult for atl members of fow income
families to maintain a reasonable level ot dignity
if they are easily identifiable as recipienÈs of
government subsidized housing. Large concentra-
tions of assisted housing make it much more Iikely
that the anonymity enjoyed by most rnembers of
society cannot be expected by public housing resi-
dents. a 1

Àrthough the above quote referred to the North york set-
ting, it should be noted that such 'stigmatization' also
applies to many public housing projects in Winnipeg. In

addressing the issue of density, Newman (1972) suggested the

idea of integrating pubric housing projects in "compatible
neighborhoods, using the principre of scattering projects

4o DiÀiso, Robert, êt al. rperception of the Housinq Environ-
meltt: A comp?rison of racial and densitv preféiences,
University of Pittsburgh, 1971, pp. 44. 

-4 1 North York rThe North York Citv planninq Report on
ine r North vorn , roronto, HõÇe¡n-uer rlffi. -ñ I go.

Hous-
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over all parts of the city rather than concentrating them in

one areart.42 This idea of scattering projects in the city
may also foster income mix. For example, the City of Vancou-

ver has been successfuL in implementing the policy which

encourages this idea of building projects in small_er units.

In summary, Cooper and Sarkissian (1986), "Housing Às If
People Mattered" outlined the following, as factors to be

considered when addressing issues of density and hous-

ingo3mix. This includes: the overall project size, spacing

of units, visual and functional access to open space from

dweIling, protection of privacy, access to buildings, park-

ing, minimum of noise intrusion, well-sited community facir-
ities, adeguate private open space, the mixing of social
classes on a micro-scaIe. À1so, a multifamily housing

development should be small enough to avoid the appearance

of a "project" but large enough to provide adequate space

for children's activities.

42 Newman, oscar, Design Guiderines for creatinq Defensible
Space, MacMiIlan, 1972.

Cooper C1are and Wendy SarkissianrHousinq Às If people
Mattgçed university of carifornia press, Berkéley, -1 986.
Pp. 33-44.
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2.2.6 NETGHBORT{OOD AS A SENSE OF COMMI'NTTY/BELONGTNG:

The theory that people respond favorably to a conducive

neighborhood environment is one to which most people sub-

scribe. By simple definition, Neighborhood refers to "home

base at a col-lective level...an area with which one crosely
identifies or feers at hometr.44 Home base "is a territorial
unit which provides territoriar satisfaction, security,
identity, and stimulation. "45 rmplicit in this definition is
the ecological approach of recognizing neighborhoods as

sociar entities, and the planning approach of emphasizing

the neighborhood "as a physical construct useful in the ray-
out of residential areas".4 6

It is generally accepted that a neighborhood is something

more than a geographicalry defined area with physical bound-

aries, sociar networks, concentrated use of facirities, and

speciar emotional and symbolic connotations for the inhabi-
tants. consensus on recognition and definition howeverrhas

been impossible.az what does appear to be an essentiar ele-
ment in the constitution of a neighborhood unit is whether

or not the residents perceive an area to be safe.

45

¡}b

Porteous, J.D. Environme¡¡t and Behavior: planninq and
Fvervdav urban Life,-ÞñTiõines : Ããffin-westey pubiist,-
ing Co. Inc., 1977. Pp. 227-229.

Ibid. Pp. 227-229.

rbid. Pp. 227-229.

vancouver.city Pranning Department, Housins Famiries at
Hiqh Dençities, Vancouver City PLanning Department, Van-.
couver , 1978. Pp. 17-40.

44
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ionally, planners tend to identify those aspects of

design of neighborhoods which make for residential
the problem goes deeper than the

ItteIson, Proshanky, Rivlin, and

The planner tend to concentrate on the physical
design of the neighborhood whereas residentè take
both the physical and social environment into
account. Such variables as building setback, Iand
coverage (density), proximity to adjacent struc-
tures, and land-use character is stressed by theplanner are seen as less relevant to residents
than the general upkeep of the neighborhood, the
noise.level, and degree of separation from neigh-
bors. a I

Kasl and Harburg's article (1972), "perception of the

Neighborhood and the Desire to Move out" identified safety
as an important social indicator which is often overlooked

by planners.4e ?hey suggested that people wirl always tol-
erate a number of inadequacies in their neighborhood if they

feer it is at least safe. A1so, from the same study crime

and viorence were the most cited reasons for disliking a

neighborhood. "safety means more than just freedom from

'traffic hazards in a neighborhood'. rt means freedom from

crimer âs wellrr.50

4S

48 Ittellonr.H.M., proshanky, L.G. Rivlin, WinkeI, G.H., Ànrn!roducÇion to Environmentar psvcholoqy, New york:
Holt, Reinhart and Winston, Inc. 1970- pp. 345-400.

, "Perception of the Neighbor-
Out". Journal of the American

, VoI. 38,Pp. 318-324, 1972.

Kas1, S.U., and Harburg, E.
hood and the Desire to Move
Institute of Planners, 1972

5o Morris and WinterrHousinq, Family and Societv, John Wiley
and Sons Inc., 1978. pp. 140.



In addition, Rona1d Bayor (1982)51 hypothesized

combination of these social and physical components

a variety of diverse neighborhood characteristics.
(1g82) therefore suggested that the neighborhood

characterized as:

28

that a

produces

Bayer

may be

'1 . À physically delimited area having an ecological
position in a larger area, and some physical charac-

teristics resulting from (a) natural geographic con-

diLions, and (b) the effects of particurar activities
and usages. Sociologists from the "Chicago School"

usually refer to these areas as "natural areas".
2. Àn area containing a wide variety of fac ilities,

amenitiesr s€rvices and transportation whích can be

availabre for use by both locar residents and outsid-
ers. In the latter case, a neighborhood is consid-
ered to have a special functional role in the organi-
zation of a town or city. Indeed, if the outsiders
use a particular neighborhood for recreational, busi-
nessr or cultural purposes, the use of neighborhood

facilities itserf may be a significant determinant of
neighborhood identity.

3. An area representing certain shared sociar varues

both for the residents as well as for the larger com-

munity. Those sociar values have different priorities
for individuals and groups, and therefore have dif-

Bayor RonaId
ington, N.Y.

51 ,Neiqhborhoods in Urban
: Kennikat Press Corporat

Àmerica, Port Wash-
ion, 1982. Page 11.
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ferent degrees of impact in the community.

Àn area highly influenced by a cluster of human and

environmental forces. For example, a special type of
neighborhood, such as , a mi'ddle class suburb r otr a

skid rov¡ area emits a special aura that affects how

the area looks and how people from both inside and

outside perceive the area.

2.2.7 PROXIMITY TO SERVICES

rt is generally recognized that easy access to adequate

commercial and community facilities is especiatry needed by

low-income famiries.s2 rn this regard, a number of studies
show a correlation between resident dissatisfaction and the

lack of convenient facirities and amenities.ss For example,

Foote et al.(1960) in his article "Housing choices and Hous-

ing constraints"r5a specifically suggested that pubric hous-

ing projects should be located within crose proximity to
work, shopping, schools, and recreation facilities.

52 cooper clare and wendy sarkissianrHousinq Às If peopre
Mattgge9 university of carif ornia press, nãrkelev, -lggE.
Pp. 75-92.

Pickett I K. , and D. Boulton.Miqration and social Ad'iust-
ment, Liverpool: Liverpool UniversiCf press,-1nq, pp. +Z

Foote et al.rHgusinq Choice and Housinq Constraints, New
York: McGraw-HiI1, 1960. Pp. 21-25.

53

54
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In Manitoba an increasing proportion of families in sub-

sidized housing, about 75 per cent are single-parent fami-
lies. ss Accordingry, access to nearby furl-time day-care

centers is also an essentiar planning consideration when

locating a public housing project. 5 6

In this regard, Morris and winter (1978) indicated that
"within the residentiar area, there should be at reast ade-

quate municipal services, which should consists of a commu-

nity water supply, sanitary sewer system: rêfuse collection
and disposal system, and adequate community housekeeping and

maintenance of services".57 on the other hand, there is con-

cern that the quality of services is just as important as

the proximity to services. rn their study Foote et. al
(1960) referred to individuar aspects of the physical envi-
ronment such as, 1ight., air, and the quality of the munici-
pa1 services and utilities (fire and porice protection, gâr-
bage coll-ection, water, and sewer). The quality of ihese

services v¡ere cited as contributing to the satisfaction of
the neighborhood environment.

55

56

canada Mortgage and Housing corporationrThe Housinq Needsgf sinqlg Parent Families in canada, t'tortgage and Hoffig
Corporation, Ottawa, 1983. Pp. 64.

cooper Marcus, "salvaging a troubled pubric housingproject." Journal- of the Àmerican Instilute of Àrchiltects, vo1 . 67 , 1978.

Morris and Winter, Housinq, Family and
I.Iiley and Sons rnc., 1978. pp. f3E. -

57 Soc ietv, John
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rn addition, the proximity of services according to Mor-

ris and winter (1978), serves to maintain social networks,

because people tend to view the entire neighborhood as their
living space and see spaces outside of the home as a contin-
uation of their personal living space.

I n summary, Cooper and Sarki ssian ( 1 986 )

that a combination of planning considerations

en into account when locating public housing.

tions includes the foltowing:

58 ma

shoul-d

Their

i nta i ned

be tak-

sugges-

1.

2.

)

Ensure that a nev¡ public housing development has

easy-preferably walking-access to adequate community

and commercial facilities.
Ensure that pedestrian access to local stores,
schools, e.t.c. is pleasant, quiet, and safe so that
children can easily be sent on errands or do their
or.rn shoppi ng .

Examine legal and financiar mechanisms to ensure ear-
ly provision of community facilities.
Investigate local day-care opportunities.
I{here facilities cannot be provided within warking

distance, ensure that careful location of public
transit stops and frequent, convenient scheduling
links the development with adequate facilities.

4.

5.

58 cooper crare and.wendy sa5kissianrHousins Às rf peopre
MatteIgd, University of California erésn nerkeleyrEBGI
Pp. 198.
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Where public transit access is not available and

there is no guarantee of its provision in the near

future, seriously question the social feasibility of

the development if it is intented for l_ow-income res-
idents.

2.2.8 DISTANCE TO COI,IMT'NITY FÀCILITIES

It is generally accepted that the quality of Iife in a

housing environment is further enhanced by the location in
the neighborhood of the socio-cultural facirities that are

easily availabre and accessible in the community.ss rn terms

of absolute distance to any facility, it is virtually impos-

sible to cite a figure which is acceptable, since there are

so many variables which have to be taken into account.

Às a guide, De Chiara and Koppelman (1975), in their book

"Manuar of Housing/elanning and Design criteria", outlined
the maximum distance to be considered when developing a

housing project.6o The outlined distances are based on the

following: (a) Walking distance which was measured in
miles, and (b) car or pubric transportation distance meas-

ured in time. Àlthough the book was written more than twen-

6.

59 city of vancouver Pranning Department, Housinq FamiriesAt High Densities, city of vancouver eranñIñg oãpartment,
Vancouver, 1978. Pp. 17-24.

De Chiara, Joseph, and-Lee, Koppelman, Manual of Housinq/Plaqnilg En5| Desiqn Criteria, prentice-fta11 f n;, Engle:
wood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1975. pp. 171.

60
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ty years agor the figure given can nevertheless be used as a

guide (See Figure 1 ).

