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PREFACE

THE PURPOSE OF THIS THESIS WAS TO CONDUCT A SURVEY AND OFFER
A GENERAL PICTURE OF THE HOUSING CONDITIONS IN THE CiTY OF WINNIPEG.
WHILE MUCH EFFORT IS REQUIRED NOW IN PRESERVING HOUSING FEATURES
AND ALSO IN IMPROVING LIVING CONDITIONS, THERE IS AN EVEN GREATER
NEED FOR PLAMNING FOR THE FUTURE, CERTAIN STEPS HAVE BEEN TAKEN
TOWARDS INVESTIGATING "BLIGHT" AREAS IN THE CITY BUT MUCH MORE
REMAINS TO BE DONE TO PREVENT FUTURE DETERIORATIONs IT 1S HOPED
THAT THIS REPORT WILL SERVE TOWARDS A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF THE
NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM OF HOUSING WHICH IS CERTAINLY ONE
OF THE MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS FACED BY THE CITY,

My GRATEFUL THANKS ARE ESPECIALLY DUE TO PROFESSOR V.J. KosTka
WHOSE GUIDANCE MADE THIS REPORT POSSIBLE. | WOULD ALSO LIKE TO
THANK THE FOLLOWING PEOPLE FOR THEIR CO=~OPERATION AND ASSISTANCE:

MRe CoF. COLLINS AND THE STAFF OF THE CITY OF WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT
DEPARTMENT, :

MESSRS. E.We THRIFT AND S.G. RICH AND THE STAFF OF THE METROPOLITAM
PLANNING ComMmiISSION, WINNIPEG
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INTRODUCT1ON

URBAN GROWTH TO=DAY TAKES THE FORM OF PHYSICAL RENEWAL
AND NEW ADDITIONS TO THE CITY, RENEWAL 1S usdALLv ASSOCIATED
WITH THE BUILT=UP SECTIONS OF URBAN AREAS WHILE NEW ADDITIONS
OCCUR PRIMARILY BY THE rlLLt&e IN OF VACANT LAND AND BY URBAN
EXTENSION INTO OPEN LAND. GeﬁERALLv SPEAKING, URBAN RENEWAL
IS A FORM OF RESTORING THE PHYSICAL CITY BY ALTERING OR
REPLACING OUTMODED STRUCTURES AND FACILITIES IN RESPONSE T0
THE PRESSURES CAUSED BY ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CHANGES. THUS
URBAN RENEWAL 1S A PROCESS WHICH HAS BEEN GOING ON.AS LONG
AS CITIES HAVE EXISTED AND FLOURISHED. BUT SINCE THE SECOND
WORLD WAR, THE TERM "URBAN RENEWAL" HAS ASSUMED A MORE SPECIFIC
MEANING AND HAS BECOME ASSOC!ATED'WiTH THE PREVENTION AND
ELIMINATION OF "BLIGHT", IT 1S NOW BEING USED TO REFER TO
THE PLANNED REGENERATION OF BUILT=UP AREAS THROUGH AN
INTEGRATED PROGRAM OF CONSERVATION, REHABILITATION, AND
néoevznepuznr;

A SURVEY OF STRUCTURAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PROVIDES
THE NECESSARY INFORMATION FOR IDENTIFYING RENEWAL AREAS,
INDICATING THE PORTIONS OF THE BUILT=UP AREA WHERE THERE IS
FREEDOM TO MODIFY THE EXISTING LAND USE PATTERNe |TS PURPOSE
IS TO IDENTIFY VARIOUS DEGREES OF "BLIGHT" IN THE URBAN AREA,
" RESULTING IN A GENERALIZEDMDESIGNAflON OF TREATMENT AREAS =

AREAS FOR CONSERVATION, AREAS FOR REHABILITATION, AND AREAS




FOR REDEVELOPMENT,

URBAN BLIGHT INVOLVES DETERIORATION OR THE EXISTENCE OF

DEFECTS:lN THE QUALITY OF STRUCTURES AND THEIR IMHMEDIATE
ENVIRONMENT. [T ALSO I&VOLVES A RANGE OF CONDITIONS WHICH
CAN BE MEASURED AND CAN BE BEFI@ED DOWNWARD OR UPWARD FROM
A SE+ OF STANDARDS WHICH IN TURN ARE BASED ON éENERALLY
RECOGN!?ED CRITERIA OF HEALTH, SAFETY AND OTHER FACTORS OF
INTEREST TO THE PUBLIC, THE STANDARDS USED ARE MATTERS OF
LOCAL DEC!SIONS AND ARE USUALLY INCLUDED Iﬂ SUBDIVISION AND
ZONING REGULATIONS, SOME OF THESE MAY BE 'STANDARDS RELATING
T0 THE’BWILDINES AS TO THEIR DES!G&, OCCUPANCY, AND SANITARY
FACILITIES, OR TO THE ENVIRONMENT AS TO DESIGN OF LOTS,
BLOCKS, STREETS, POPULATION DENSITIES ETC.

IN THE BEGINNING OF THIS REPORT, THREE TYPES‘OF TREATMENT
AREAS WERE MENTIONED., CONSERVATION, THE FIRST TYPE, MEANS
PROTECTION OF WHAT IS GOOD AND WORTHY OF PRESERVATION.
CONSERVATION MEASURES CONSTITUTE THE LEAST_EXPENSIVE TREATMENT
THAT CAN BE APPLIEDVTO A CITY'S HOUSING STOCK. VERY BROAD

‘IN SCOPE, THESE MEASURES IMPLY THAT A LARGE PART IS TO BE
PLAYED BY THE INDIVIDUAL CITIZEN WHO EITHER OWNS OR RENTS
ACCOMMODATION. [N THIS WAY, THE OWN:R MUST MAKE SURE THAT
H1S5 PROPERTY 1S PROPERLY MAINTAINED AND KEPT IN GOOS REPAIR.
HE SHOULD ALSO DO EVERYTHING WITHIN ﬁIS MEANS TO ENHANCE THE
QUALITY, THE APPEARANCE, AND THE VALUE OF HIS PROPERTY, THUS

CONTRIBUTING HIS FAIR SHARE TOWARDS MAKING HIS CITY A MORE




PLEASANT AND A BETTER PLACE IN WHICH TO LIVE AND WORKe THE
TENANTS, IN TURN, SHOULD CO-OPERATE WITH THE OWNER OF THE
PROPERTY IN ACHIEVING THE ABOVE GOALS. CONSERVATION ALSO
iMPLlEs, ON PART OF THE GOVERNMENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE
CITY, THE RESPONSIBILITY TO USE THEIR POWERS TO ENSURE FULL
PROTECT ION OF THE EXISTING QUALITIES AND VALUES. SUCH A
RESPONSIBILITY SHOULD PREVENT THE MUNICIPALITY FROM ENACTING
LEGISLATION OR ENGAGING IN PRACTICES WHICH WOULD PROVE
DETRIMENTAL TO THE PROPER PRESERVATION OF THESE QUALITIES
AND VALUES.

THE SECOND TYPE OF TREATMENT AREA IS THE REHABILITATION
AREA. THIS IS AN AREA WHERE USUALLY ONLY SIMPLE FORMS OF
"BLIGHT" ARE PRESENT, AND WHERE SOME MINOR OR MAJOR REPAIRS
WILL RESTORE THE AREA TO STANDARD CONDITIONS. IN THIS CASE,
THE ZONING BY~LAW, THE éulLalns CODE, THE HEALTH CODE, AND
FIRE PROTECTION REGULATIONS SHOULD BE REVISED IN ORDER TO
ENSURE DECENT MINIMUM STANDARDS. THERE SHOULD BE A CLOSER
FIELD INSPECTION, AN ABEQUA}E AND CONSTANT CONTROL AND A |
STRICTER APPLICATION OF THE PENALTIES PROVIDED IN CASES OF
DELINQUENCY. ADEQUATE CAPITAL MUST BE AVAILABLE TO MEET THE
COST OF REHABILITATION AND THE PROGRAM SHOULD BE CONDUCTED
AS A PLANNED ACTION AND DIRECTED BY EXPERTS. THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT, THE HouSING AUTHORITY, THE CITy ENGINEERING
DEPARTMENT, AND THE BoARD OF HEALTH AND WELFARE CAN ALL

CO=OPERATE IN THE STUDY AND ORGANIZATION AS WELL AS IN THE




IMPLEMENTATION OF SUCH PROJECTS. REHABILITATION REQUIRES

THE PARTICIPATION OF ALL CITIZENS AND WILL BE SUCCESSFUL ONLY
IF THEY ARE MADE AWARE OF ITS NATURE, ITS PURPOSE, ITS
REQUIREMENTS, AND ITS MEANS.

THE REDEVELOPMENT AREAS, THE THIRD TYPE, ARE AREAS IN
WHICH URBAN BLIGHT HAS ADVANCED TO SUCH A DEGREE THAT BY LOCAL
STANDARDS, NOTHING SHORT OF CLEARAMCE IS PHYSICALLY,
ECONOMICALLY OR SOCIALLY PRACTICABLE. [T IS USUALLY APPLIED
ON A LARGE SCALE ONLY WHEN IT PROVES TO BE THE SOLE ECONOMICAL
SOLUTION. THERE ARE PRESENT WHAT MAY BE TERMED SIMPLE OR
COMPLEX FORMS OF "BLIGHT". SIMPLE FORMS OF "BLIGHT" INCLUDE
SUCH PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS AS srnucruaAL bETERlORATlou,
LACK OF SANITARY FACILITIES, PRESENCE OF TRASH AND RUBBISH
'ACCUMULATIONS IN YARDS, ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL |NFLUENCES
SUCH AS NOISE, ODORS, DUST ETC., AND LACK OF COMMUNITY
FACILITIES SUCH AS SCHOOLS, PLAYGROUNDS, PUBLIC WATER AND
SEWAGE SYSTEMS, AND ADEQUATE STREET AND DRAINAGE FACILITIES.
SIMPLE FORMS OF "BLIGHT" ARE USUALLY ACCOMPANIED BY SOCIAL
AND ECONOMIC INDICATORS OF "BLIGHT". SOCIAL INDICATORS
INCLUDE PRESENCE OF HIGH RATES OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY,
VENEREAL DISEASE, AND SIMILAR RESULTS FROM OTHER HEALTH AND
WELFARE INDICES WHILE ECONOMIC INDICATORS INCLUDE CONCENTRAT!ONS
OF TAX DELINQUENT PROPERTIES, DECLINING PROPERTY VALUES, AND
PRESENCE OF A LARGE NUMBER OF VACANT BUILDINGS. COMPLEX foams

oF "BLIGHT" ARE SAID TO EXIST WHEN AN AREA CONTAINS A MIXTURE




OF INCOMPATIBLE LAND USES, OBSOLETE OR IMPRACTICAL LAYOUT
OF LOTS, BLOCKS AND srasérs, AND UNSAFE 63 UNHEALTHY cénalrlous
AS IN LAND SUBJECT TO FLOODS.

WitH fﬂls INTRODUCTION TO THE CHARACTERISTICS OF "BLIGHT"
AND HOW VARIOUS GRADATIONS IN QUALITY ARE LINKED wnfu éARlouﬁ‘
FORMS OF TREATMENT, IT IS INTERESTING TO SEE WHERE THE CITY
OF WINNIPEG STANDS IN THIS REGARD. BUT FIRST, ONE MUST MAKE
FURTHER STUDIES AS TO THE HISTORY OF HOUSING IN WINNIPEG, THE

CiTy's POPULATION TREND, AND THE EFFECT OF GOVERNMENY LEGISLATION

- ON HOUSING IN THE PAST FEW YEARS,




A_BRIEF _HISTORY OF _ HOUSING IN WINNIPEG

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A PERMANENT COLONY IN THE RED RIVER
REGION WAS ACCOMPLISHED BY A GROUP OF COLONIAL SETTLERS FROM
ScorLano v 1812.1 The NuCLsué OF THE SETTLEMENT WAS LOCATED
IN AN AREA NOW KNOWN AS POINT béusLas. THus FORT DouGLAS
BECAME THE CENTRE OF COMMUNITY ACTIVITY FOR THE NEW SETTLERS.

THE HOLDINGS NORTH OF FORT DOUGLAS AND ALONG THE RED
Rlﬁsa WERE DIVIDED INTO STRIPS AND BECAME THE FIRST RIVER
LOTSs THIS SYSTEM OF DIVISION PROVIDED PROTECTION AGAINST
INDIAN ATTACKS AND ALSO GAVE EACH SETTLER AN ACCESS TO THE
RIVER.

ALTHOUGH THE SETTLERS WERE ENGAGED IN AGRICULTURAL
PURSUITS, THEIR COMMUNITY WAS A COMPACT ONE. THIS FORMED A
FOUNDATION FOR THE FIRST URBAN DEVELOPMENT IN THE REGION.
WITHIN THIS AREA, THERE APPEARED SOME OF THE EARLIEST HOUSES
IN GREATER WINNIPEGs, HMOWEVER, MOST OF THEM WERE REMOVED WHEN
THE AREA WAS CONVERTED TO INDUSTRIAL USE WITH THE COMING OF
THE RAILWAY.,

AT THE JUNCTION OF THE RED AND ASSINIBOINE RIVERS, THE
Hupson's BAY COMPANY HAD ALREADY BUILT FORT GARRY, A TRADING
POST AND FORT., THE ROUTE OF TRAVEL BETWEEN THE TWO FORTS

BECAME THE BASIS FOR MAIN STREET WHICi;l IS NOW ONE OF THE

1HOLLY S. SEAMAN, ManiTOBA, LANDMARKS AND RED LETTER Davs, p. 26,




MAJOR THOROUGHFARES IN WINNIPEG.Z As ‘THE SETTLEMENT GREW,
SHOPS WERE BUILT UP ALONG THE ROUTE AND HOUSES BEGAN TO APPEAR
ON THE SIDE STREETS LEADING TO THE RED RIVER. THESE HOMES
WERE BUILT AROUND 1870 BY FAMILIES OF EARLY SETTLERS AND
TRADERS WHO WERE ESTABLISHING COMMERCIAL ENTERPRISES TO SERVE
THE NEEDS OF THE INCREASING POPULATION. THESE TaAozaé NOT
ONLY ENGAGED IN THE FUR TRADE BUT THEY ALSO SUPPLIED GOODS
AND SERVICES TO THE SETTLEMENTS ALONG THE RED RIVER.

THESE TRADERS COULD BE REGARDED AS THE ACTUAL FOUNDERS
OF WINNIPEG FOR THEY DESERVE MUCH CREDIT FOR THE RAPID
EXPANSION OF THE SETTLEMENTS.S N 1873, WINNIPEG WAS

4

INCORPORATED AS A CITY BY A CHARTER. In 1875, THE BuiLT-uP
PORTION OF THE CITY REPRESENTED LESS THAN ONE=FIFTH OF THE
POLITICAL AREA OF WINNIPEG,

THE INCREASE OF THE BUILT=UP AREA WAS GREATLY AFFECTED
B§ THE MERE SPECULATIVE MANIPULATIONS OF THE Hubson's Bay
COMPANY. 'A SECTION OF LAND KNOWN AS THE "RESERVE" BOUNDED
By NoTRE DAME AVENUE, MAIN STREET, AND THE RED AND ASSINIBOINE

RIVERS WAS SUBDIVIDED BY THE COMPANY., THESE LOTS WERE FIFTY

FEET BY 120 FEET AND FACED 66-FOOT STREETS.) HowEVER, ONLY

2
BeGge AND NuRsSEY, TEN YEARS IN WINNIPEG, Pe 5.

3Loc. CIT,.
4
CITY OF WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT.

SMETROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMITTEE, REPORT ON RESIDENTIAL AREAS,
GREATER WINNIPEG, P. O.




A VERY FEW LIMITED NUMBER OF LOTS WERE SOLD UNTIL 1875. Tuis
WAS THE REASON WHY THE GEOGRAPHICAL AREA OF THE CITY SPREAD
NORTH OF NOTRE DAME, LEAVING THE SECTION wesf OF MAIN STREET
'AND SOUTH OF NOTRE DAME ALMOST uuroucusu,

WITH THE CONSTRUCT!ON OF THE CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY
THROUGH POINT DOUGLAS, INDUSTRIES AND COMMERCE INCREASEDIN
THIS AREA AND THE PROSPEROUS FAMILIES STARTED TO MOVE TO THE
Huoson's BAY CoMPANY SUBDIVISION, NEW STREETS WERE OPENED
UP AND MANY FINE HOUSES WERE BétLT. THIS DISTRICT HAD THE
MOST DESIRABLE RESIDENTIAL LOTS IN THE CITY AT THAT TIME,

THE LAND VALUES WERE HIGH, AND CONSEQUENTLY THE uouseé LARGER
THAN IN ANY OTHER DISTRICT IN THE csrv.6

THE LINKING OF WINNIPEG WITH EASTERN CANADA BY THE
RAILROAD IN 1881 BROUGHT IN A HUGE FLOW OF IMMIGRANTS AND
WITHIN A SHORT PERIOD OF THREE YEARS, THE POPULATION OF THE
CiITY MORE THAN TREBLED.7 THE Hubson's Bay COMPANY PENSIONERS
HAD BEEN GRANTED LAND ON THE ASSINIBOINE EXTENDING FROM THE
AsSSINIBOINE RIVER To NOTRE DAME AVENUE, AND NORTH OF NOTRE
DAME, THE SETTLéRs HAD ESTABLISHED RIVER LOTS RUNNING BACK
A SIMILAR DISTANCE FROM THE RED RIVER. BUT WITH THE SUDDEN
INCREASE IN THE POPULATION, THERE CAME A REAL ESTATE BOOM.

WHICH CAUSED MANY OF THESE HOLDINGS TO BE SUBPIVIDED RAPIDLY

6ClTY OF WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT.

THenoERSON'S DIRECTORIES. OF winnieee, 1881, 1882, 1883, 188k,




INTO 25~FOOT LOTS AND SOLD AT GREAT PRGFITS.8 HERE, MANY
NEW SITES FOR HOMES WERE CREATED AND ALTHOUGH THE LOTS WERE
SMALL, MANY OF THE IMMIGRANTS FOUND THEMSELVES A PLACE TO
LIVE.

THE INSTALLATION OF HORSE=~DRAWN STREET=CARS AND Tée
USE OF BICYCLES AS MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION HAD GREATLY éunAnczo
THE GROWTH OF RESIDENTIAL AREAS ON THE OUTLYING FRINGES OF
THE BUILT=-UP PORTION OF THE CITY.9 PEOPLE NO LONGER WANTED
TO LIVE IN THE BUSY DOWNTOWN SECTION WHERE LAND VALUES WERE
HIGHs ATTRACTIVE LOTS WERE AVAILABLE ALONG THE ASSINIBOINE
RIVER AND PORTAGE AVENUE AND ON STREETS BRANCHING OFF NORTH
MAiIN STREET.

AT ARMSTRONG'S POINT (ﬁow EAsT GATE, MipoLE GATE, WesT
GATE), MANY EXCLUSIVE RESIDENCES WERE BUILT., THE MIDDLE
CLASS PEOPLE MOVED TO A DISTRICT WHICH WAS SITUATED EAST
AND WEST OF NORTH MAIN STREET., THE Secflou EAST OF MaiN
STREET BETWEEN DoucLAS PoINT AND NOTRE DAME EAST HAD STARTED
TO SHOW SOME DETERIORATION BY THIS TIME, THE CANADIAN PACIFiIcC
RAILWAY RAN THROUGH THIS DISTRICT AND IT GRADUALLY CREATED A
"BLIGHTED" AREA ON EITHER SIDE OF (ITS fRACK$.1O

Arouno 1885, THE ONCE FIRST CLASS RESIDENCES ON THE

METROPOLITAL PLANNING COMMITTEE, OPe CITe, P. O.

9Roaznr E. Dickinson, CiTY REGION AND REGIONALISM, P. 123.