Similar1y, in Vancouver, as a general

housing development, the following three cri
met in locating public housing development:6

1. That it be located in an existing

bewithin 1/+ of ami
or loca1 park suitable

guide to public

teria have to be

1

mult iple-zoned

of an elementary

age after school

2.

3.

area.

That it
school

park.

That it

1e

for

not be located an a major traff ic corridor

61 City of Vancouver Planning
At Hiqh Densities, City of
Vancouver , 1978. Pp. 28.

Department, Housins Families
Vancouver Planning Department,
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fIGURE 1 M.AXIMUM DISTANCES FOR COMMUNITY FACILITIEq

Major cultural
facilities. theatre.
museums, etc.

Journey from dwelling unit to
3€lected destlnatlons.

IAHÀL
6t !^f¡aN

À¿rLr fr9r

?bcYItSÈlI

tfrlklng d¡stancG ls mcasu¡ed
ln m¡lts.

Crr or publlc trtnsportatlon ls
mc!3urrd ln tlmc.

SOI.]RCE: DE CHIARA JOSEPH

DESIGN CRITERIA.

AND KOPPELMAN.

PRENTICE-HALL

HANUAL OF HOUSING/PLANNING AND

rNC., ENGLEWOOD CLIFFS, NEW JERSEY'

L975. PAGE L0-2.
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2.2.9 SITE SELECTION:

All multi-family developments should have communi-
ty/recreational amenities suitable for school-age
younger children within easy walking distance from
the site.62

The integration of a development into the surrounding

neighborhood is largery affected by the shared use of rocal
amenities and recreationar facilities "especialry for
school-age and younger children, for whom facilities need to
be provided on the sitett.63 such as, recreationat facili-
ties, school, and daycare, etc.

rn this regard, De chiara and Koppelman (1975) in their
handbook "Manual of Housing/planning and Design Criteria,"
suggest that the physical characteristics of a site will
significantry affect its usability and development costs of
a proposed project.6a As a resurt, De chiara and Koppleman

(1975), suggest that factors to be taken into account when

evaluating the development potential of a site: the topogra-
phy, the load-bearing capacity and nature of the soi], the

62 vancouver Department of city planning, Housinq Famiries
A! Hiqh Densitiqs, vancouver Department of city pran-
ning rVancouver , 1978. Pp. 17 .

ibid. Pp. 17.

De Chiara, Joseph and l.ee, Koppelnan, Manua1 of Housinq/
Plannilg qnd Ðesiqn Criteria. prentice-HaII inc., Engie-
wood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1975. Pp. 171-173.

63

64
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depth of the water table and susceptibiliLy to flooding, and

subsidence, or sliding.

Robert Ratz (1966), identified the challenge of choosing

a physical setting.us Katz then argued;

Instead the designer faIls back on a convenient
stock of 'sample' applicable to all site situ-
ations...some of the most glaring shortcomings of
contemporary site planning practice include Iack
of privacy, failure to design for daily and sea-
sonal variations, impermanence of site details,
unimaginative landscape treatment, unsuitability
of open space, and poor relationships of interior
and exterior spaces.

Às a result, Ittelson and Rivlin (1974), in their paper

"Freedom of Choice and Behavior in a physical Setting", con-

cruded66 that what ever the primary purpose that brings the

individuar to a given physical setting, the setting must not

only have the capacity to satisfy the primary needs, such

ês, food, water, air, shelter, and other secondary needs,

such as, belonging, affiliation, feeling, loving and caring,
but it must also allow for goal satisfaction or higher revel
needs, such as, the need to aspire.

65 Katz, Robert Ð., Desiqn of the Housinq Site A critique of
Arnerican practice. Urbana, I11. 1966; pp. SO-SS

Itte1son, W. and G. , Rivlin, "Freedom of Choice and
Behavior in a Physical settingr"Environmentar psychoroqy:
man and His Phvsical settinq. New york: Hortl---ieÏnirart
and Winston Inc., 1974. Pp.173.

66
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In this regard, Fenny and Ogroduik (1975), provides an

outlined summary for this section. According to them, a fam-

iIy public housing site should consider four distinct ele-
ments6T

1. The general community: demographic characteristics of

the neighborhood.

2. The availability of municipal services: water, ser{er,

fire, protection, garbage disposal and zoning by-

laws.

3.

r.

The adults needs: employment

stores, Iocal stores, drug

porLation; and

The childrens needs: schools,

and park.

opportunities, grocery

stores and public trans-

recreational facilities

2.3 STJMMÀRY

when determining the location of a public famiry housing

projects, literature stresses the importance of a murtitude

of factors. For example, some studies lay emphasis on physi-
ca1 factors whilst others stress the importance of social
factor s .

The following are summaries of issues that are perceived

as important, regarding location and the housing environ-
ment.

67 Fenny M. and
lic Housinq,
1975, Pp.7-16

L. Ogroduik, The Selection of Sites for
itoba Housing and Renewal Corporãt BsÞ

10n ,
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Overa1l, a combination of physical and social factors
are important in a residential environment.

The spatial environment can be important in maintain-
ing the social integration of people, atlowing for
the needs of affiliation and belonging.

The internal and external requirements needed for
families should allow for the continual changing fam-

ity size. They should be large enough to avoid the

effects of feelings of overcrowding.

A housing environment is preferred that is considered

safe from crime and traffic, including the protection
of privacy and noise.

Affordability, costs and land availability are fac-
tors that limit choices available to low income

households owning or renting a house.

The geographic integration of social classes and the

development of smaller unit projects can contribute
towards reducing the impacts of high density and the

stigma that is most often associated with public
housing environment.

The size and density of a housing development should

be compatible with the existing buildings in the

ne i ghborhood .

The proximity of facilities in certain high density
neighborhoods serves to maintain the social network.

Peop1e tend to view the entire neighborhood as their

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.
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living space and see spaces outside of the home as a

continuation of their personaf living space.

Housing projects should be located in close proximity

to necessary community/neighborhood facilities.
In terms of distance, the site should not be more

than one rnile walking distance for adults and a quar-

ter of a mile from an elementary school or locaI
park.

10.

This chapter has presented issues that are perceived as

important in a residential environment. The following chap-

ters will incorporate most of these findings into a ques-

tionnaire survey, to determine the relevant characteristics
of public housing needs in Winnipeg situation,



Chapter III
PROCEDTTRE ÀND }IETHODOLOGY:

3.1 INTRODUCTORY STÀTEMENT:

In attempting to establish a testing procedure capable of

addressing the purpose of this study, a questionnaire was

developed, in conjunction with the Planning Division of the

Manitoba Department of Housing. The questionnaire was

administered along with the actual application process to

about 900 family public housing applicants in Winnipeg. The

questionnaire was designed so that factors that influence

the locational preferences of family public housing appli-
cants in Winnipeg could be identified. The majority of

applicants were single parents with children and could be

categorized as being in the low to moderate income groups,

that is, those households that are in the $5r000 to $15,000

and $15r000 to $25r000 income groups.68 It was assumed that
the responses would be fairly representative of the types

and preferences of most of the total number of families
appJ-ying f or public housing assistance.

68 Canada Housing
ing Needs of
Ottawa, 1 983.

and Housing Corporation
SingIe Parent Families

(cuuc), The Hous-
in Canada, CMHC,

40
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3.2 rHE OT'ESTIONNÀIRE ST'RVEY:

The questionnaire v¡as designed to solicit information on

the following four general areas:
'1 . Demographic characteristics.
2. Physical and social characteristics.
3. Environment and neighborhood characteristics.
4. Locational preferences.

The four areas were chosen to supply the data needed to
identify factors that influence the locational preferences

of family public housing applicants in Ï^finnipeg. Às a

resurt, a self administered questionnaire6s $Ias designed to
enabre applicants to rate each proposed preferential factor.
The demographic characteristics data was obtained from the
actual application forms. while the guestions pertaining to
the above areas (2) and (3) were designed to sort informa-
tion on factors, such as, neighborhood safety, closeness to
neighborhood facilities, buirding types, and neighborhood

environment. rn additionr preferences on fifteen areas in
winnipeg were investigated. These questions were incorporat-
ed into a larger questionnaire survey that v¡as designed by

the Planning Branch of the Manitoba Department of Housing

and administered to families that vrere apprying for public
housing in Winnipeg.

6s The questionnaire sample is included in Àppendix A.
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3.3 THE SAMPLE DESIGN:

The questionnaire v¡as designed so that the questions v¡ere

easily understood, rld just as easy to answer. To achieve

this, the applicants were asked to rate a series of suggest-

ed factors that were thought important to them in the selec-
tion process of a public housing project. Each factor was

rated as "very importantr" "somewhat importantr" "not impor-

tantr" or "1iker" "disliker" "no opinion" etc., within the

general category. À delineated neighborhood map of Winnipeg

$¡as included, to enable the applicants rate their choice

di f ferent neighborhoods.

In order to eliminate misunderstandings and to shorten

the time required to fill out the survey form, open-ended

questions were keep to a minimum, however, spaces v¡ere pro-

vided in some questions so that the respondents could expand

on their answers or write in any comments, if they felt that
they had some specific point to get across which l¡as not

dealt with in the ansvrer format provided.

Lhe end, twenty five

areas were retained.

questions related to the fiveIn

major
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3.4 ÀI)MINISTRÀTION OF THE OI'ESTIONNÀIRE:

Since the objective $ras to determine the housing prefer-
ences of those applying for family public housing in t^tinni-

pe9, in conjunction with the Manitoba Department of Housing,

it was decided that data was to be col-lected from famiries
applying for public housing, and which v¡ere managed by the

winnipeg Regional Housing Authority (wHRa), since they man-

age over 80 per cent or 3r000 family pubric housing units in
Wi nn ipeg .

The questionnaire was handed out in conjunction with the

apprication process and handed to an offical of the wRHÀ

after compretion. During the four month period of June

through september 1987, close to 900 application forms rvith

attached questionnaires were received. À randomly serected

sample of 306 questionnaires or 34 per cent were serected

and coded for anarysis. The output of data was obtained

from the the Pl-anning Division of the Manitoba Department of
Housing. onry questions that had rel-evance to this study

were used.

3.5 STT'DY LIMITÀTIONS:

The current public housing residents were not surveyed.

Therefore, some factors that are perceived as important to
the housing applicants may not necessariry be as important

to the current housing residents. As a result, it is
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ofassumed that some

the applicants to
of

be

the results may reflect the urgency

accepted into a housing unit.

rn addition, questions on ethnic and culturar information
v¡ere made optional, so as not to infringe on the applicant's
rights to conf identiality.

3.6 METHOD OF ANÀLYSIS:

After the colLection of the data a value was assigned to
each factor, coded and analyzed using the spss/pc (statisti-
car Package for the sociar sciences) computer program. The

resurts were tabled to indicate the frequency distribution
response in specific numeric categories, the valid percent-

age of the total in each specific category, and the total
number of responses. The findings of the three hundred and

six questionnaires are discussed in detair in chapter Four.



Chapter IV

REST'LTS:

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents a detailed breakdown and discussion
of the findings of Family public Housing applicants who

responded to the questionnaire. The totar computer output
of the results was too voluminous to present in its entire-
ty. However, a complete breakdown of the responses are

included in Àppendix C.