10!3:9., r. 118




Hupson's BAy CoMPANY "RESERVE™ WERE GRADUALLY BE ING TAKE&
OVER BY THE MIDDLE INCOME GROUP. Téus, MANY OF THESE HOMES
WERE CONVERTED FOR MULTIPLE FAMILY use.!!
Due 1O THE CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY SHOPS AND YARDS
ALONG HI1GGINS AVENUE, ﬁnuv MIDDLE CLASS RESIDENCES SPRANG
VP BETWEEN ALEXANDER AND HENRY AVENUES. HENCE, MANY OF THE
RAILWAY WORKERS SETTLED (N THIS AREA.IC

In 1882, THE AREA SOUTH OF THE ASSINIBOINE RIVER NEAR

MARYLAND BRIDGE WAS SUBDIVIDED AS WINNIPEG SouTH. IN 1902,

THE CHOICEST PART WAS SUBDIVIDED AGAIN AND NAMED "CRESCENTWOOD",

HERE, CAVEAT AGREEMENTS AND BUILDING RESTRICTIONs wERE
'ESTABLISHED WHICH MADE THIS AREA THE FIRST TO BE PROTECTED
FOR RESIPENTIAL PURPOSES, CONSEQUENTLY, MANY FINE HOMES
WERE BUILT BUT GOVERNED UNDER USE, VALUE AND SPACING
REGULAT!GNS.13

THE CITY'S POPULATION CONTINUED TO GROW RAPIDLY UNTIL
WORLD wAavl AND MORE DWELLINGS APPEARED ON THE QUICKLY
SUBDIVIDED 25=F00T RIVER LOTS. THE SECTION BOUNDED BY THE
AssiniBOINE RiIVER AND NOTRE DAME AVENUE HAD BECOME BUILT=UP

14

ALMOST TO THE WESTERN LIMITS OF THE CiTY.

11CITY OF WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT.
12Loc. CIT.
13MeTROPOL ITAN PLANNING COMMITTEE, OP., ClTe, P. 8.

1“CITY,OF WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT.

10
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In 1903- 1904, NEW WESTON WORKSHOPS AND YARDs WERE BUILT
BY THE CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY IN THE NORTH-~WESTERN PART
ofF THE CiTy, By 1909, MORE THAN 3,500 WORKERS WERE EMPLOYED,
AND THEY SETTLED IN A CLUSTER OF MIDDLE INCOME HOMES JUST
SOUTH=EAST OF THE YARDS. |T BECAME KNOWN AS "CPR Town™ AND
IN 1921, IT WAS INCORPORATED AS THE VILLAGE oF BROOKLANDS . D

ELMWOOD DISTRICT WAS THE LAST AND MOST RECENT ACQUISITION
MADE BY THE CITY OF WINNIPEGs. [T IS LOCATED EAST OF THE RED
RIVER AND HERE, MIDDLE CLASS HOMES WERE BUILT, INTERMINGLED
WITH FINER aesnozuczs.‘é

IT IS EVIDENT IN THE Cliv OF WINNIPEG TO=DAY THAT THERE
IS A BIG CONTRAST BETWEEN DEVELOPMENTS WHICH WERE HURRIED
FOR PROFIT AS COMPARED TO THOSE WHICH WERE CARRIED OUT WITH
CARE. AT PRESENT, ZONING REGULATIONS ARE APPLIED TO MOST
DISTRICTS AS A MEASURE FOR REGULATING USE AND INTENSITY OF

DEVELOPMENT iN BOTH EXPANSION AND RENEWAL AREAS.

158BrIT1IsH ASSOCIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF SCIENCE, A HaNDBOOK
70 WINNIPEG AND THE PROVINCE OF MANITOBA, P,

16CITY OF WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT.
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POPULATION OF WINNIPEG

THE GROWTH POTENT!AL OF AN AREA CAN BE MEASURED BY
ANALYSING THE STRUCTURE AND VITALITY OF THE URBAN ECONOMY
AND THE EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES WHICH THIS ECONOMY CAN
SUPPORT. I[N PLANNING ANALYSIS USE, THIS GROWTH POTENTIAL
SHOULD BE EXPRESSED IN SPECIFIC TERMS OF POPULATION IT CAN
BE EXPECTED TO SUSTAIN, ViZ., I1TS SIZE, COMPOSITION,

CHARACTERISTIC AND ITS SPATIAL DlSTRiBﬂT!ON‘IT

THE S1ZE OF POPULATION GIVE US KNOWLEDGE OF THE
OVERALL DIMENSION OF THE PMYSlCAL.ENVIRQNMENT-AND PROVIDES
A MEANS OF MEAéGRE FOR ESTIMATING SPACE NEEDS FOR DIFFERENT
TYPES OF LAND USE. THE FUTURE TRENDS IN POPULATION CAN BE
ESTIMATED WITH THE INTRODUCTION OF THE TIME ELEMENT AND THESE
TRENDS WILL BE THE BASIS Fﬂé ESTIMATING FUTURE DIMENSIONS
AND SPACE ﬂEEDSo18 '

THESE ANALYSES COULD BE EXTENDED BY INVESTIGATING THE
POPULATION COMPOSITION TO A QUALITATIVE LIMIT, EGs., AGE
GROUPS, HOUSEHOLD SIZES AND INCOME COMPOSITIONS,. Tais wouLD
ASSIST IN ESTIMATING RESIDENTIAL SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR

VARIOUS TYPES OF DWELLINGS CONGRUOUS WITH PRESENT AND FUTURE

FAMILY SI1ZES, INCOME, AND THE NREEDS OF EACH. THEY wouLbD

VTr. Stuary CHAPIN, JR., URBAN LAND Use PLANNING, P. 152.

18Loc. CiTe
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HELP TOWARDS DETERMINING SPATIAL NEED FOR RECREATION AREAS,
| SCHOOLS, AND OTHER COMMUNITY FACILITIES FOR ALL AGE GROUPS,
FROM SMALL TOTS TO THE OLD PEOPLE.

INVESTIGATIONS OF POPULATION DISTRIBUTION WOULD GIVE
IDEAS AS TO HOW VARIOUS LAND USES AND FACILITIES COULD BE
BEST PUT TO Us. THEREFORE, POPULATION STUDIES ARE IMPORTANT
FACTORS FOR THEY PROVIDE A MEANS OF SCALING TOTAL SPATIAL
NEEDS FOR SELECTED LAND USE CATEGORIES AT DIFFERENT PERIODS
OF TIME IN THE FUTURE. THEY ALSO GIVE US AN INDICATION AS
TO HOW THESE TOTAL SPATIAL NEEDS SHOULD BE ASSIGNED TO
DIFFERENT PARTS OF AN AREA. Y

IN WINNIPEG, THE POPULATION GROWTH WAS NOT A UNIFORM
ONE BY ANY MEANS. THERE wERE 215 peopLe in 1870, anp THE
DEVELOPMENT WAS A SERIES OF RAPID AND SLOW INCREASES. THERE
WERE TWO MAJOR PERIODS OF INCREASE IN THE CITY'S POPULATION
GROWTH. THE FIRST CAME DURING THE REAL ESTATE BooM of 1881-
188l AND THE SECOND DUE TO THE GREAT FLOW OF IMMIGRANTS FROM
1901-1913,2°

DurRiNG THE THREE YEARS FoLLowing 1881, THE pPoPULATION
MORE THAN TREBLED FROM APPROXIMATELY 8,000 To over 2Y,700

PEOPLE.Z!  From 1901=1913, GREATER WINNIPEG EXPERIENCED THE

19Loc. CiT,

2OClTY OF WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT.

21 e NDERSON'S DIRECTORIES OF winnipee, 1881, 1882, 1883, 1884,
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SECOND PERIOD OF HIGH RATE IN POPULATION GROWTH FRoM 52,400
TO 260,000 PEOPLE. SINCE THEN THE POPULATION INCREASE HAS
BEEN FAIRLY CONSTANT EXCEPT FOR THE PERIOD OF DEPRESSION
_ “ 4. 22
DURING THE FIRST WORLD WAR.
SiNCE 1913, THE SUBURBAN AREAS HAVE ACCOUNTED FOR THE
MAJORITY OF INCREASE IN WINNIPEG'S POPULATION. THE GROWTH

OF THE SUBURBS MAY BE ATTRIBUTED TO A STRONG TREND IN MIGRATION

BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE DEVELOPMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES.

22He npERSON'S b(aééroa:ts'6r7w{n§|§éé; 1901, 1913.




TABLE 1: POPULATION OF GREATER WINNIPEG BY MUNICIPALITIESSS
1901 TO 1951

1901 1911 1921 1931 19 1951

winnipee 42,340 136,035 179,087 218,785 221,960 235,710
St. BoniFace 2,019 7,483 12,821 16,305 18,157 26,3h2
Tuxeoo ceees  eeees 1,062 1,173 735 1,627
BROOGKLANDS ceses ceves  eeene 2,628 2,240 2,915
FORT GARRY 730 1,133 2,51 3,926  W,U53 8,193
 E. KiLbonAN 563 1,488 6,379 9,047 8,350 13,14k
W. KiLooNAN 668 1,767  h4,6M1 6,132 6,110 10,754
ST. JaMes 257 5,335 11,745 14,260 13,892 19,561
ST. ViTAL 585 1,540 3,771 10,02 11,993 18,637

23CANADA CENSUS




TABLE 11:  POPULATION OF THE CITY OF WINNIPEG BY POLLING
DISTRICTS AND AGE GROUPS AS OF JUNE, 1957

16

POLLING DISTRICT 0-5 6-16 17-20 OVER 21 TOTAL
. 3&& 530 19 1,549 2,502
2 208 408 9% 1,550 2,260
3 691 916 . 208 3,472 5,34
4 326 . Ty 122 1,651 2,563
5 357 382 156 2,131 3,026
6 468 567 139 3,006 4,180 |
1 259 566 205 2,723 3,753
8 397 599 Mo 2,k7 3,564
9 277 602 61 1,082 2,022

10 60 70 9 118 257
11 513 1,039 134 2,115 3,801
12 170 357 91 1,305 1,929
13~ 253 643 205 2,004 3,105
14 248 582 104 1,116 2,350
15 289 by 38 799 1,540
16 393 482 64 1,167 2,106

CONT'D

ahmw OF WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT.,




POLLING DISTRICT 0-5 7-16-  17-20 OVER 21 TOTAL
17 232 R 102 1,371 2,174
18 284 651 175 2,585 3,695
19 227 439 T4 1,822 2,562
20 347 309 33 1,128 1,817
21 571 915 8 1,779 3,39
22 k27 k37 92 3,87 479
3 126 159 69 989 1,343
2k 257 184 158 3,574 4,173
25 356 305 369 5,394 6,kek
26 254 212 182; 2,889 3,537
27 413 426 358 4,207 5, 40k
28 332 384 148 2,219 3,083
29 311 376 281 3,114 4,082
30 308 541 178 2,216 3,243
31 451 655 Mmoo 2,705 3,98
32 382 558 111 2,032 3,083
33 634 1,00k 213 3,115 4,966
3 301 535 82 1,280 2,198
35 208 17 129 1,642 2,396
36 233 o2 122 1,831 2,588
37 263 330 76 1,7 2,410
38 394 609 195 3,121 h,319

CONT'D
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TOTAL

POLLING DISTRICT 045 6-16 17-20 OVER 21
39 45k 567 215 3,292 4,528
10 208 ol 124 2,268 3,084
LY 379 L6k 166 2,629 3,638
he 375 kg 9% 1,57 2,49
i3 547 - 58k 276 3,518 4,985
4y 322 415 172 3,020 3,929
45 330 332 158 2,389 3,209
46 233 310 33 3,458 h,37h
47 633 721 300 4,199 5,853
48 379 627 119 2,010 3,135
lig Lho 514 184 ﬁ,o53 5,191
50 5] 92 22 1,343 1,532
51 172 196 4  1,8n 2,255
52 Lok h29 138 2,518 3,579
53 71 919 2é2 4,122 5,974
54 313 495 179 3,001 4,088
55 k9o 805 223 3,273 b, 790
56 368 179 2,Mh 3,507
57 36k 593 16 - 2,298 3, 401
58 617 723 220 3,38k b, 9hk
59 348 433 146 1,832 2,759
60 m 965 215 3,M47 5,398

CONT'D
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OVER 21

POLLING DISTRICT 0-5 6-16 17-20 TOTAL
61 161 223 70 1,090 1,544
62 321 539 121 - 1,823 2,804
63 336 554 131 2,330 3,35
64 536 640 152 2,613 3,941
65 388 583 9% 1,78 2,853
66 292 %07 15 1,545 2,359
67 368 620 81 1,394 2,463
68 587 835 143 | 2,495 4,060
69 L2k 820 119 1,480 2,813
70 291 300 81 868 1,540
n : 218 323 3T 1,349
12 251 373 27 655 1,306
73 387 468 2 2,37h 3,37
T4 566 864 231 2,940 . 4,601
N6 288 332 1% 1,297 2,031
76 531 925 158 1,975 3,589
[ 653 851 19 1,979 3,632
GRAND TOTAL 28,375 40,178 11,138 174,521 254,212
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GOVERNMENT LEGISLATION IN HOUSING

SINCE THE INCORPORATION OF WINNIPEG IN 1873, ONE OF THE
GREATEST PROBLEMS THE CITY FACED WAS THAT OF INADEQUATE
HOUSING ACCOMMODATION, In 1882, Mavor LoGAN cALLED THE CiTy
CouNciL FOR AN su:aeéucv MEETING TO COPE WITH THE ACUTE LACK
OF ACCOMMODATION FOR THE NEW IMMIGRANTS.2)

AS WITH OTHER CANAD IAN METROPOLITAN AREAS, WINNIPEG'S
HOUSING COULD NOT KEEP UP WITH THE EVER=INCREASING POPULATION,
In 1884, 1T was APPROXIMATELY 16,000; sy 190k, IT HAD INCREASED
TO OVER 68,@@@.26 WITH THE FLOW OF IMMIGRANTS IN THE FOLLOWING
DECADE, THE POPULATION EXCEEDED 200,000, OVERCROWDING WAS
EVIDENT AS SHOWN IN TABLE 111 INDICATING THE POPULATION
CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE PROVINCE OF MANITOBA.

DURING THE PERIOD OF RAPID EXPANSION, INADEQUATE SANITARY
CONDITIONS EXISTED AND THE OUTSIDE PRIVY WAS THE USUAL FEATURE
OF NE IGHBOURHOOD ENVIRONMENT., THESE PRIVIES WERE THE CAUSE
OF THE ANNUAL TYPHOID EPIDEMIC WHICH HIT THE CITY EVERY FALL,
In 1903, THIS DISEASE WAS BROUGHT TO A HALT BY THE ENFORCEMENT

OF STATUTORY HEALTH AND SANITARY REGBLATIONS.27

UNTIL THE ACUTE HOUSING SHORTAGE FOLLOWING THE FIRST WORLD

2 _ o
5w. CouRrAGE, HousING SURVEY, CENTRAL AREA OF WINNIPEG, P. U8,

26

CiTYy OF WINNIPEG ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT.

27w. COURAGE, OP. CiT., P. 51,
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TABLE 111;

POPULAT ION CHARACTERISTICS FOR THE PROVINCE

2
OF MANITOBA

8

163,655

DWELL INGS PERSONS PER
DATE POPULATION ~ OCCUPIED HOWSEHOLDS DWELL ING
1881 62,260 12,803 14,169 4,86
1891 152,506 30,790 31,786 4,95
1901 255,211 49,784 51,056 5.13
1911 561,118 85,720 91,230 5.38
1921 610,118' 117,541 128,984 5419
1931 700,159 145,577 150,096 4,81
1941 729, T4 v 176,942 b 46

28w. COURAGE, OP. CIT,, Pes 50




WAR, HOUSING FACILITIES WERE PROVIDED BY PRIVATE ENTERPRISE,
In 1917, THE RovaL ComMiSSION OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS EMPHAS I ZED
THE LACK OF HOUSING ACCOMMODATION FOR THE WORKER As AN IMPORTANT
FACTOR IN THE SOCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL UNREST AND INDICATED THAT
THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD REMEDY THIS PROBLEMe UNDER THE WAR
'MEASURES ACT, LOANS TO PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS WERE PROV IDED
BY THE DOMINION GOVERNMENT WITH A 5% INTEREST AND A MATURITY
OF 25 YEARS. THUS THE PROVINCES DISPERSED THE FUNDS TO THE
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS AND AS A RESULT, APPROXIMATELY $é5 MILLION
WERE USED IN FOUR YEARS TO ASSIST IN BUILDING 6,242 u&nrs IN
179 muNICIPALITIES Acaos$ CanabA .29

1821919, THE WINNIPEG CITY COUNCIL ESTABLISHED THE WINNIPEG
Hous I NG COMMISSION TO MAKE USE OF THE DOMINION GOVERNMENT LOANS.
IT OPERATED VERY EFFICIENTLY AND FROM 1919 10 1923, 712 Loans
ToTaLLInGg $2,840,000 were 1ssuED.3°

Bualné THE TWENTIES, DWELLING CONSTRUCTION WAS ACCELERATED
AND CARRIED oUT BY WINNIPEG'S BUILDERS. THIS INCREASED THE
STOCK OF HOUSING IN THE CITY AND THESE DWELLINGS WERE AVAILABLE
TO THOSE WHO WERE FINANCIALLY ABLEJ!
WITH THE DEPRESSION IN THE LATE TWENTIES, MULTIPLE USE

OF DWELLINGS INCREASED STEADILY. MANY WERE FORCED TO VACATE

» e
9ADVI$0RY CoMMITTEE on RECONSTRUCTION, FINAL REPORT, P. 25.

30Ceuanez, OPe C1T., P, 51

31

dsip., P. 52
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THEIR HOMES AS THEY COULD NOT PAY HIGH RENTS OR KEEP UP THE
MORTGAGE PAYMENTS. AS A RESULT, THERE WERE 930 VACANT HOUSES
AND 1173 vacant suITES.32 THESE VACANCIES WERE THE RESULT oF
ECONOMIC FACTORS RATHER THAN OF DECREASED HOUSING NEEDS.

In 1933, THE WINNIPEG CITY COUNCIL APPOINTED A COMMITTEE
OoN HousING CONDITIONS TO STUDY THE siruATson. IT conopucTED
A SURVEY OF THE CENTRAL PART OF WINNIPEG AND DISCLOSED THAT
THE SEVERE OVERCROWDING CREATED A DAMAGING EFFECT ON THE
HEALTH AND WELFARE OF THE PEOPLE CONCERNED. THE CiTY CounciIL
CONS IDERED LOW RENTAL HOUSING AS A SOLUTION BUT MET WITH
NEGATIVE RESULTS.

THE SPEciAL HousiING COMMITTEE WAS SET uP BY THE HOUSE
oF CoMMoONs IN 1935 AND THEY RECOMMENDED THAT THE éaovuuczs
SHOULD ASSIST IN LOW=COST HOUSING AND REHMABILITATION PROJECTS 33
THEY ALSO STATED THAT: "THE NEED FOR LOW RENTAL HOUSING WOULD
NOT BE MET BY UNAIDED PRIVATE ENTERPRISE," AND THAT "PuBLIC
ASSISTANGE IS JUSTIFIED IN MEETING THE NEED AND 1S SOUND
FINANCIALLY AS IT IS ossiagst SOCIALLY";3&

THE DoMinion Housing AcT IN 1935 WAS THE FIRST FEDERAL

MEASURE IN ASSISTING HOME BBILDINGQBs THROUGH THIS Act, THE

32Loc, CiT,
33|ana., Pe 53
3”onuseav COMMITTEE ON RECONSTRUCTION, OP. CiT., P. 26,

35Loc. CiTe.
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AMOUNT OF THE FIRST ﬁeRTeAez WAS INCREASED Aﬁo THE EQUITY
REQUIRED BY THE BUILDER REDUCED. DURING THE THIRTY-FOUR MONTHS
OF OPERATION, SOME 3,100 uNITS WERE FINANCED.36 |

THE DOMINION HousiNg ACT wAS SUPERSEDED BY THE NATIONAL
HousInNG AcT, PASSED In 1938.37 THis AQT CONSISTED OF THREE
PARTS = HOME OWNERSHIP, LOW~RENTAL PROJECTS, AND TAX COMPENSATDN.
ITS GREATEST ACHIEVEMENT WAS THE REDUCT ION OF INTEREST RATES
ON uonTaAezs.38

THE OUTBREAK OF THE SECOND WORLD WAR CAUSED MANY RURAL
PEOPLE TO MOVE INTO THE CITY DUE To‘asrrsn JOB OPPORTUNITIES,
in 1941, WARTIME Hous iIne LIMITED, A CROWN COMPANY, WAS FORMED
BY THE DOMINION GOVERNMENT TO PROVIDE HOUSING FOR WAR WORKERS (39
THIS WAS A TEMPORARY MEASURE AND PEOPLE WERE HOUSED IN DORMITOGRIES,
STAFF nobsas, AND DWELLING UNITS.- THE Péapesa WAS TO FURNISH
GOOD LIVING ACCOMMODATIONS AT THE LOWEST COST.