4.2 PROFILE OF APPT,ICANTS

In this study, 71.1 per cent of

female, single-parent with children.
the appl icants vrere

Most fell within the

age groups of 15 to 24 and 25 to 34 years. Àbout S5.0 per

cenL of the appricants vrere on social Assistance and had

never lived in public housing previously. In addition, 38.o

per cent and 32.0 per cent of the average household size
comprised of two and three persons househord respectively.

-45
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4.3 PREFERENCE OF APPLICANTS

In questions 'l and 2 of the questionnaire respondents

were asked to rate their feelings about and preferences for
four building types. For question #1, the responses are

shown in Tab1e 1. The question l¡as asked about the appli-
cant's feelings towards living in each of the following
building types: Elevatored Apartments, WaIk-up Apartments,

Stacked Townhouses, and Row Housing. The results indicate
that Row Housing r.ras preferred by the great majority (71.6

per cent ) of the respondents. Other building types chosen

rvere Stacked Townhouses (59.5 per cent) and Elevatored

Apartments (56.0 per cent). The least liked building type

h'as the Walk-up Àpartment as indicted by 50.7 per cent of

the respondents.

TÀBLE 1

GENERAL FEELINGS TOWÀRDS BUILDING TYPE

Fac t or

Elevatored Àpartments

Walk-Up Apartments

Stacked Townhouses

Row Houses

Total number of

(adiusted Frequency

Li ke

56.0

29.9

EO tr

71 .6

in Percent )

Di sl i ke No

30.9

50.7

21 .8

15.2

Opinion

13. 1

19.4

18.7

13.1

responses 306
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rn question #2, applicants \{ere asked to indicate which

building type they would actuarly prefer to rive in. Às

shown in Table 2, more than half of the respondents or 1sz

appricants preferred Row Houses to other types presented.

There was no signi f icant preference between Erevatored
Àpartments and stacked Townhouses (23.4 per cent and 21.4

per cent respectively). The least preferred building type
was again walk-up Apartments which $¡as preferred by only 1 3

applicants or 13.0 per cent of the respondents.

TÀBLE 2

PREFERRED BUILDING TYPE

(Number of Responses)

Frequency Val

Distribution

70

13

64

152

Percentage

Tota I

id

ofFac tor

Elevatored Àpartments

Walkup Apartments

Stacked Townhouses

Row Houses

Total number of responses 306

were asked to choose the size

ts they would prefer to live

23 .4

A.?

21 .4

s0.g

1 00 .0%

In question

of development

, applicants

number of uni

#q

or
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in. As shown in Tabre 3, of the 306 applicants that indicat-
ed their preferences, 118 applicants or 40.0 per cent chose

the development size under 10 units. only 4 appricants or
'1.3 per cent of the respondents chose the development size
that had over 50 units. À majority, 120 applicanLs or 40.0

per cent, had no preference.

TÀBLE 3

PREFERRED DEVELOPMENT STZE

(Number of units)
Frequency VaIid Percentage

Factor Distribution of Total

Under 10 units 119 39.3

11 ro 25 unirs 40 13.4

26 to 55 unirs 18 6.0

Over 50 units 4 1.3

No Preference 120 40.q

Total number of responses 306 1OO.O%

By using a ñâpr respondents vrere asked to rate preferred
areas in Winnipeg (Refer to Figure 2).
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For this item (question #6), the responses are shown in
Table 4. The resurts show that there is a clear variation
in the preferences among the fifteen areas examined. The

most significant difference occurred in Area Two, as 1B.g

per cent of the respondents chose the central area of the
city. ÀIsor 9.8 per cent and 9.1 per cent of the respondents

respectivery indicated their preference for the North End

and saint Vital. The remaining 62.3 per cent of the respon-

dents indicated a variety of areas, with no clear trend
establ i shed.

In question #9, applicants l¡ere asked to lists areas of
the city that they did not want to rive in, their ansvrers

are taburated in Tabre 5. This result shows 33.2 per cent
and 28.0 per cent of the respondents respectively chose both
the central area and North End of the city as their first
choice, while only 16.3 per cent and 28.1 per cent chose the
same areas ( central area and North End ) respectivery as

their second choice. I^Ihire 14.7 per cent of the respondents

chose East saint James and Transcona respectively as their
third choice.

Às shown in Tabre 6, appricants were asked to indicate
the area they are presentry riving in. The resurts shows

that 28.6 per cent and 15.6 per cent of the respondents

lived in both the central area and North End areas of the
c ity respectively
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TABLE 4

PREFERRED AREAS TO LIVE IN WINNIPEG

(adiusted Fresuencv in Percentaqe )

SECOND THIRD

CITY ÀREA

1. Fort Rouge

2. Central

3. North End

4. East Saint James

5. West Saint James

6. Charleswood

7. Tuxedo

8. Fort Garry

9. Saint Vital
10. Saint Boniface

11. Transcona

12. East Kildonan

13. North Kildonan

14. West Kildonan

15. O1d Kildonan

Total

Total number of responses

FI RST

CHOI CE

7.7

18.8

9.8

tro

8.0

2.4

2.8

6.6

9.1

5.6

4.5

7.0

2.8

3.1

Þ..9.

100.0%

306

CHOI CE

4.5

9.7

11 .2

10.1

6.3

Ltr',

4.5

7.8

9.0

5.6

1.9

9.3

7.5

4.1

L.L
100.0%

CHOI CE

oo

6.2

7.4

8.3

5.8

5.4

7.4

5.0

8.3

6.6

4.1

6.6

5.0

7.4

9..5.

100.0%
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TABLE 5

ÀREAS NOT PREFERRED TO LIVE IN WTNNIPEG

(Àdiusted Fresuencv in Percentaqe )

SECONDFI RST

CHOT CE

THI RD

CHOI CECITY ÀREÀ

1. Fort Rouge

2. Central

3. North End

4. East Saint James

5. l{est Saint James

6. Charleswood

7. Tuxedo

8. Fort Garry

9. Saint Vital
1 0. Saint Boni face

1 1 . Transcona

12. East Kildonan

13. North Kildonan

14 West KI ldonan

1 5 OId Kildonan

Total

Total number of responses

4.2

33.3

28 .0

3.3

1.4

3.3

2.8

5.6

0.9

1.9

4.7

1"4

0.9

+.¿

t_.2

1 00 .0%

306

CHOI CE

3.0

16.3

28 .1

4.9

2.5

3.9

3.4

4.4

5.4

4.4

8.4

3.4

2.5
tro

1.L
1 00 .0%

6.0

3.3

6.5

14.7

3.3

6.5

2.7

5.4

7.1

7.6

14.7

5.4

4.3

7.1

5.9

100.0%
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TABLE 6

PRESENT LIVING ÀREÀS IN T^TINNTPEG

(Àdiusted Freguency in Percentaqe)

CITY AREA

1. Fort Rouge

2. Central

3. North End

4. East Saint James

5. West Saint James

6. Charleswood

7. Tuxedo

8. Fort Garry

9. Saint Vital
1 0. Sa int Bon i face

11. Transcona

12. East Kildonan

13. North Kildonan

14. West Kildonan
'1 5. O1d Ki ldonan

Missinq

Total number of responses

Frequency

Distribution

15

79

43

16

15

1

4

17

16

10

12

24

2

I
14

30

306

Valid Percentage

of Total

5.4

28 .6

15.6

5.8

5.4

0.4

1.4

6.2

5.8

3.6

4.3

8.7

0.7

2.9

5.1

100.0%
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In comparing the distribution of the rocationar prefer-
ences in the fifteen areas that were examined, the variables
of 'Present living area', 'Preferred area', and 'Least liked
area' in winnipeg Ì.¡ere crosstaburated. Because each vari-
abre has a different number of cases, the percentages of the

first choice of each variabl-e was crosstaburated, in order
to make the comparisons of the results meaningful.

The number of respondents that preferred their present

area are shown in Table 7. The preferred areas are the row

variabre, while the present living areas are the corumn

variable. From the results, the centrar and North End areas

were strongly preferred by 28.6 per cent and 14.9 per cent

of the respondents respectively. However, it should be noted

that of those that chose the central area, 68.0 per cent

actually live in the area. rn the North End, 63.0 per cent

of the respondents rive in the area. other areas that $¡ere

moderately preferred includes, East Kildonan (8.9 per cent)
and Fort Garry (6.3 per cent) and st. vital (5.9) p.r cent.

As shown in Tabre 8, the distribution represents the num-

ber of respondents that disliked their present area. The

disriked areas are the row variables, while the present riv-
ing areas are in the corumn variables. Arthough the resurts
reveal-s the disrike for the centrar area and to some degree

the North End arear âs indicated by the 24.2 per cent and

13.5 per cent respectively. However, it shourd be stressed
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that onry 10.0 per cent of the respondents that disriked the

central area actualry live in the area. At the same time

only 15.9 per cent of those that dislike the North End live
in the area.

on the other hand, Table 9, shows the number of respon-

denis that preferred and disliked the same area. The rovr

variabres are the preferred areas and the corumn variabres
are the disriked areas. The number of respondents that were

inconsistent or chose the same area vrere 3.2 per cent from

the central area, 5.9 per cent from East Kirdonan and 20.o

per cent from the North End.



Preferred->

Fort Rouge

Central

North end

FT.R.

5
25 .0

East st.
James

Centr

1

3s.0

Table 7

PRESENT LIVING AREÀS BY PREFERRED AREAS IN WINNIPEG

West St.
Jame s

1

2.0

N. End

1

5.0

Cha r Ieswo

34
68.0

1

3.7

Tuxedo

5
10.0

ESIJ

5
18.5

For t
Garry

3
6.0

'17

63.0

wstJ

Saint
vi. ba I

I
60.0

1

2.t

1

s.0

Cha sw

Saint
Bon i face

3
15.0

2
10.0

Tran scon

5
33.3

1

2.0

Tuxedo

1

5.0

.l

16.7

East
K i Idona n

1

14 .3

1

2.0

3
15.0

Ft Gar

1

t6.7

1

5.0

North
Ki Idonan

2
28 .6

1

2.0

9
40.0

1

16 .7

West
K i ldonan

1

6.7

sr vir

3
1 5.8

3
15.0

1

3.7

2
33.3

oLd
Ki Idonan

St Bon

Co] umn
Total

3
12.0

1

16 .7

1

5.3

Tran s

.l

12.0

1

2.0

5
31.3

1

5.0

1

14.3

.l

4.0

E. K.

1

6.3

20
7.4

1

5.3

2
4.0

2
10.0

28 .6

2
7.4

1

6.3

N. K.

2
15.4

50
rB.6

1

3.7

1

t4.3

1

5.0

1

5.0

I
12.s

11
57 .9

27
r0.0

I^l. K.

3
1 s.0

2
1a a

1

5.0

2
25.O

o. K.

l5
5.6

2
22.2

'l 3
52.0

1

5.0

1

5.3

1

11.1

Row ToL

2
14.3

2
8.0

20
7.4

2
25.0

1

5.3

14
c)

6
37 .5

3
21 .4

11

28 .6

6
2.2

'I

5.3

1

7.1

40
14 .9

7
2.6

1

4.0

3

18. B

1

7.1

15
5.9

1

84.