AT THE END OF THE WAR, THE CITY WAS AGAIN FACED WITH AN
ACUTE HOUSING SHORTAGE. THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE oON Housing -
ConotTich INITIATED ACTION AND THE RESULT WAS THE CONSTRUCTION

of 2,400 renTAL wousEs In THE CiTyl0 AVAILABLE TO THE RETURNING

36

lIsio., P, 28,
3igip., e, 27.
38Lec.vc17.

318104, ¢. 35.

&
h.Couaues, OP. CIT., P. 54,

2k
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 WAR VETERANSe N ADDITION TO THIS, 2,500 FAMILIES WERE LOCATED
IN SURPLUS RCAF BARRACKS UNDER THE EMERGENCY SHELTER Paosaauua.h‘
THE CENTRAL MORTGAGE AND HOUSING CORPORATION BEGAN ITS
SERVICE dn JANUARY 18T, 19%6.42 ITS DIRECTORS CAME FROM ALL
PARTS OF CANADA AND ITS MAIN FUNCTIONS WERE TO CARRY OUT THE
 NaT10NAL HousiNg AcT, THE INTEGRATED HousING PLAN, THE
EMERGENCY SHELTER ORDER, AND THE HOME CONVERSION PLAﬂ.h3 T
COOPERATED CLOSELY WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS' AFFAIRS
REGARD ING HOUSING OPERATIONS UNDER THE VETERANS® LAND ACT AND
ALSO WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF RECONSTRUCTION AND SUPPLY PRIORITIES.h%
THE NATIonNAL HOUSING ACT WAS DESIGNED TO ENCOURAGE THE CONSTRUCTION
OF NEW BUILDINGS THROUGH PROVISION OF LOANS TO HOME=-BUILDERS,
RATHER THAN TO OPERATE DIRECTLY 'IN THE CONSTRUCTION FIELD.
NEED FOR ACCOMMODATION AT THE UNIVERSITIES FOR MARRIED
STUDENT VETERANS HIT ITS PEAK IN OCTOBER, 19&6. CONSEQUENTLY,
SURPLUS BUILDINGS WERE CONVERTED INTO LIVING QUARTERS. AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA IN FORT GARRY, 72 HUTS WERE MADE‘AVA|LAaLe.u5
In 19#7, THERE AROSE A PROBLEM OF HOUSING THE DISPLACED

FAMILIES LIVING IN THE DoMinNtON IMMIGRATION BuiLDING, THE

l” lB'Do, Pe 550

uZMETROPOLHAN PLANNING COMMITTEE, OPs CiT., P. 11,
h3Loc. CiT,
Ly

LoC. CIT.

1"5lam~., 9.117;
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RESULT WAS THE CONSTRUCTION OF 100 TEMPORARY 'SINGLE=FAMILY
DWELLINGS ON THE OLD EXHIBITION GROUNDS‘PROPERTYth THE RENT
WAS SET AT $22 PER MONTH AND TENANTS WERE COMPOSED OF FAMILIES
WHICH WERE Fnevuousnv'nousao IN THE DOMINION IMMIGRATION
BuiLping, THE CNR IMMIGRATION HALL, AND THE OLD NAVAL BARRACKS
oN ELLICE Avsuve.h7

IN DEALING WITH WINNIPEG'S HOU#!&G SHORTAGE, THE HousinG
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED TO THE CITY COUNCIL THAT A LOW RENTAL
HOUS ING DEVELOPMENT BE CARRIED OUT UNDER THE NATioNAL Housineg
Act. THE Coﬂuan_NceeT:ATEo WITH THE PROVINCIAL AND FEDERAL
GOVERNMENTS WHEREBY THE DOMINION GOVERNMENT WouLD PAY 5% of
THE CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND THE REMAINING 25% WOULD BE PAID
BY THE PROVINCE AND THE CITY;h8 HOWEVER, THIS MONEY BY=LAW
WAS NOT ARPROVED BY THE WINNIPEG RATE~PAYERS IN 1953. As A
RESULT OF THIS, THE HousING COMMITTEE SEARCHED FOR OTHER
MEANS TO SOLVE THE PROBLEM. THEY THOUGHT THAT FURTHER
PROGRESS COULD NOT BE ACHIEVED WITHOUT THE dnoeasrANolws AND
SUPPORT OF THE PUBLIC; THEREFORE, THEY CALLED REPRESENTATIVES
FROM FIFTEEN CiITY OkGANlZATJONS TO DISCUSS THE MATTER.h9

STATISTICS REVEALED THAT WINNIPEG'S POPULATION INCREASED

héLGG‘ ClTe. |
h7Loc.c|T.
haCGBRAGE, OP. CiTe, Pe 55,

h9Loc. CiTe
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FROM 221,960 i1n 1941 7o 243,947 1n 1953. THE CuRTIS REPORT
INDICATED THAT THE CITY'S DWELLINGS WERE SHORT BY 10,000

UN1ITS .0 THE 1951 CENSUS REVEALED THAT 10,584 raMiLiES sHARED
ACCOMMODATIONs THE REPRESENTATIVES AT THE MEETING AGREED THAT
THERE WAS DEFINITELY A NEED FOR LOW=COST RENTAL HOUSING AND
DECIDED THAT FURTHER RESEARCH SHOULD BE CARRIED ON IN THIS
MATTER. THE WELFARE CoUNCIL OF GREATER WINNIPEG WAS REQUESTED
TO ACT AS A CO~ORDINATOR.D' AFTER A FEW WELL=ATTENDED MEETINGS,
A RESEARCH COMMITTEE OF SIX PERSONS WAS FORMED TO STUDY ALL
FACTORS INVOLVED SO AS = 1) To DETERMINE THE EXTENT AND NATURE
OF LOW=COST HOUSING NEEDS, 2) TO EXPLORE ALL POSSIBLE MEANS
AVAILABLE IN MEETING THE NEEDS, 3) TO DETERMINE THE LOWEST
POSSIBLE CONSTRUCTION COSTS, AND %) To ORAW up A REPORT WITH
RECOMMENDAT 1ONS TO BE PRESENTED TO THE CONFERENCELDS THE AREA
CONSIDERED WAS BOUNDED BY MAIN STREET, SHERBROOK STREET, THE
CPR YarRDs, AnD NOTRE DAME AVENUE. THIS DISTRICT SHOWED THE
HIGHEST INCIDENCE OF MULTIPLE USE OF SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS,
In 1955, A SURVEY OF THE AREA WAS CONDUCTED BY THE EMERGENCY
Hous ING DEPARTMENT UNDER THE GUIDANCE OF MR. WILLIAM COURAGE.
FURTHER ARCHITECTURAL STUDY OF LOW=COST HOUSING WAS CARRIED

OUT BY THE SCHOOL OF ARCHITECTURE UNDER A GRANT FROM THE

SO'BIDQ, Pe 560
51

’521319., Pe 58.

IBiDsy Pe 57




CENTRAL MORTGAGE AND HOUSING CORPORATION,.
THE NaTioNAL HousiNG ACT (1954), WITH ITS AMENDMENTS
ENACTED oN MAY 16TH, 1956, PROVIDES FOR SUBSTANTIAL FEDERAL

CONTRIBUTIONS TO REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS IN CANADIAN ClTlES.53

FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF SOME OF THE MAJOR POINTS OF THE
AMENDMENT o

THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR INITIATING REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
REMAINS ATTACHED TO THE LOCAL AUTHORITIES., ANY REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT HAS TO BE APPROVED BY THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT,
/ WHETHER OR NOT THE LATTER PARTICIPATES FINANCIALLY iN éacu
A PROJECT, AND ANY REDEVELOPMENT pkoazcr SUBMITTED FOR THE
- PURPOSE OF OBTAINING FEDERAL HELP HAS TO BE A PART OF A BROADER
COMMUNITY PLANe

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MAY CONTRIBUTE UP TO FIFTY PER
CENT OF THE COST OF EXPROPRIATION AND CLEARANCE OF BUILDINGS
IN AN Aéea WHICH IS PART OF AN APPROVED REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT,
THE OTHER FIFTY PER CENT OF THE COST MAY BE ENDORSED EXCLUSIVELY
BY THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT OR, BY AGREEMENT, SHARED WITH THE
PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT., THE RECOVERY OF MONEY FROM THE SALE
OF CLEARED LAND WOULD BE SHARED BY THE PARTICIPATING GOVERNMENTS
IN THE SAME PROPORTION AS THE C0STS. A FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION
MAY ONLY BE MADE TOWARDS EXPROPRIATION AND CLEARANCE COSTS

WHEN THE AREA TO BE CLEARED OF ITS PRESENT BUILDINGS IS EITHER

53Quzzu's PRINTER, STATUTES OF CANADA, 1956, P. 41.
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SUBSTANTIALLY OF RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER BEFORE CLEARANCE, OR,
IS INTENDED FOR SUBSTANTIAL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AFTER
CLEARANCE. HOWEVER, CONTRIBUTIONS MAY BE SECURED FROM THE
FEDERAL TREASURY FOR THE PURPOSE OF SECURING LAND AND CLEARING
BUILDINGS IN SLUM AREAS, ONLY WHEN THE RESIDENTS OF SUCH AREAS
ARE OFFERED DECENT, SAFE AND SANITARY Qouslne ACCOMMODAT I ON

AT FAIR AND REASONABLE RENTAL HAVING REGARD TO FAMILY INCOMES.

THE FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN NEW PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS
MAY BE SECURED BY JOINT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE FEDERAL AND
PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS. 5% OF SUCH PROJECTS AND PROFITS OR
LOSSES THEREON ARE UNDERWR I TTEN BY THE szzaAL GOVERNMENT,
WHILE 25% 1S PAID BY THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT. SUCH NEW
HOUSING PROJECTS MAY BE CONSTRUCTED ON LAND WHICH HAS BEEN
CLEARED OF SUBSTANDARD BUILDINGS OR ON VACANT LAND WITHIN
THE LIMITS OF THE MUNICIPALITY.

IN ADDITION, FEDERAL AID MAY BE SECURED IN THE FORM OF
LOANS TO LIMITED DIVIDEND HOUSING COMPANIES INTERESTED IN THE
CONSTRUCTION OF LOW-RENTAL HOUSING PROJECTS OR aﬁ THE PURCHASE
OF EXISTING BUILDINGS AND THE LAND UPON WHICH THEY ARE SITUATED
AND THEIR CONVERSION INTO LOW=~RENTAL HOUSING.

IT 1S EVIDENT FROM THE TERMS OF THE NATiONAL HousiNne AcT,
THAT IN ALL PHASES OF REDEVELOPMENT, PROJECTS MUST FIRST BE
INITIATED BY THE LOCAL AUTHORITY; THAT THE APPROVAL OF THE
PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT HAS TO BE SECURED; THAT PROVINCIAL

FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION MAY BE SECURED FOR A PORTION OF THE
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COST OF CARRYING OUT SUCH PROJECTS; AND THAT FEDERAL APPROVAL
OF SUCH PROJECTS 1S A BASIC CONDITION TO THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT'S
PARTICIPATION,

URBAN REDEYELOPMENT IN ALL FORMS MAY BE EFFECTED BY éRlVATE
ENTERPRISE WITHIN THE LIMITATIONS SET BY MUNICIPAL BY~LAWS
REGARDING PLANNING, ZONING, BUILDING ETC, IN THE CASE OF
HOUSING REDEVELOPMENT, PRIVATE ENTERPRISE MAY SECURE FEPERAL
HELP IN THE FORM OF INSURED LOANS REPRESENTING A VARYING
PROPORTION OF THE TOTAL CAPITAL COSTSe THE AMOUNT OF THE LOANS
IN INDIVIDUAL CASES IS DETERMINED BY THE CONSIDERATION OF
SEVERAL FACTORS, INCLUDING THME TYPE OF ACC@MMODAT;ON TO BE
PROVIDED AND THE RANGE OF PRICES AT WHICH THE ACCOMMODATION

1S TO BE RENTED,




APPRAISAL FACTORS

IN CITIES, THERE ARE GENERALLY TWO TYPES OF URBAN
PROBLEM AREAS., FIRST, THERE ARE THE SO~CALLED "BLIGHTED"
AREAS CENTERED AROUND THE DOWNTOWN BUSINESS AND [NDUSTRIAL
DISTRICTS; SECOND, THERE.ARE THE SUBSTANDARD AREAS ON THE
OUTLYING FRINGES OF THE c1TYe IN THE "BLIGHTED" ARéAs, ONE
FINDS THAT THE MAIN PROBLEMS ARE THOSE OF TRAFFIC CONGEST 10N,
HIGH POPULATION DENSITY, INFILTRATION OF COMMERCE AND |NDUSTRY
INTO RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS, LACK OF OPEN SPACES AND RECREATIONAL
FACILITIES, AND OUTDATED PUBLIC UTILITIES, THE PROBLEMS OF
THE SUBSTANDARD AREAS ON THE OUTSKIRTS OF THE CITY ARE USUALLY
DUE TO LACK OF PROPER SEWAGE SYSTEM, INADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY,
DRAINAGE DIFFICULTIES, POOR OR NO SIDEWALKS AND STREETS, AND
REMOTENESS FROM convenlanczs LIKE SCHOOLS, CHURCHES AND SHOPPING

CENTRES.

LOT SIZES

if HAS_BEEQ SEEN IN THE PAST THAT THE DESIRE TO MAKE
PROFITS FROM A PIECE OF LAND HAS RESULTED IN SMALL PLOTS AND
CRONDEé STRUCTURES., THIS WAS EVIDERT DURING THE PAST CENTURY
WHEN CITIES GREW AT A TREMENDOUS RATE DUE TO THE MIGRATION

OF PEOPLE TO THE URBAN AREAS.sh AT THAT TIME, LAND CROWDING

S¥see pace 8.
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WAS NOT GENERALLY CONSIDERED TO BE A HAZARD TO HEALTH AND A
CONTRIBUTOR TO "BLIGHT". HENCE, OVERCROWDING WAS INCREASED
BY PLANNING OF SMALL SUBDIVISIONS BY INDIVIDUALS. THE PEOPLE,
USED THEIR PROPERTY TO ITS FULLEST EXTENT WITHOUT CONSIDERING
THEIR NEIGHBOURS OR ADJACENT PROPERTIES. LARGER HOLDINGS
WERE AVAILABLE, IT IS TRUE, BUT ONLY TO THOSE WHO WERE ABLE
To AFFORD THEM AND THESE PEOPLE WERE RELATIVELY FEW IN
NUMBER.

LAND CROWDING 1S A HWINDRANCE TO THE HEALTH AND WELL=BEING
OF THE PEOPLE SUNCE IT RESULTS IN LACK OF AIR, LIGHT AND
SUNSHINE IN THE OWELLINGS THEMSELVES AS WELL AS IN THE
STREETS AND YARDS. IT ALSO REDUCES THE SIZE OF v@aos WHERE
NORMAL FAMILY ACTIVITIES COULD BE CARRIED ON.

IN A CROWDED AREA, THERE IS ALWAYS A THREAT OF FIRES AND
EPIDEMICS. CROWDING 1S ALSO ACCOMPANIED BY INCREASED NOISE
AND LACK OF PRIVACY., WHERE THE POPULATION IS DENSE, THE
RATE OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY IS ALSO HIGH AS CHILDREN ARE
NOT GIVEN THE OPPORTUNITY TO LEAD NORMAL LIVES.

LAND CROWDING REFERS TO THE CROWDING OF STRUCTURES ON
THE LAND AND TO THE HIGH POPULATION DENSITIES. FROM THE
HEALTH PétNT OF VIEW, ITS EFFECT 1S COMPARABLE TO THAT OF
OCCUPANCY IN INDIVIDUAL DWELLINGS WHERE ROOM SI1ZES ARE
INADEQUATE. HOWEVER, IT IS NECESSARY TO DISCUSS FURTHER
THE VARIOUS TYPES OF LAND CROWDING IN ORDER TO UNDERSTAND

THE OBSTACLES WHICH THEY PRESENT TO NORMAL EVERYDAY LIVING,




THE RAT10 BETQEEN THE LAND COVERED BY STRUCTURES AND THE
TOTAL LAND AREA DETERMINES WHAT PORTION OF THE OPEN SPACES
CAN BE USED FOR GARDENS, OUTDOOR RECREATION ETC. THEREFORE,
THIS BECOMES .THE BASIC ELEMENT IN THE APPRAISAL OF LAND
CROWD INGe BUT GENERALLY, THE DATA ON LINEAL FOOT FRONTAGE
WOULD GIVE A FAIRLY GOOD INDICATION OF LAND CROWDING.

To=DAY, CITY PLANNERS HAVE SHOWN THAT GOOD SITE PLANNING

WILL INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF OPEN SPACES AT HIGH DENSITY LEVELS,.

FOR EXAMPLE, WELL-DESIGNED APARTMENT BLOCKS AND ROW HOUSES
ELIMINATE DARK, DINGY ROOMS, NARROW DRIVEWAYS AND OTHER

UNDESIRABLE QUALITIES WHICH ACCOMPANY CROWDED HOUSING UNITS.

AGE OF BUILDINGS
THE AGE OF A BUILDING GIVES INFORMATION WHICH REFLECTS
THE CONDITIONS OF THE TIME IN WHICH IT WAS BUILT AND DEPENDS
LARGELY ON THE DISTRICT WHERE THE DWELLING 1S LOCATED. FOR
INSTANCE, WARTIME HOUSING 1S SITUATED IN VARIOUS PARTS OF A
‘CITY AND HAS DEFINITE CHARACTERISTCS. THE HOUSING WAS PUT
UP AS AN EMERGENCY MEASURE AND BUILT VERY CHEAPLY.SS WHEN
TIMES WERE GOOD, MA&Y EXCLUSIVE HOMES WERE BUILT. TO=DAY,
MAY OF THEM ARE STILL VERY WELL KEPT WHILE OTHERS HAVE BEEN
CONVERTED INTO MULTIPLE DWELLING USE. WITH GOVERNMENT

LEGISLATION ENTERING INTO THE PICTURE, CERTAIN REGULATIONS

Dsee pace 24
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WERE SET UP, AND DWELLINGS CONSTRUCTED UNDER THESE TERMS ARE

USUALLY VERY SATISFACTORY.

LAND USE

IN ALL PLAMNING WORK, LAND USE INFORMATION 1S OF VITAL
IMPORTANCE AND s USED MOST FREQUENTLY. THE EXISTING PATTERN
OF LAND USES IN AN URBAN AREA PROVIDES THE BASIS FOR WHICH
A DEVELOPMENT PLAN 1S DERIVED., THE LAND USE SURVEY»SUPPLIES
THE DATA REQUIRED IN DEFINING THESE EXISTING PATTERNS AND
PROVIDES INFORMATION ON THE TYPES AND INTENSITY OF LAND AND
BUILDING USES,

LAND USE INFORMATION 1S NOT RESTRICTED TO URBAN PLANNING
STUDIES ALONE., IT IS FUNDAMENTAL TO STURIES OF RESIDENTIAL
NE | GHBOURHOODS , CENT#AL AND OUTLYING BUSINESS AREAS AND
ORGANIZED OR PLANNED INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS. |T ALSO SERVES
AS A BASIC REFERENCE FOR REDEVELOPMENT AND RE“ABILITAT‘ON

PLANS UNDER FEDERALLY AIDED RENEWAL PROGRAMS.

OVERCROWD ING

THE CURTIS REPORT USES ONE PERSON PER ROOM AS A REASONABLE
DIVIDING LINE BETWEEMN ADEQUATE AND INADEQUATE REQUIREMENTS
FOR HEALTH, PRIVACY, AND couv:unsuca.56 A ROOM AS A UNIT

OF MEASUREMENT IS NOT AN EXACT STANDARD BUT IT CONSTITUTES

T

56ADV|soav COMMITTEE ON RECONSTRUCTION, OP. CiT., P. 92,




A FAIRLY CO&SERVATIVE’BASIS FOR ESTIMATES OF OVERCROWDING
APPLICABLE TO MOST CITIES. |

OVERCROWD ING AMONG LOW INCOME FAMILIES IS CONSIDERABLY
GREATER THAN AMONG THE MIDDLE OR HIGHER INCOME GROUPS.
NEVERTHELESS, OVERCROWDING EXISTS AMONG ALMOST ALL SIZES OF
FAMILY. |T BECOMES QUITE MARKED FOR FAMILIES OF FIVE OR MORE.
IT 1S EVIDENT THAT THE PRESENT HOUSING SUPPLY WILL BE INADEQUATE

FOR THE ABOVE=AVERAGE SIZE FAMILIES IN THE FUTURE.