1

4.0

1

5.0

19
7.1

15
5.6

1

t1.1

1

4.0

1

0.4

)c
o2

13
6s.0

56

4
1.5

3
37. s

16
6.9

17
6.3

13
4.8

16
5.9

10
3.7

20
7.4

Number of missing observation = 37

3
33.3

12
4.5

B

3.0

24
8.9

2
o.7

9
3.3

7
s0.0

B

3.0

14
5.2

13
4.8

269
100.0
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Fort Rouge

Central

North end

rt.R.
1

12.5

East st
'James

Centr.

3
37.5

West St.
James

3
4.3

'l

12.5

N. End

Table B

PRESENT LIVING AREÀS BY DISLIKED ÀREA IN WINNIPEG

Cha r leswo

7
1 0.0

5
8.5

Tuxedo

EStJ

6
8.6

9
1s.3

1

12.5

For t
Garry

4
5-7

wstJ

10
16.9

Saint
vi tal

2
28 .6

I
't1.4

4
6.8

Saint
Bon i face

Chasw

1

14 .3

1

1.4

1

33.3

4

6.8

Tran scona

1

14.3

2
2.9

Tuxedo

'l

33.3

4
57 .1

East
K i ldonan

11
15,7

2
28.6

Ft Gar

Nor th
Ki ldonan

5
7 .'l

1

16 .1

1

1.7

West
Ki ldonan

st vit

2
33.3

4
5.7

I
72.7

4

6.8

oId
K i ldona n

4
5.7

2

3.4

1

12.5

St Bon

Column
Tota I

1

9.1

1

14.3

7
10.0

1

50. 0

4
5.8

1

12.5

Tran s

1

50.0

12
20.0

2
50.0

'l

14 .3

4
5.7

1

16 .7

E. K.

1

1,7

1

2s.0

I
3.9

2
28 .6

1

14 .3

4
5.7

N. K.

,|

14.3

70
33.8

1

33.3

3
5.1

1

25.0

1

9.1

1

14 .3

s9
28.5

w. K.

1

s0.0

1

t4.3

1

'11.1

o. K.

1

9.1

7
3.4

2
22.2

1

33.3

1

14.3

1

11..1

Row Tot

3
1.4

6
66.7

'l 
1

5.3

7
3.4

50
24.2

2
33.3

28
13.5

6
2.9

1

t4.3

10
4.8

1

50.0

1t
s.3

2
22.2

14
6.8

1

0.5

2
66.7

2
1.0

57

1

14.3

1

11.1

3
1.4

2
22.2

4
1.9

1

11-1

15
7.2

7

3.4

1

11.1

13
6.8

1

11.1

B

3.9

3
1.4

Number of missing observation = 99

11
5.3

2
1.0

23
11.1

2
1.0

9
4.3

7
3.4

9
4.3

11
5.3

207
100.0
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Fort Rouge

Central

North end

Ft.R.

East st
James

Centr.

B
47 .1

West St.
James

Table 9

PREFERRED AREAS BY DISLIKED AREAS IN Ì^¡INNIPEG

2
6. 5.

N. End

,|

5.9

Char leswood

'l

3.2

Tuxedo

EStJ

6
19 .4

2
10.0

I
5.9

For t
Garry

1

r 0.0

4
20.0

wstJ

1

5.9

Sa int
Vital

3
30.0

1

3.2

3
30.0

1

s.5

Saint
Bon i face

Chasw

3
9.7

9
s0.0

2
11.8

Transcona

2
20.0

3
9.7

Tuxedo

6
33.3

2
10.0

East
K i ldonan

4
80.0

3
9.7

3
1 5.0

Ft Gar

North
K i ldonan

50 .0

3
1s.0

1

5.6

1

West
K i ldona n

3
9.7

sr vir

3
25.0

1

50.0

1

5.9

t1
68 .8

o1d
K i ldona n

2
6.5

1

5.0

St Bon

Column
Total

3
18.8

7
41 .2

4
20.0

't

s.9

Trans

5
29 .4

1

3.2

2
11.8

7
1B .8

1

10.0

2

6.5

2
11.8

E. K.

3
18 .8

17
8.1

5
45.5

3
9.7

1

6.3

1

5.6

N.K.

31
14 .8

4
36.4

2
11.8

1

12.5

w. K.

20
9.6

13
76.5

2
25.0

1

16 .7

o. K.

4
s0.0

10
4.8

3
50.0

2
15.4

3
r8.B

1

12.5

1

20.0

Row Tot

5
38. s

18
8.6

3
3.8

1

25.0

3
23 .1

69
33.0

5
2.4

1

7.7

2
12.5

s8
27 .B

1

16 .7

4
1.9

1

5.9

1

6.3

3.3

1

9.1

16
7.7

?

1.4

1

16.7

2
11.8

1

6.3

7
3.3

17
8.1

1

5.9
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6
2.9

16
7.7

12
5.7

1

9.1

1

5.9

1t
5.3

2
1.0

,l

7.1

17
8.1

4
1.9

Number of missing observation = 97

10
4.8

B

3.8

?

1.4

2
1.0

6
2.9

1

7.7

9
4.3

13
6.2

9
L7

209
100.0
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For question #8, the responses are shown in Table '10.

Applicants were asked to rate the importance of each of the

fourteen factors as a reason for choosing an area to live.

The following factors were indicated as 'very important' ;

neighborhood safety (93.2 per cent), Schools (83.8 per

cent), Public Transit (73.5 per cent), Neighborhood Àppear-

ance (63.7 per cent), Parks (58.5 per cent), Shopping facil-
ities (SS.'1 per cent) and Daycare facilities (qq.g per

cent ) .

On the other hand, the following factors vrere indicated
as 'not important' ; Ethnic/CulturaI facilities (61 .6 per

cent), Entertainment Facilities (54.2 per cent), close to
Place of worship (43.4 per cent), Ethnic/curturar Makeup

(42"4 per cent) and CIose to Family/Relatives (42.3 per

cent ) .

As far as the rest of the variables are concerned,

pattern emerged and no apparent need was displayed (refer
Table 7 ) .

In question #10, applicants were asked to indicate the

variables that were important to their living environments.

The response to this question is taburated in Table 1 1 . From

the responses, slightly more than harf of the applicants or

51.1 per cent of the respondents chose the 'neighborhood

no

to
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Fac tor

TÀBLE 1 O

THE IMPORTANCE OF NEIGHBORHOOD FEATURES

(ediusted Frequencv in Percentaqe )

Somewhat Not

ImportanL Important

Very

I mportant

Neighborhood Safety

Ne i ghborhood Àppearance

Ethn ic/CutturaI Makeup

Parks

Community Clubs

SchooI s

Public Transit

Close to Work

Close to Family/nelatives

Close to Place of Worship

Shopping Facilities
Entertainment Facilit ies

Ethnic/Cultural Fac ilit ies

Daycare Fac ilities

93.2

63.7

16.s

58.5

32.7

83.8

73.5

28.9

23.8

20.8

55. 1

10.s

11.8

44.9

6.8

34.5

41.0

34.9

45.2

12.4

22.6

40.4

33 .8

3s.8
)1 E

35.3

26.5

21 .7

0.0

1.8

42 .4

6.7

22 .1

3.8

3.8

30.7

42.3

43 .4

7.4

54.2

61 .6

33.5

TotaI number of responses 306
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per cent of

as important

as 'very important'

the respondents who

to their living envi
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, as opposed to only 34.3

chose the 'Building types'

ronment.

TÀBLE 11

PREFERENCE FOR À LIVING ENVIRONMENT

Fac tor

Ne i ghborhood

Bui Iding

No Preference

Missinq

Total number of responses

Freguency

Distribution

146

98

42

20

306

Valid Pe rc en tage

of Total

51 .0

34 .3

14.7

100.0%

For this item (question #11), applicants vrere asked to
indicate their present employment status. The response to
this question is tabulated in Tabre 12. The resurt indicates
that more than half of the respondents or 63.0 per cent of

the applicants are unemployed, while only 37.0 per cent of

the respondents indicated that they were presently working.

In question #12, the responses are shown in Table 13.

The map sample in the questionnaire was used to determine
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Fac tor

Employed

Unemployed

Missinq

Total number of

TÀBLE 12

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF APPLICÀNTS

Freguency

Distribution

responses

'1 10

187

2

306

Valid Percentage

of Tota1

37 .0

63.0

100.0%

whether applicants preferred to live in the inner-city or

the suburbs. 'rnner city' areas are defined as those areas

shown as dots in the map.

Às shown in Table 13, 143 applicants or 51.4 per cent

the respondents prefer to live in a suburban setting
opposed to 96 appricants or 34.5 per cent of the responden

who preferred the inner-city.

rn question #15, the respondents were asked to indicate
their present type of housing accommodation. As shown in the

Tabre 14, 35.0 per cent and 26.2 per cent of the respondents

lived in both warkup Àpartment and single Detached buirding
types respectively. In addition, 18.7 per cent Iived in
Duplex housing, while 8.2 per cent and 6.7 per cent of the

of

AS

ts
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TÀBLE 1 3

pREFERENcE LocÀTroN (r¡¡¡¡nn crry oR sueune)

Frequency

Distribution

Valid

of

Percentaqe

Tota IFac tor

I nner-Ci ty

Suburbs

No Preference

Missinq

Total number of responses

96

143

39

28

306

34.5

51 .4

14.0

1 00 .0%

respondents lived in both Row Housing and Elevatored Àpart-
ment. OnIy 4.2 per cent of the applicants lived in Stacked

Townhouse.

Question 18 of the questionnaire was asked to find out

the reasons why people apply for family public housing. As

shown in Table 15r'present place too small' (60.9 per cent)

and 'unabre to afford rent/mortgage' (52.7 per cent) were

given as the two most important reasons why the respondents

applied for public housing. Other reasons given were

'present neighborhood unsafe' (35.9 per cent) and 'can no

J-onger live with friends or relatives' (34.5 per cent). The

least chosen reasons of the variables were' building being



64

TABLE 14

PRESENT TYPE OF HOUSING ACCOMMODÀTION

(Number of Responses)

Frequency VaIid Percentage

Factor DjSt¡jÞuljon of Total

Sing1e Detached

DupIex

Row Housing

Stacked Townhouse

WaIkup Apartment

Elevatored Apartment

Missinq

70

50

22

13

94

18

26.2

18.7

8.2

4.9

35.2

6.7

39

Total number of responses 306 1 00 .0%

demolished', 'problems with neighbours', and 'problems with
landlords' .
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REÀSONS FOR

TABLE 1 5

APPLYING FOR PUBLÏC HOUSING

(adiusted Fresuency in Percentaqe)

Very

I mportant

Somewhat Not

Important ImportantFac tor

Present neighborhood unsafe

UnabIe to afford rent/mortgage

Utility bills too high

Building being demolished

Can no longer stay with

friends or relatives
Problems with landlords

Problems with neighbours

Present place too small

Poor quality of present

accommodat i on

Familv separation or death

Total number of responses

35.9

52.7

31.8

5.7

34.5

15.0

13 .7

60.9

30.0

24.?

306

23.7

20.7

24.9

3.8

7.2

9.9

8.1

8.8

19.7

4.!

40 .4

26.6

43 .3

90 .4

58. 3

75.1

78.2

30.3

50.2

71 .5

In question 22 of the questionnaire the respondents were

asked if they had the choice whether or not they would rive
in public housing. As shown in Tabre 1G, although majority
of the respondents were undecided (45.0 per cent), 31.7 per
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cent of the respondents indicated that they would not want

to l-ive in public housing, as opposed 23.3 per cent who

indicated their preference to Iive in public housing.