LANDSCAP ING

PROPER'LANDSCAP!NG OF INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 1S AN IMPORTANT
FACTOR IN USING THE PéOPERT? TO ITS BEST ADVANTAGEQ THE
LOCATION OF A DWELLING ON THE LOT SHOULD BE CONSIPERED IN
RELATION TO THE STREET, LOT LINE, AND ADJACENT BUILLDINGS,
LANDSCAPING DEPENDS LARGELY ON THE LAYOUT OF THE HOME IF
A PLEASANT VIEW 1S TO BE OBTAINED FROM wnnnowé._ An
ATTRACTIVE YARD COULD BE OBTAINED BY PROPER LOCATION OF
SHADE TREES, HEDGES, FLOWER BEDS, AND WALKS. GOOD LAKDSCAPING
SHOULD INEVITABLY IMPROVE THE OVERALL STREET APPEARANCE
ESPECIALLY WHERE BUILDING LINES ARE UNIFORM AND WHERE BUILDINGS
ARE SIMILAR IN CONSTRUCTION. A COﬁBINATlON OF WELL KEPT
FRES'DENTIAL PROPERTIES AND BGULEVARD.PLANTIﬁG TEND TO PRODUCE

A VERY ATTRACTIVE NEIGHBOURHOOD.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIONS OF A DWELLING

DEPRECIATION OF GENERAL HOUSING SUPPLY HAS INCREASED IN
MANY AREAS. THIS HAS OCCURRED NOT IN PHYSICAL TERMS OF
CRACKED WALLS ETCe., BUT IN REDUCTION OF VALUE., THE CAUSES
ARE NOT ONLY DUE TO THE CHANGING PATTERNS OF URBAN RESIDENTIAL
AREAS BUT ALSO TO THE FINANCIAL.INABILITY OF LANDLORDS OR
OWNERS TO KEEP HOUSES IN PROPER MAINTENANCE. "A SLUM AREA
IS ONE IN WHICH THE MAJORITY OF RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL, AND
INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS ARE IN A DILAPIDATED STATE, WITH ONLY
A MINIMUM OF REPAIRS, IF ANY AT ALL, BEING UNDERTAKEN, "D [

IN THIS AREA, THE VALUE OF PROPERTY HAS GONE SO LOW THAT

fHE LAND 1S WORTH MORE THAN THE STRUCTURE. RENTS FOR BUILDINGS

IN SLUM AREAS ARE VERY LOW, CAUS ING THE POOREST FAMILIES TO
GATHER. THE DISTRICT SURROUNDING THIS AREA IS ALSO AFFECTED
AS THE MIDDLE=CLASS PEOPLE TEND TO MOVE OUT,

THE EVIDENCE THAT A LARGE NUMBER OF OLD HOUSES LACK MODERN
CONVENIENCES INDICATES THAT REPLACEMENT OR REBUILDING HAS
NOT GONE AS FAR AS IT SHQULD IN THE MAJOR CITIES. STATISTICS
SHOW THAT APPROXIMATELY ONE~FIFTH OF ALL DWELLINGS IN URBAN
CANADA EITHER LACK COMPLETELY OR PROVIDE ONLY SHARED USE OF
FLUSH TOILETS.58

NOT EVERY SUBSTANDARD DWELLING HAS TO BE REPLACED BECAUSE

57ABVISORY'C0MMITTEE ON RECONSTRUCTION, OP., CIT,, P, 101,

58'5'0" Pe 1020




OF PHYSICAL DEFECTS; IN MANY CASES, THESE HOUSES COULD BE
BROUGHT UP TO THE MINIMUM STANDARD BY IMPROVEMENTS AND NEW

INSTALLATIONS.

NE | GHBOURHOOD

IT CAN . BE PLAINLY SEEN THAT SLUMS AND "BLIGHT" AREAS
ARE PARTIALLY RELATED TO THE INTERMIXTURE oF nzstoéurnAL,
COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS. IN THESE DISTRICTS ARE
FOUND HIGH RATES OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY, PHYSICAL oerzaconATion,
DECREAS ING POEULATIQN AND HIGH RATES OF DEPENDENCY, To-oAY;
ZONING REGULATIONS ARE SET UP AS A LEGAL INSTRUMENT FOR
PRESERVING THE NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER. THE MIXTURE OF
-LAND USES TENDS TO LEAD TO INSTABILITY OF USE AND ENDS IN
THE GRADUAL DETERIORATION AND OBSOLESCENCE OF RESIDENTIAL
AREAS. THIS 1S READILY SEEN IN DOWNTOWN DISTRICTS WHERE
LIGHT INDUSTRIES AND SMALL SHOPS MAVE CREPT IN. EVEN THE
" EXISTENCE OF ISOLATED COMMERCIAL ESTABLISHMENTS AMONGST
RESIDENTIAL BLOCKS TENDS TO LOWER THE CHARACTER OF THE
NE | GHBOURHOOD «

THERE ARE MANY OPINIONS AS TO WHAT A RESIDENTIAL
NE IGHBOURHOOD 1S = FROM THE PHYSICAL, SOCIAL, AND ECONOMIC
POINTS OF VIEW = AND WHETHER ANY OF THESE DIFFERENT CONCEPTS
ARE REALIZABLE.' HOME LIFE INCLUDES MUCH MORE THAN A DECENT
LIVING Aang&eaqgur WITHIN THE FOUR WALLS OF A HOUSE. IT
,ALS& DEPENDS ON THE OUTDOOR SPACE AVAILABLE; THE ATTRACTIONS

AND HAZARDS OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD; THE RECREATIONAL FACILITIES
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AND THE CIVIC; SOCIAL AND RELIGIOUS ACTIVITIES OF THE

NE IGHBOURHOOD; THME KINDS OF PEOPLE IN THE AREA (AND THE WAYS
THEY COME IN CONTACT WITH ONE ANOTHER); THE WAYS IN WHICH THE
CHILDREN GET TO SCHOOL, AND THE BREADQINNER GETS‘TO WORKe.

A GOOD NEIGHBOURHOOD 1S ONE WHICH IS SO FORMED AS ToO

PROVIDE THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT WHERE PEO?LE CAN FIND
FRIENDLINESS, RELAXATION, CéNVENIENCE AND SAFETY AS WELL AS
THE OPPORTUNITY TO CO=OPERATE IN CIVIC AND SOCIAL ACTIVITIES

ON A MANAGEABLE SCALE.

NUISANCES AND HAZARDS

WﬁILE THE CHARACTER OF THE ENVIBONMENT 1S AFFECTED BY
THE MERE OCCURRENCE 0F>M|XED LAND USE, THE DEGéEE TO WHICH
NUISANCES ARE PRODUCED BY DIFFERENT INDUSTRIAL OR COMMERCIAL
ESTABLISHMENTS DEPENDS ON A FEW CONTROLLING FACTORS. SOME
OF THESE FACTORS ARE: THEvTYPE>OF MANUFACTURING PROCESS,
THE KIND OF FUEL CONSUMED, THE NATURE OF MATERIALS HANDLED,
SOUND INSULATION, FIRE CONTROLS, AND FACTORY CONSTRUCTION.
OTHER NUISANCES WHICH ARE PRESENT ARE DUE TO THE TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM, SURFACE FLOODING AND INADEQUATE BASIC COMMUNITY

FACILITIES,




TYPES - OF ~ NUISANCES AND ‘HAZARDSYY

A)

o

No1SE AND VIBRATION:

THEY ARE DUE TO INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL
ESTABLISHMENTS SUCH AS AUTO BODY WORKS AND FOUNDRIES
AND HAVE A HARMFYL EFFECT ON THE‘ﬁUMAN NERVOUS SYSTEM,
IN CASES SUCH AS THESE, PARTICULAR ATTENTION SHOULD BE
GIVEN TO SLEEP DISTURBANCE B* NOISES AT NIGHT,

OBJECTIONABLE ODOURS:

SLAUGHTER HOUSES AND CHEMICAL PLANTS ETC.,
CONTRIBUTE TO POLLUTION OF THE ATMOSPHERE. ALTHOUGH
ONE BECOMES IMMUNE TO ODOURS, 1T HAS BEEN PROVEN THAT
EXPOSURE TO UNPLEASANT ODOUR RESULTS IN LACK OF APPETITE
AND NAUSEA. THIS NUISANCE HAS A PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECT

ON THE PEOPLE AND SHOULD NOT BE NEGLECTED.

"Fire AND ExPLOS1ON HAZARDS:

ESTABLISHMENTS SUCH AS MUNITIONS AND CHEMICAL
PLANTS ARE A MENACE TO THE PUBLIC IF FIRE PROTECT‘ON
IS POOR. LARGE QUANMTITIES OF COMBUSTIBLE MATERIAL
WHICH ARE INADEQUATELY STORED ETC., ARE OBVIOUS SOURCES
OF FIRE HAZARD.

VERMIN, RODENTS AND OTHER INSECTS:

JUNK YARDS, REFUSE DUMPS, POORLY KEPT FOOD STORES,

INSANITARY VACANT LOTS AND DILAPIDATED STRUCTURES

59AMER|¢AN PuBLic HEALTH ASSOCIATION, AN APPRAISAL FOR MEASURING
THE QuALITY oF Housing, Part 111, ppP. O=11,
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E)

ARE ALL CEﬁTREé OF ﬁOSQUITO BREEDING AND‘QHRONICléAT
INFESTIATION. lﬁ THE LONG RBN; THEY NﬁLLIFY EFFORTS
TO MAINTAIN THE‘RESlDENTIAL YARDS OF THE NE IGHBOURHOOD
IN CLEAN CONDITION.

SMOKE OR DusT:

SMOKE AND DUST HAVE BEEN A MATTER OF CONCERN
TO CITY OFFICIALS AND OWNERS OF INDUSTRY, AS WELL
AS TO PUBLIC HEALTH WORKERS WHO HAVE TRIED TO SHOW

THE RELATION BETWEEN THESE NUISANCES AND RESPIRATORY

 DISEASES. [N ADDITION TO BEING A HEALTH HAZARD,

SMOKE AND DUST INCREASE THE WORK REQUIRED TO KEEP
THE HOME CLEAN.