TÀBLE 16

PREFERENCE FOR PUBLIC HOUSING ÀCCOMMODÀTION

Fac t or

YES

NO

UNDECIDED

Missinq

Total number of responses

Freguency

Distribution

61

83

114

44

306

Valid Percentaqe

of Total

23.3

31 .7

45.0

1 00 .0%

4.4 SI'Ì.|MARY

This chapter has presented the results of a questionnaire

that asked family appricants for pubric housing to rate the

highs and lows of their preferences to choose a particular
housing environment. rn the next chapterr êD interpretation
of the findings will be presented and these wirl be compared
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uponto some findings reached in

which recornmendations will be

the earlier
made.

I i terature ,



Chapter V

INTERPRETATIONS ÀND CONCLUSIONS :

5.1 INTRODUCTION

This study set out to identify the factors that are per-

ceived to be most influential in determining rocational
preferences of family public housing applicants in Winnipeg.

In this regard, this chapter interprets the findings of the

preceding chapters, including the concrusions and some sug-

gested areas for future research. For a detailed breakdown

of these findings refer to Table 17.

5.2 INTERPRETÀTION OF REST'LTS

5.2.1 DEMOGRÀPHIC CHARÀCTERISTICS:

Às previously eluded to in Chapter Four, the majority of
public housing applicants were female, single-parent with
children. Similar to the national trend, "of the 72 1861

families in public housing, 58.5 per cent or 42rGS4 are sin-
gle parent families."7o In this study, the younger age

7o canada Mortgage and Housing corporationrThe Housino Needs
of sinqle Parent Fami l ies in canada, canada t-'tortgage and
Housing Corporation, Ottawa, 1983. pp. 7.

-68
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groups of 1 5 to 24 and 25 to 34 years represents the highest

concentration of public housing applicants in Winnipeg. They

could be categorized as being in the low income group, that
is, "those households that make below $15r000 per year. "7 1

For the housing applicants, ability to pay and the size of

their present accommodations $¡ere revealed as the overriding
factors that contributed to them applying for public hous-

ing.

71 rbid. Pp. 34.



Literature f indinqs

Factors Hiqhly

Con f i rmed

Ground Oriented Building Type 72.2

Availability of Community Center 32.7

Àvailability of Daycare Center 44,9

Entertainment Facilities 10.5

Ethnic background 1 1.8

Àvailablity of Empl.oyment Oppor. 28.9

Close to Friends/Relatives 23.8

Neighborhood Appearance 63.7

Importance of Good

Envi ronment 85.5

Neighborhood Safety 93.2

TÀBLE f 7

THE LITERÀTURE AND SURVEY FINDINGS

( Pecentage )

Survey Findinqs

Smaller Unit Project 52.7

Close to a Neighborhood Park 58.5

Close to a Church 20.8

Pr i vacy

Àvailability of PubIic Transpor . 73,5

Close to School 83.8

Close to Shopping Facilibies 55.1

Household Size

Moderately Not

Confirmed Confirmed

0.0 27.8

45.2 22 .1

21 .7 33.5

35.3 54.2

26.5 61 .6

40.4 30.7

33.8 42.3

34.5 .l .B

0.0 0.0

6.8 0.0

6.0 1.3

34.9 6.7

35.8 43.4

No

Opinion Remarks

Row Houses and Stacked Townhouses

Nob asked in the survey

22.6 3.8 Referred to as public Transit
12.4 3.8

37.5 7.4

Not asked in the survey

Reterred to as Ethnic/Cultural Makeup

70

14 .7

40.0

Referred to as Preferred Iiving Envir.
Betr¡een Neighborhood and Building

Personal safety,Traf f ic and Vandalism

Referred to as Development size
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5.2.2 PHYSICAL AND SOCTÀL CHAR.ACTERISTICS:

The results revealed the importance of Neighborhood safe-

ty, as an overwhelming proportion of the applicants, nearly

94 per cent cited Neighborhood Safety as the most important

factor in their chose of a residential location. WhiIe the

exact rating of this factor remains unclear, one may assume

that neighborhood safety may be inferred by direct experi-
ences such as, traffic hazardsr peÍsona1 safety and vandal-

ism. The results support the Iiterature findings of Cooper

and Sarkissian, Kasl and Harburg, as well as Morris and Win-

ter, which stressed on the importance of Neighborhood safety
in a residential environment.

In terms of the preferred building types, the choices in
the questionnaire includes Elevatored Apartments, Walk-up

Àpartments, Stacked Townhouses, and Row houses. From the

results, Row Houses and Stacked Townhouses were highly con-

firmed by 72.0 per cent of the respondents as being the most

preferred. It is assume that conventional wisdom and

experiences necessitates families with younger children to
prefer ground oriented buildings, because they are easily
identifyable and accessible to outdoor spaces. Àlso r âs

cited in the literature by oscar Newman's defensible space,

ground oriented buildings also provides for the easy super-

vision of children's play activity. on the other hand, wark-

Up Apartment was the least like of the four building type.
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It is presumed that the folLowing three reasons may have

contributed to the dislike of Walk-Up Àpartment: (1) Sound

transmission between floor can be poor, as solid concrete is
not rreguired for WaIk-Up Apartment construction. (Z) When

carrying groceries and younger children, Townhouses and Ele-

vatored Àpartments are easily accessible to outdoor spaces

without having to negotiate stairs, as compared to many

Walk-Up Àpartments. (3) 'Image problem'- many Walk-Up Àpart-

ments are associated with public housing and older blocks.

In this regard, smaller unit developments was highly con-

firmed in the survey by the 52.7 per cent and moderately

confirmed by 6.0 per cent rating. rt is assumed that smarler

projects allow for personal identification of one's unit,
personal space, and personal control. Therefore, the degree

required for managing the problems of smaller projects is
not the same as that required for managing larger projects.
AIso, smaller projects help to eliminate the stigma that is
often associated with alienation and concentration of prob-

lems. On the other handr 40.0 per cent of the applicants had

no preference on projects size.

In addition, despite the availablity of busing and spe-

cial schools for either Engrish or French immersion onry,
nevertheless, most peopre still perceive the availablity of

schoors in their area as important. Às confirmed by the 85

per cent rating and supported in the literature by Copper
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73

k the avail-

to children

and Ogrochui

significant

Similarly, closeness to a neighborhood park was highly
confirmed by 58.5 per cent and moderately confirmed by 34.9

per cent rating. Generally, parks refers to these two

aspects, dependent and independent play patterns. Dependent

play pattern refers to young children who depend on their
parents to take them a neighborhood park to carry out pfay

activities, while independent play pattern refers to chil-
dren who can carry out play activities on their own without

parental supervision, such ãs: teenagers and grown up

adults. Àlthough play patterns changes as children grovr upr

being close to home does provide parents the opportunity to
supervise their children's play activity. This supports

literature findings of Morris and winter, copper and sarkis-
sianr âs well âs, De Chiara and Koppelman, which suggests

that younger children generally prefer to carry on play

activities near to or immediately adjacent to their home.

AIthough, there are different characteristics of shopping

patterns, such as, loca1 corner stores, Supermarkets or Gro-

cery stores, and Regional or shopping maIls. However, the

importance of closeness to a locar corner stores and grocery

stores, excluding perhaps regional ma11s was highly con-

firmed by 55.1 per cent and moderately confirmed by 37.S per
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cent ratings. Às revealed by Fenny and Ogroduik and Copper

in the literature, it can be assumed that the availability
of a shopping facility is particularly needed by the parents

to do their daily and major grocery shopping.

Às could be expected, the importance of public transpor-
tation system was revealed by the 73.5 per cent rating and

confirmed by Cooper and Sarkissian and others in the Iitera-
ture. Based on the rating, it would seem reasonable to
assume that majority of the applicants do not ovrn a car and

need public transportation to work, shopping, and school-.

Surprisingly, Ethnicity (61.6 per cent) entertainmenL

facilities (Sq.Z per cent), Close to Church (43.4 per cent)

and Close to Friends/Relatives (42.3 per cent), which were

cited in the literature as important were not confirmed by

the survey. At first glance, the results might seem sur-
prising, for example, it is generally assumed that most peo-

ple would prefer to live amongst friends and family members,

however, it is assumed that the appricants past experiences

with family member, including perhaps the desire for inde-
pendent riving and assimilation into other culturar groups

had an influence upon the rating of some these factors.
with the majority, the importance of social and curtural
rores prayed by the neighborhood churches in support of low

income people vras not confirmed in this survey. rt is quite
possible that the majority of the applicants do not not

attend church.
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5.2.3 ENVIRONI'ÍENT ÀND NEIGHBORHOOD CTTAFI.àCTERISTICS :

The importance of a good environment, which includes the

'GeneraI Neighborhood' and 'Building Types', excluding per-

haps appearance are shown by the 85.3 per cent rating, As

defined by Morris and Winter, a good environment should pro-
vide for an atmosphere where learning can take place and

competence develop with environmental experiences outside

the home. Generally, when choosing a good environment, most

people wilI inevitably incorporate some elements of safety
which r.ras previously eluded to above. On the other hand,

the results also revealed that 14.7 per cent had no opinion.

Às a result, Neighborhood Appearance was strongly
endorsed by 63.7 per cent rating. It is believed that the

applicants past experiences towards the general upkeep of

the environment, including cleanness and/or the pe the per-

ception of rundown houses in the surrounding neighborhoods

influenced the applicants choice. In addition, 34.5 per

cent of the applicants moderately confirmed the importance

of this factor, while a very small percentage of applicants
(1.8 per cent) did not confirm the importance of neighbor-
hood appearance.
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5.2.4 LOCATIONAL PREFERENCES IN WINNIPEG

The preferences of the fifteen areas in Winnipeg v¡ere

crosstabulated in Chapter Four, in order to make the inter-
pretation of results more meaningful, three variables were

examined. These are:

1. The number of applicants that preferred their present

area.

The number of applicants that disliked their present

area.

The number of applicants that are either confused or

were inconsistent in their resuLts.

In terms of the preferred areas in Winnipeg, the Central

area (28.9 percent), North End (14.9 per cent), and East

Kildonan (8.9 per cent) were strongly preferred. From the

results, a vast majority of the applicants that preferred

these areas, also reside in them. For example, of those that
chose the Central area, 68.0 per cent of them actually
reside in the area. Àlso, 63.0 per cent and 65.0 per cent

of the applicants that preferred both the North End and East

Kildonan actually reside in the respective areas. Às a

result, one may assume that factors, such as, the affilia-
tion with the physical and social groups, including perhaps,

the social networks and concentrated use of facilities that
are available in the area, helped to contribute to the

applicants chose of the respective areas.

2.

3.
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On the other hand, both the Central and North End areas

v¡ere the least Iiked. However, one must stress that the

majority of the applicants that indicated their dislike to

both the Central and North End areas, in fact live outside

the areas. For example, only 10.0 per cent of those appli-
cants that live in the Central area actually dislike the

areas, as compared to 72.7 per cent from Fort Garry who

indicated their dislike of the Central area. Likewise, only

16.9 per cent of the applicants in the North End actually
dislike the area. Therefore, it would not seem unreasonable

to assume that the majority of applicants that dislike the

areas did so, because they do not perceive them to be safe.

À1so, some elements of neighborhood safety that vras previ-
ously eluded to in the physical and social sector, such as,

traffic hazard, vandalism and personal safetyr ßây have con-

tributed to their dislike or "hate" to the areas. This

results support the literature findings of Morris and Win-

ter, which stressed on the importance of safety in a resi-
dential environment.

In conclusion, this section has discussed some factors
that v¡ere highry confirmed in both the literature and survey

findings.
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5.3 CONCLUSIONS AND ÀREÀS FOR FIIR'RE RESEÀRCH

Although, many other aspects associated with location of

public housing remain to be studied, it is believed that

some factors identified in this study can help form a basis

upon which the formulation of locational guidelines for fam-

ily public housing in Winnipeg can be developed.

During the preparation of this practicum, the author not-
ed a need for interdisciplinary research into areas affect-
ing the perception of vrhy people move from one Ìocation of

the city to another. In addition, tâsk-oriented research

that is interdisciplinary in scope and designed to illumi-
nate specific problems and issues of locating public housing

should be given a higher priority in research efforts. Àt

the same time, improved links must be forged between

researchers, policy makers, and occupants of public hous-

ings, so that research needs can be more effectively identi-
fied and the findings of the research tested through appli-
cation to actual programs.

Most importantly, a study which compares the percepLions

of those families presently living in a public housing with
those applying to be accepted into a public housing unit,
would better provide for a greater understanding of the fac-
tors that are perceived to influence the location of famiry
public housing in an urban setting.
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SPSS/ PC+

varråò|! suRNtil Label; suRVtY I{JßER 16

No yalu! labrls lypr: llurùer Width: 3 occ: 0 MlssinS: 'Non!'

Vår¡¿Dle. YEAR Label: YEAR 0F APPLICAII0{

l'¡o v¿lue laÞels Type: l{rnüer tYittth: 2 oec: 0 lilissinS: 'N0n8 ¡

V¿r rable: IONTH Labrl: l'01'¡fH

No v¿lue labels Type: Nøber llidth: I Dec: 0 Miss¡n8: 'None'

Var¡aDle: lil,l'IAPP Label: C00E I\IJIBER

l{o value labels Typ¿: Núrôer ìY¡dth: 3 0¡c: 0 Mlssing: 'Non! ¡

Variable: ASSAREA Labcl: ASSIGNED AREA

Value labels f0l tow Type: llurüer llidth: 2 Dec: 0 llissing: .00

1. OO FORT Rq.JGE 2. OO CEI¿TRAL

3. OO MRTH E¡O 1, OO EÂST SAINT J¡T¡TS

5.00 lltsl SAINT J¡I¡ES 6.00 0{AnLES'ìffi)

7.00 ruxtDo 8.00 toRT GARRY

9.OO SAINT VITAL 10.00 sAlt{T BürlFAC€

t1.00 TR.A¡¡SC0LA 12.00 EAST Kll.-0oMll

13. 00 NoRTH Kil..0oMll 14. 00 lttsT Kll-ooM¡{

15. 00 ot-D KrlmMf{

Var i aD I e: ASSBDR Labe l: NS ld{ED EEDRffißS

!'lo value labels Type: Nurüer width: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

Variable: STATUS Label: [tARITAL STATUS

Value labels fol lofl Type: ttlÚrÙer Width: I Dec: 0 llissing: 9.00

1. OO IIARRIED 2. OO SEPARAÏED

3. 00 DlvoRctD 1.00 ìYlDûttD

5. 00 cü/in¡ L¡ù{ 6.00 sllffLE

Vari¿ble: SOCASST Label: S0CIAL ASSISTAJ'¡CE

Value labels fol low Type: Nr¡rùer lVidth: I Dec: 0 U¡ssin8: .00

l. 00 YES 2.00 lÚ
3. OO UNDECIDED

Variable: Ff'lßlZE Label: FI{IILY SIZE

No value labels Type: t'lurÛer lYidth: I Dec: 0 ilissing: 'llons'

Variable: iltÞllLD Label: lllßER 0f Olll."DREl¡

ilo value labels Type: lluròer llirtth: I Dcc: 0 Iissing: I llono ¡

V¡riable: AGEAPP , Labtl: AGE 0F APPLIC¡¡ÍI

ilo v¡lue Iabels Ttpe: flr¡ùcr lidth: 2 D¡c: 0 llissin$ .00

V¡riable: SEXAPP Labtl: SÐ( 0f ÁPPLICj¡{T

Yalus labels folloç Type: llurùer lYidth: I Dec: 0 Iissing .00

1.00 uArf ¿ 00 FilAl-t

Variaüle: PREG Label: ãPECllftG 8åSY

Yrlue labcls follon Typt: lüÍùtr lldth: I Dac: 0 Ilr¡inç .00

1.00 YES ¿ 00 tú

3. OO I¡DECIDEI¡

Ñæ-í;---_--i-t..:i-:..:'-..:...-..-....:.;.j:,',.':......,.'.'1-,jj.;.¡E;;],EI7í¿-'l';
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Variablar BLDGTYPE L¡bel: BUILDING TYPE PRtFtRtNCE

Value lrbels fol loir Type: Nurùer Width: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

I, OO ELTVATORED 2. OO WALKUP

3, OO STACKED TOltI'¡HflJST {. OO ROffJO,JSE

Var¡¿t¡le: DEVSIZE Label. DEVEL0ñIENT SIZE PRTFERENCT

Value lôbsls fol low Type: Nmúer lfidth: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

l.00 UNDER l0 uNrfs 2.00 il.25
3. 00 26-50 1. 00 ovER 50

5, OO NO PREFERENCI

Variable: PLAYAREA Label: litrPORT/rl{CE 0f PLAY ARTAS

Value labels fol lmv Ttpe: Núúer W¡dth: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

I. OO VERY IMPORTAI{T 2. OO SOITIII{AT IMPORTA¡IT

3, OO IOT IMPORTAI{T

Variable: STRGAREA Label: lMPORTltlilCE 0f SÍ0RAGE FACILITIES

Value labels fol low Type: Nuùer lYidth: I Dec: 0 Misslng: .00

1.00 VERY IMPORTA¡JT 2.00 SûúEY'tlAl llrPORTAJlT

3.00 NoT IIPoRTA]'¡ï

Variable: PARKING Label: IMPORTIúICE 0f PARKll,¡G

Value labels fol lorv Type: Nuùer lVitlth: I 0ec: 0 Missing: .00

I. OO VERY IMPORTAfiÏ 2. OO SO,IE\I+IAT IMPORTNT

3. 00 l'¡0ï IIPORTAJ'JT

Variable: 0uTD00R Label: IMP0RT/tIiCE 0f üJTOæR YARD

Value labels lol low Type: Nr¡¡ùer lVidth: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

I. OO VERY IHPORTAfiÏ 2. OO SHTIHAT IIHRTAJ{T

3. 00 mï IMPoRïAI'¿T

Variable: IREES Label: lMPORl/tl{CE 0F TREES AflD SHRUBS

Value labels fol low Type: llu$er Width: I Dec: 0 ilissing: .00

l. 00 VERY IMPORTÀ!'|T 2.00 SOÆì'T{AT lmpORT¡¡¡T

3.00 NoT ildPoRTAlrï

Variable: ffiETAREA Label: IHPORT$rcE 0F ltrETlt{G AREAS

Value labels fol low Type: limûer tlidth: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

1.00 vERy ripoRTAr{ï 2.00 gtfiÍtAT ¡tpoRTA}¡I

3. 00 túï tilPoRTAJiT

Variable: BALCüfY Label: llP0RÎfrlfÉ 0f SALCû{IES 0R PATIOS

Value labels follow Type: lluùer Width: I Dec: 0 tlissing: .00

1. OO VERY ITPORTAI{I 2. OO SIEìTIAT IIi?ORTAI{T

3. OO MT IUPORT¡¡¡T

Variôble: OTHER0aiE Lab¡l: OTHER llPORTAtæ[S ll¡ LlVlllc ENVlR0ltÆt¡T

Value labels lollûv Type: f{uôer Width: I Dec: 0 f{issing: .00

1.00 vERy ilrPoRTAl{ï 2.00 soÆi{lAT ilpoRTrur

3.00 mT IIPoRTAI{T

Variable: DES0I{E Label: FIRST AREA 0t PREFERET¡cI rri rlVirc.-
Value labels fol lor lype: Hurúer Width: 2 Dec: 0 llissing: .00

I. OO FORT RqJGE 2. ()O CTIITRAL

3.OO IOfiTH EIO {.()O EAST SAINT JflÉS

5.00 nfsT sAn¡T JAfs 5.00 otÁRLE$ffi)

7. OO TIJXTDO 8. O() FORT 6ARRY
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9.00 SA|NT V|TAL 10.00 SAINT B0'¡lFACt

11 00 TRA¡¡SC0¡IA 12. 00 tAsf K I LmMfi

13. OO I'¡ORTH KILDOM¡J 11. OO IITST KILMMil

I 5. 00 010 K I LDoMt'l

Variable: DESTIìO Label: StCt'¿D AREA 0F PREFtRtNCt lN LIVING

Value labels lol low Type: Núrùer ìYidth; 2 Dec: 0 MissinS: .00

I. OO FORT ROJGE 2. OO CENTRAL

3. OO NORTH END 1 OO EAST SAINT J¡I1TS

5.00 wtsT SAINT JÆ'IES 6, 00 0{ARLESTm0

7. OO TI.JXTDO 8. OO FORT GÁRRY

9.00 sAtNT VtrAL 10.00 SAINT Bct{ltAct

I L 00 TRAI,¡SC0il.A 12. 00 EAST K¡LmMfl

13.00 NoRTH K|LD0MN 11.00 ìttsÌ KlLDoMl{

15.00 oLD KlLmMt'l

Variable: DTSTHREE Label: THIRD AREA 0F PREFERENCT lll LlVll'¡G

Value labels fol lon lype: Nuùer llidth: 2 Dec: 0 llissing: .00

1, ()O FORT ROUGE 2. OO CENTRAL

3.OO NORTH END 1.OO IAST SAIITT Jfl¡TS

5. 00 llEST SAtNr J¡ilES 6.00 0|ARLESìS00

7, OO TIJXEDO 8. OO FORT GARRY

9. OO SAINT VITAL IO. OO SAINT EOIIFACE

t 1. 00 ÌRAÌ'¡SCO¡¡A 12. 00 EAST K I L00Mr'¡

13. 00 mRTH KltmM¡¡ 11. 00 llEsT KlLool{A¡¡

15.00 oLD KtLDoMI'I

Variable: LOCAIl0fi Label: SPECIFIC LOCATIO¡¡ PREFERENCE 
'-

Value labels fol low Type: Nlrlùer Width: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

1.00 YEs 2.00 m

3.00 ulÐEcl0E0

Variable: NBRSAFE Label: ll,lP0RT/tl'lCE 0F i¡tlGl.l8ûJRlÐ00 SAfEIY

Value labels fol low Type: Nuùer Width: I [)ec: 0 llissing: .00

1.00 vERy rmoRTAt¡T 2.00 SCr€trtAT ltP0RTAt{T

3.00 l0ï l[,f0RïAl,lT

Var iabl e: I€RAPPNC Label: ll¡P0RTAlrlCE 0F t¡ElOlBO.JR¡m0 APPEARÁIICE

Value labels lol lmr Type: tinôer lvidth: I Dec: 0 llissing: .00

l. 00 VERY IHP0RTAI¡ï 2.00 SO[ffiAi llP0RTAt'¡T

3.00 f,¡oT rw0RTA¡lï

Vsr¡able: ET||{AKE Label: IF0RT/IIEE 0F ETttllUüJLTURAL IAIG-UP

Value labels fol low Type: lí¡ùer Width: I Dec: 0 Iissing: .00

l. 00 vERy [foRTAlfT 2.00 SOÉr*tAT [foRTAt{T

3.00 rsl llfoRTÂril

Variable: PARKS Label: llPORTftllCf 0t PARKS

Value labels follon Type: lluter lYidth; I Dec: 0 Iissing: .00

1.00 VERY [poRTAffÍ 2.00 S(lfrÉtAl IIPoRTA¡{T

3. OO MT IilPORTA¡¡T

Variable: CLIßS Label: llf0RTftilCE $ qmüllTY CL[8S

Value labels follow Type: ilúÈer lTidth: I Dec: 0 Iissing: .00

1.00 vERy [¡Po,RTAr{t 2. 00 srÉì!fiAl lF0RTAfil

3. 00 rioT rtpoRTA¡fT
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Vari¡ble: SCIIO0LS Labelì |[,PORTA¡{CE 0F SCliæLS

Value labels fol low Type: lù¡ùer lvidth: I Dec: 0 Miss¡ng: .00

I, OO VTRY IMPORTAJII 2. OO SOIIII+IAT IMPORÍAI¡T

. 3. OO ¡¡OT IMPORTÀJìJT

V¿riable: TR/rl'lSlI Label: lllf0RTltl'lCt 0F PUBLIC TRAIISIT

: Value labels follon Type. ilr¡rùer lYldth: I Dec: 0 MissinS: .00

. I. OO VERY IMPORTA¡,IT 2. OO SCiIEI\+IAT IMPORTATJT

3. OO NOT IMPORTAI,¡I

Yar i ab I e: CLfOrrORK Labe l: |MPORTIII{CE 0F CLOSENESS I0 $ORK

Value labels fol low Type: Nuúer \lidth: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

I. OO VERY IMPORTAJ{I 2.OO SCHEITITAT IMPORTA}IT

3.00 N0ï rMP0RïAI,|T

r Var i ab I e: F/$rl LY Labe l: ||IPORïAJ{CE 0F CL0SENESS T0 FAtll LY

Value labels fol low Type: f{uùer Width: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

I. OO VERY IMPORTA¡¡T 2. OO SOTEIì+{AT IMPORTAI'¡T

3, OO NOT IMPORIA}IT

Var¡able: ì¡ORSHIP Label: lllPORItrllCE 0F CLOSENESS T0 PLACT 0F $ORS

Value labels f0l lory ïype: lltrtùer llidth: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

1.00 VERY tMPoRTAtiT 2.00 SO.l$tftÂT TMPoRTAJ{I

3. 00 1'¡0T IMPORTAI'JT

Variable: SHOPPING Label: lllP0RIl¡tl{CE 0F SIþPPING FACILITItS
i Vrlu, labels fol low Type; l{urùer lYidth: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

1. OO VERY IIIPORTAÍ{T 2. O() SOTEI*IAT IIPORT¡TiT

3. 00 Ñ0f IIIPoRTNT

Variable: ENIIIENT Label: lìf0RT/tllCt 0F EIiïERTAIMIENT FACILITIES

Vâlue labels f0l low Type: lluùer Width: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

1. OO VERY IHPORTAI{T 2. OO SOIETIIIAT IMPORTAI'IT

3. OO NOT IMPORÏAIIT

Variable: ETHFAC Label: llf0Rl/tl'lCE 0F El'¡TI{ilC/0JLTURAL FACILITIE

Value labels fol low Type: l{r¡ùer lYidth: I Dec: 0 láissing: .00

1. OO V€RY IMPORTNT 2. OO SI,IET$I.AT IITPORTA¡¡T

3. 00 NoT [poRTAl{T

Variable: DAYCARE Label: I|PORTAI{CE 0F DAYCARE FACILITIES

Value labels fol lory Type: tnùer Width: I Dec: 0 llissing: .00

1.00 VERY ilpoRTÆ'¡T 2.00 s{t€t$rAT llpo'RTAI{T

3.00 mT twoRr¡liT

Var iab I e: OTHERilO Labe l: llf0RTÁllCE 0F O'IHER AREA Cü|CERI{S

Value labels fol lovr Type: Iuùer Width: I Dec: 0 Iissing: .00

1.00 VERY llPORTAtlT 2.00 SO,EI*IAI IF0RTÂIÍI

3.00 1i0T [poRTru¡r

Variable: [¡DqlE Label: lßST IÅÐESIR¡8LE AREA PREFERENCI

Value labels fol low Type: llurÈer Width: 2 Oec: 0 Hissing: .00

I. OO FORT RqJff 2. OO CTI¡TRAL

3. OO I¡OR'IH EIT 1. OO EÀST SAINT JAÆS

5.00 trfsT sAtNï JÆIES 6.00 ütAfiLEs1soo

7. OO TIJXTDO 8. O{) FORT ûARRY

9. OO SAII{T VITAL IO. OO SAII.JI BüIIFACE
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ll 00 IRAJ'¿SC0|{A

13 OO NORIH KILMM'I

15. OO OLD KI LDOùAN

Var i ab I e: II'IDTY/O Lab¡ I

Value labsls follow lype:

I, OO FORT ROJGI

3, OO NORTH TND

5.OO hTST SAINT J¡T.IES

7.00 TLJXtDo

9. OO SAINT VITAL

11.00 TRAJ'¡SC0ilA

13. OO NORTH KItMMfi

t 5. 00 OLD K I LffiMI'¡

Var i ab I e: UIIDTHREE

Value laÞels follow

1. OO FORT RüJGE

3, OO NORÏH END

5.00 nEsT SAlt{T J¡llts

7.00 TuxEDo

9. OO SAINT VITAL

Il. OO TRANSCOI¡A

13. 00 i¡oRTH KILmM¡l

15. 00 OLD KlL-0OMf'J

Variable: PREARTA

Value labels fol lmr

I. OO FOfiT Rü.JGE

3. OO IORTH EÐ

5. OO IIIST SAIIJÏ JflfrS

7.00 TuÆm

9.00 sAtfiT vtIAL

u.00 TRAJllSCoilA

13. OO NORTH KI[MMJ{

15.00 01.¡ KlLmMfl

Varieble: F0Ffl{E

Valuo labels lol lor

I. OO FORT RflreE

3. O() MRTH END

5.00 ttsl sÂill JAtrs

7.00 TUXEDo

12. OO EAST KILMM¡I

t4. o0 lltsT KILD0M¡i

STCOIÐ TOST I¡ÐISIRÄ8LI AREA PRTIERTNCE

Núrùor lVidth: 2 Dac:0 Missing:

2, OO CENTRAL

1.00 tAsT sAtNÍ JÆ,tts

6,00 orÂRttsïooo

8. OO IORT GARRY

10.00 sÂtNT Bof¡rFACE

12. 00 EAST KrL00Mr'¡

11. 00 tttsT Kll.-00'lAl'¡

Label: THIR0 mST Lh¡0ESIRABLI AREA PREFEREI',ICE

Type. Nrnber llldth: 2 Dec:0 llissing:

2.00 ctilfMl
1.OO EAST SAINÌ J¡flES

6.00 $TARLESmD

8. OO FORI ûARRY

10.00 sÂrNT BolilFACE

12.00 EAST Klr.-DofiAfi

14. 00 ltf ST KlL¡01'tÂl'¡

.00

.00

Variable: PREFENV Label: LIVING ENVIR0Ê|,ENÏ PRtFtRtNCE

V¿lue labels fol low Ïype: Nuter lYidth: I Dec: 0 Missing:

1. 00 Î'¡E rGH80.JRfm0 2. 00 BU I LD ING

3. OO NO PREFERENCE

Variable: llORKlliG Label: ll0RKltß VERIFICATI0{'¡

Value labels fol low Ìype: NuÙer lYidth: 1 Dec: 0

t.00 YES 2.00 N0

3.00 t$lDEcloED

Mi ss i ng:

Variable: CIWSUBR Label: INNER CITY 0R SJBURB PRTFERENCE

Value labels follow Type: liuûer llitlth: I Dec:0 llissing:

1.00 tNilER CITY 2.00 $ßURBS

3.00 N0 PREFERET'ICE

.00

.00

Label: AfiEÁ PRESEI{TLY LlVlllc lN

Type: lû¡¡ùer llidth: 2 Dec: 0 lli ss i ng:

2.00 ctì¡TRAL

1. 00 EAST SAlf{T JAIIS

6.00 üARLESlfrD

8. OO IORT GARRY

10.00 sÂll{T 80¡lFAct

12.00 EAST KttmM¡t

11.00 ì|EST KllmM¡¡

Label: PREVIüJS AREA 0f LlVlt¡G CfiE

Type: Nmùer lVidth: 2 0ec: 0 Iissing:

2.00 ct¡¡TRAL

1. OO EAST SAIffT JflÆS

6.00 ãtARLE$m0

8. OO FOflT GARRY

.00



Varr¿ble: FOR'ITHRE Label: PREVIOIJS ARtÁ 0F LIVING THREE

Value labels fol low Type: I'lÚrùer ìYidth: 2 Dec: 0 Missing: .00

I. OO FORT ROUGE 2. OO CINIRAL

3.OO NORTH IND 1.OO TAST SAINT J¡ITES

5.00 lttsT SAINT JAIIES 6.00 0{ÁRLESVOo0

7. OO TI,JXEDO 8. OO TORT GARRY

9.00 SAINT VITAL 10.00 sÂlt'¡T Bol'¡lFAct

11 00 TRAI'¡SCS{A 12.00 EAST Kll.¡oM¡¿

13. 00 [0RTH KltmM¡J 14. 00 llEsT KltmM¡¡

15. OO OLO KILDOMN

Variable: PREACtrl,l Label: PRESEI'IT IUJSING ACtrll,oOATlOt'¡ TYPE

Value labels lol low Type: iluÙer lYidth: I Dec: 0 Hissing: .00

1, OO SINGLE DETACIIED 2, OO DUPLEX

3.00 RO#0.JSING 1.00 sTAcKtD TOSIHdJSE

5. OO I{ALKUP APT 6, OO TLEVATORED APT

9. OO SAINI VITAL

l l. 00 lRÄ.tlSCOt'lA

r 3. 00 ¡|oRTH K I LmMl'¿

15.00 010 KrLmMfl

Varable. F0ÈÍIYO

Value labels fol low

1. OO FORT ROIJGT

3, OO I'JORTH END

5, OO IITST SAINT J¡IIES

7.00 Tl.JXEm

9. OO SAINT VIÏAL

11.00 TRANSCüI¡A

13. 00 mRfi KlLooMli

15. OO OtD KILDOMN

Variable: l{..1ß0R

l{o value labels

Variable: PlffCü'¡D

Value labels fol low

I. OO GæD

3.00 P00R

Var i ab I e: llE ISAFE

Var i ab I e: IJMBLE

Value labels fol lor Type:

I. OO VERY ITPORT$¡T

3.00 ttoT ttpoRïArfl

Var¡able: UTlLlfY Label:

Value labels lol low lype:

1, OO VERY IIPORTNT

3. 00 iloï nfofiTAt'¡T

t0 00 sÂtilf Bt'¡rFAcE

12, OO EASI K I LMMfi

l{. 00 \ltsï Kll.-DOMl'¡

Lab¡l: PREVIûJS AREA 0F LIVING TYO

Type: Nurùer \lidth: 2 Dec: 0 Missing:

2. OO CENTRAL

4.00 tAs't sAtNT J¡fiEs

6.00 o{ARLESm00

8, OO FORT GARRY

10.00 sAINT BüiTFACE

12. OO TAST KILMMfi

t1. 00 lltsÍ KtLD0Mj{

Label: ltlßER 0F BEDRffi,S lN PRESENÏ ¡OJSlliG AC

Type: Nrnùer lYitfth: I Dec:0 ilissing:

Label: P|ffSlCAL C0fÐlTl0fl 0F PRESTNÏ IUJSING

Type: Nurùer Width: I 0ec: 0 ll¡ssing:

2.00 FAIR

Labe l: PRESET'I l¡tlô€üR1fr0 ü{SAFE

ITTASLI TO AFFORD PRESEIIÎ REIÍT OR rcRTGAG

liurôer Width: I Dec: 0 llissinS:

2.00 slGtttlAT lFoRTAtlI

UÍILITY BILLS Tæ HIGTI

l{uùer lYidth; I Dec: 0 llissing:

2.N SOÆYfIAT IIPORT¡IJI

,00

,00

Value laþels fol low Type: llr¡rÙer tïidth: I Dec: 0 Hissing: .00

1.00 vtRY llpoRTAlrT 2.00 sllEHlAT lt?oRTAlJl

3.00 r0T nfoRTnrr

.00

91
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var lable. Dtþ Label. EUILDING BtlllG DonLISHED

V¿lue labels fol low Typc. Nurùer Wrdth: I Occ: 0 Missing: .00

I. OO VTRY IMPORTAJ'¿T 2. OO SOIT\++IAT IMPORTAJ'¿T

3, OO MT IMPORTAJ!Ï

Variable: LOIGER Label: CAì ltO LNGTR STAY WllH F¡l,llLY 0R FRIEND

Value labels f0l lor{ Type: NúIùer ìYidth: I 0ec: 0 Missing: .00

1. 00 VERY IMPORTAI'¡T 2.00 SO¡EÌlttAT IMP0RTAI{Ï

3, OO NOT IMPORTAJ'¿T

V¿riable: LAJ'¡DLORD Label: PROBLÐ,|S WITH tAll0LORD

Value labels fol low Type: Nurùer iYidth: I oec: 0 MissinS: .00

1,OO VERY IMPORTAJ.¡T 2,OO SCI,IETIIIAT IMPORTAJ,¡T

3.00 ¡JoT lltPoRTAt{T

Variable: PROENEl Label: PROBLEM IYITH NElGllEOuRS

Value labels lol low Type: llÚrùer Width: I Dec: 0 Miss¡n8: .00

I. OO VERY IHPORINT 2. OO S{I,IT1{ITAT IMPORTAJ{Ï

3. OO NOT II¡PORTAJIT

Variable: $¿iALL Label: PRESENT PLACE T00 $IALL

Value labels fol low Type: Nurüer Width: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

l. 00 VERY IMPORÌAI'¡T 2.00 SO,lt$+lAT IMP0RTAJiT

3. 00 NOT |[P0RTAI'¡I

Variable: QUALIÏY Label: P00R QUALTITY

Value labels fol low Type: NUTùer lYidth: I Dec: 0 Miss¡n8: .00

I. OO VERY IIPORTAJ'JT 2. OO SO¡EìTI{AT IMPORÏAI{T

3.00 1i0T lli{P0RTNT

Variable: SEPDEATH Label: F/{IILY STPARÂTl0tl 0R DEATH

Value labels f0l low Type: NUTùer lvidth: I Dec: 0 Missing: .00

I. OO VERY IMPORTNT 2. OO SOÆITMT IHPORTAJ,IT

3.00 l\¡oT IMP0RTAJ{I

Variable: OÎHFdJR Label: OTHER REASOIS lll APPLYIIIG FOR PffiLIC ¡flJ

Value labels lol low Type: Nunöer llidth: I Dec: 0 llissing: .00

1.00 VERY |!¿PORTNT 2.00 SO,E'*tlT ||JP0RïNT

3.00 NoT ri¡P0RTAlrT

Variable: TEMSS0C Label: l8ßER$llP ll{ TEMIIT ASSOCIAT|OI{ PREFERE

Value labels fol low Type: lluùer Width: I Dec: 0 ilissing: .00

1.00 YEs 2.00 Îs
3.00 tåÐEctDED

Variable: Ol0lCE Label: OflICE lil nSLIC I'UJSlN6

Value labels fol lon Type: llurùer Width: I Dec: 0 llissing: .00

1.00 YEs 2.00 ls
3.00 tsÐEcrDED

Variable: mftruS Label: /flAfiEllESS 0F C0-0P lUJSllW PROGíl¡ilS

Value label.3 f0llûr Type: lluùer Width: I Dsc:0 llissing: .00

1.00 YEs 2.00 fú
3. 00 rñoEcrDED
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V¡riabl¡, SAFFR Label: AVARENESS 0F SAfFR lfl'JslttG PROGR¡I¡

Value labels lol low fype: lil¡rùer i{idth: I Dec: 0 lllssinS: 00

l. o0 YES 2.00 m
3. OO WDECIDED

Variable: RRAP Label: AùYARENESS 0F RRAP IOJSING PROGR¡I|

Value label s fol lovr Type: Núròer Width: I Dec: 0 MissinS: 00

i.00 YES 2.00 N0

3. OO UNOECIDED

Variable: INFILL Label: I{dARENESS 0F INFILL il0l.Jsll'lG PROGR¡'ì|

Value labals fol low Type: lltÍÙer Wirlth: I Dec: 0 ll¡ssin8: 00

t. oo YES 2. oo No

3.00 U!¿DECIDeD

vaf i ab l e: BIJYRI'¡0V Labe l : Iri{ARENESS 0F BIJY Al'¡D REIþVATE iuJs ING PR

Value labels fol low Type: NurÛer lYidth: I Dec: 0 llissing: 00

t.0o YES 2 oo ll0

3.00 UNDECIDtD

Variable:C0oPPREFLabel:PREFERENCEIi¡LlVli¡GlNC0-0PtflJSlNG

Value labels fol low Type: Nurùer lYitlth: I Dec: 0 Missing: 00

l.0o Yts 2.00 lþ
3.00 ul'IDECIOED

Variable: EÏillllCG Label: ETt0llC/OJLURAL GRoUP lDENTlFlCÂTlotl

Value labels follorï Type: NøÙer Width: I Dec: 0 llissing: '00

l.00 YES 2.00 lü
3. OO IJI{DECIDED

93



Àppendix C

OTHER REST'LTS
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PREFERENCE STUDY

SOCIÀI, HOUSING CI,IENTS IN
9JINNTPEG

October, 1988

PLÀNNING DTVTSION. I,I,ANITOBA HOUSING



Sex of appliccnt

femole

71 .1%

(O
oì



ìo
¡l\

se po roted

M o ritc I stctu s

divorced 9.8%

widowed 2.3%

common-low 7.2%

rn o rrie d

single



Socicl cssìstance

\o
ca



Previously in pu blic housìng

81.2%

18.8%



O

30

25

Age of opplicont

al

=o
ctr ls
<l)
crt(t

10

5

<19 1 9 -2+ 25-29
CE
/o

JO-34 55-39 4o--44
of respondents

+5- +9 50+

t{()
(>



rtë

40

35

30

<n 23
c
C)

E
co
Fzo
o)
rÉ

o
b€ rs

Household size

10

2 345
nurnber of persons

6 7

(f
}J



tn
Number
present

of bedroorns
cccommodotion

1 1.8%

O
AJ



Appl¡conts expecting c child

yes 1 8.4%

O
(-^)



Àppendix D

GLOSSARY OF RELÀTED KEY TERMS

Àpartment buildinq: À multiple dwelling comprising three or

more dwelling units with shared entrances and has some com-

mon facilities and services.

CMHC: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation.

Communitv Facilities! Services which complement a residen-

tial area such as: community centres, public libraries,
parks, playgrounds, schools, hospitals, shopping, medical

and dental clinics.

Densitvt The area which contains not only the buildings and

their immediate circulation but all the necessary services

and facilities at a community Ieve1, including local stores,
schools, churches and playgrounds. It also include the num-

ber of housing units and building types per area.

Duplex: À building comprising two dwelling units, one above

the other or side by side, with individual accesss.

Familv of Low Income: A family that receives a total family

income that, in the opinion of the authority, is insuffi-
cient to permit it to rent housing accommodation adequate

for its needs in the current rental market in the area in
which the family lives.

104
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Familv PubIic Housinq! Housing constructed by, and under

the authority of, government housing authority; Iow-income

housing, owned, sponsored, or administered by a municipality
or other governmental agency, provided for low-income fami-

lies who cannot afford to pay an economic rent-the differ-
ence in rent paid and housing costs is made up through gov-

ernment subsidy.

Hiqh Rise: Multiple-storey building served by elevators.

Household in Need: Means those households who cannot afford
or obtain adequate and suitable accommodation. This includes

those househords who: (a) occupy a crowded or inadequate

dwelling and who currently pay less than thirty per cent of

their income for shelter but for whom basic shelter costs

for an adequate and suitable dwerling availabre in their
market area wourd consume thirty per cent or more of their
income; or (b) pay thirty per cent or more of their income

for shelter and for whom an adequate and suitable dwerring

availabre in their market area would consume thirty per cent

of more of their income; or (c) have a need for special pur-
pose housing.

HUD: Housino and urban Develooment (in the united states).

llaximum unit Price (¡n¡p) i The maximum el igibre costs f or a

unit with a specified bed or bedroom count, including land

and an acceptable amounL of amenity space, being representa-



total cost for the housing

106

in a definedtive of reasonable

market area.

MHRCT The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation.

A neighborhood refers to home base at a col-
an area with which one closely identifies or

Neíqhborhood:

lective 1eve1;

feels at home.

profit organizations,

native organ izaLions,

including housing co-operatives and

to build or buy housing which they

Non-Profit Housinq Proqram:

The Non-Profit Housing Program was introduced by the Fed-

eral government under Section 56.1 of the National Housing

Act in 1978. The program vras amended in 1 986 and targeted

"towards helping needy households who cannot obtain suitable
rental housing on the private market by providing financial
assistance to organizations which agree to supply housing

for 1ow-income households. " 7 2

In Manitoba, funding for this program is cost-shared

between the Government of Canada and the Province of Manito-

ba, on a percentage basis of seventy-five per cent by the

federal and twenty-five by the province. Under this pro-

gram, assistance is available to public and private non-

72 Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Guidelines and
Procedures Manual rCanada Mortgage and Housing Corpora-
tion, Ottawa , 1987 .
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will own and manage. The province acts the delivery agent

for the program.

Row Housinq: Three or more dwelJ-ings with party or common

walls in which all dr+el1ings have an entry at grade (ground

level ) .

Semi-Detached Housinq: À building comprising two dwellings

side by side and sharing one party wall.

Stacked Townhouse: One or two-storey dwellings stacked one

on top the other, usually two or three units high, each with

a privaLe exterior entrance from grade or gallery.
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