STREET AND RAILROAD TRAFFIC:

NO OTHER ELEMENT OF THE CITY PLAN IS MORE ,
OBSOLETE AND FURTHER BEHIND MODERN TECHNOLOGICAL
ADVANCES THAN THE PRESENT STREET SYSTEM. THE MAJOR
ARTERIES ARE WHOLLY INADEQUATE TO CARRY THE NECESSARY
LOAD AND THEIR DESIGN lﬁ RELATION TO RESIDENTIAL
NE |GHBOURHOODS, DATING FROM THE HORSE~AND=BUGGY DAYS,
IS NOT ADJUSTED TO MODERN TRAFFIC. THESE FACTORS
TEND TO PRESENT ACCIDENT HAZARDS AS WELL AS NOISE ..
AND VIBRATION NUISANCES. STREET WIDTH, TRAFFIC

CONTROLS, AND PARKING ARE CONTRIBUTORY FACTORS, BUT

THE MOST IMPORTANT SOURCE OF HAZARDS IS THE TYPE AND

DENSITY OF TRAFFIC.




L3

THE STREETS WITH HEAVY TRAFFIC DEFINITELY HAVE
A DETERIORATING EFFECT UPON ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL
AREAS. EVEN IN EXCLUSIVE RESIDENTIAL AREAS, THE
HOUSES ALONG MAJOR TRAFFIC ARTERIES SHOW SIGNS OF
A DOWNWARD TREND, THIS 1S REFLECTED BY CONVERSION
OF OLD ONE-FAMILY DWELLINGS INTO ROOMING HOUSES,
TOURIST Héuszs, DOCTOR'S OFFICES.ETC., STILL MéRE
DIRECT SYMPTOMS ARE RESTAURANTS, GARAGES, CAR DEALERS
AND SUPER MARKETS o

AT ONE TIME, INDUSTRIES WERE BUILT NEAR RAILROADS
AND WATER FRONTAGES DUE TO NECESSITY. BUT SINCE
TRUCKING OFFERS ALTERNATIVE AND MORE FLEXIBLE
TRANSPORTATION AND SINCE STREET FRONTAGES HAVE
ADDITIONAL ADVERTISING VALUE, INDUSTRIAL ESTABLISHMENTS
TEND TO LOCATE MORE ALONG CONVENIENT ARTERIAL ROADS
WITHOUT ANY REGARD FOR ADJACENT RESIDENTIAL AREAS,
THE DETERIORATING INFLUENCE OF RAILRdAo LINES,
TERMINALS, AND SWITCHYARDS UPON A RES IDENTIAL
NE | GHBOURHOOD CAN BE NOTICED BY ANY cASUAL OBSERVER
LOOKING OUT OF A TRAIN WINDOW. AS IN TQE CASE OF
MAJOR TRAFFIC ARTERIES, LARGE INDUSTRIES GRAVITATE
TOWARD RAILROAD TERMINALS, SO THAT ENVIRONMENTAL
INFLUENCES REACH BEYOND THE IMMEDIATE NUISANCES

CREATED BY RAILROADS.,




G) ALR TRAFFIC:

H)

f

AIRPLANES bESERVE THE IR SHARE Of CONSIDERATION.
WITH INCREASED SIZE AND CARRYING CAPACITY, THEY
REQUIRE LONGER DISTANCES TO RISE TO A HEIGHT WHERE
THEIR NOISE BECOMES LESS OBJUECTIONABLE. BUT SINCE
IT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE TO DEMOLISH ALL HOUSING
WITHIN A LARGE RADIUS OF AN AIRPORT, IT SEEMS
UNREALISTIC TO CONDEMN ALL DWELLINGS LOCATED IN THIS
ZoNE., HOWEVER, AN AREA WlTﬁlN A REASONABLE RADIUS
SHOULD BE MAINTAINED CLEAR OF RESIDENCES AS MORE
NOISE 1S NOTICEABLE ﬁEAR THE HANGARS WHERE ENGINES
ARE TESTED AND WARMED UP BEFORE THE TAKE=OFF.
CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO AREAS EXPOSED TO
POSSIBILITIES OF CRASH LANDINGS.

SURFACE FLOODING:

FROM AN ENVIRONMENTAL POINT OF VIEW, AREAS LIABLE

TO PERIODIC FLOODING PRESENT A DIRECT THREAT TO THE
HEALTH AND SAFETY OF THE PUBLIC. SURFACE FLOODING
DUE TO RIVERS OR HIGH GROUND WATER TABLE IS A WELL
KNOWN PROBLEM N LOW=LYING AREAS, BUT REMEDIAL FLOOD
CONTROL SCHEMES ARE USUALLY PUT INTO OPERATION ONLY

WHEN THESE FLOODS ARE PUBLICIZED,

1) GLARE AT NIGHT:

Tuis MAY BE DUE TO LARGE ADVERTISING SIGNS,

FLOOD LIGHTS, ILLUMINATED COMMERCIAL DRIVEWAYS ETC.
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J)

THIS TYPE OF NUISANCE IS NOT AS FREQUENT AS OTHERS,
BUT WHEREVER RESIDENCES FACE DIRECT SOURCES OF GLARE,
SLEEP DISTURBANCES MAY OCCUR.

MoralL HAZARDS:

| THESE MAY RESULT FROM A NSIGHBOURHOOD WHERE
THERE ARE TAVERNS, BARS, LIQUOR STORES, BROTHELS,
AND OTHER UNFAVORABLE ESTABLISHMENTS AND THEY
OEFINITELY CREATE MORAL HAZARDS TO THE YOUNGER
GENERATION. POSS;BLE INCREASE IN DELINQUENCY RATES
AND HEAVY COSTS OF POLICING WiLL BE THE ULTIMATE

RESULT IN SUCH A NEIGHBOURHOOD.

I NADEQUATE RECREATIONAL FACILITIES:
ADEQUATE PRIMARY SCHOOLS, CHILDRENS' PLAYGROUNDS
AND PUBLIC PARKS LOCATED WITHIN CONVENIENT AND SAFE

WALKING DISTANCE FROM HOMES ARE ESSENTIAL TO THE

WELL~BALANCED LIFE OF A NEIGHBOURHOOD. LACK OF

PLAYGROUNDS IN CONGESTED AREAS RESULTS IN CHILDREN

PLAYING IN STREETS WHERE THEY ARE EXPOSED TO TRAFFIC

"ACCIDENTS. HOWEVER, IF PLAYGROUNDS ARE TOO REMOTE

OR CAN ONLY BE REACHED BY CROSSING DANGEROUS TRAFFIC
ARTERIES, THE PARENTS WILL NOT PERMIT THEIR CHILDREN
TO PLAY THERE AND THE USEFULNESS OF THESE FACILITIES
WILL BE DECREASED.

WELL KEPT COMMUNITY FACILITIES GIVE A SENSE OF

SATISFACTION AND PRIDE TO THE RESIDENTS OF THAT:




DISTRICT, ACT AS STABILIZING INFLUENCE ON THE
NE IGHBOURHOOD, AND OFFER OPPORTUNITIES FOR SOCIAL

INTERCOURSE o

bk



THE APPRAISAL - TECHNIQUE

THE AMERICAN PuBLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION'S APPRAISAL
TECHNIQUE IS PROBABLY THE MOST PRECISE AND COMPREHENSIVE TYPE
OF SURVEY FOR USE IN THE Rss(benrlAL AREAS. |IT EMPLOYS A
PENALTY SCORING SYSTEM APPLIED ITEM FOR ITEM FOR VARIOUS
FEATURES IN THE DWELLING AND ITS SURROUND INGS THAT HAVE
BEEN FOUND TO BE SUBJECTED TO URBAN "BLIGHT". IT CAN BE
USED TO MEASURE BOTH THE EXTENT OF DEVIATION FROM MIKNIMUM
STANDARDS A&o THE DETAILED NATURE OF HOUSING CONDITIONS WHICH
AFFECT THE HEALTH, s@rsiv OR THE ESSENTIAL LIVEABILITY OF
DWELLINGS AND THE IR NEIGHBOURHOOD.

UNDER THE APHA TECHNIQUE, TWO SEPARATE APPRAISALS ARE
MADE = FIRST, OF THE DWELLING CONDITIONS AND SECOND, OF THE
QUALITY OF ENVIRONMENT., THE FIRST IS BASED ON AN INDIVIDUAL
DWELLING UNIT BASIS AND CONSIDERS SUCH ITEMS AS DETERIORATION,
MA INTENANCE AND STATE OF REPAIR, SAFETY AND SANITATION
FACTORS, ADEQUACY OF HEATING AND Lleaviucgﬁ DEGREE OF ROOM
cnowpmé ETCe THE SECOND CONSISTS OF |fzms ;sucn AS LAND
CROWDING, ADEQUACY OF WATER AND SEWERAGE FACILITIES IN THE
BLOCK, ADEQUACY OF SCHOOLS, RECREATION AREAS, AND OTHER
COMMUNITY FACILITIES IN THE AREA, AND THE EXTENT OF HAZARDS
AND NUISANCES IN THE AREA FROM TRAFFIC, RAILROADS AND |NonSTév.

THE SCORES OBTAINED FROM THE TWO SEPARATE APPRAISALS ARE

COMBINED TO GIVE A "HousINe SCORE". TABLE 1V sHows THE RANGE




TABLE:1V: SUMMARY OF GRADATIONS IN HOUSING QUALITY UNDER

APHA APPRAISAL TECHNIQUE 69

GRADATION OF QUALITY ENV IRONMENTAL DWELLING TOTAL HOUSING

SCORE SCORE SCORE
A - Exc;LiENT Te>Gooa 0~-19 0 - 29 0 - kg
B = AccepTABLE 20 - 39 .30 - 59 50 - 99
C ~ QUESTIONABLE 4o - 59 60 - 89 100 - 149
D - SUBSTANDARD 60 - 79 90 - 119 150 - 199
E - UNFiT For HABITIATION >80 & over 120 & over 200 & oveRr

60

CHAPIN, OP., CIT., P. 236
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OF QUALITIES POSSIBLE IN THE USE OF THE TECHNIQUE, INDICATING
THE CORRESPOND ING RANGE OF PENALTY SCORES FOR EACH OF THE
DWELLING AND E&VIRoNMzNTAL SCHEDULES AND ALSO FOR THE
COMBINATION OF BOTHs. DISTRICTS WITH GRADE E SCORES USUALLY
FALL INTO A CLASS WHICH 1S READY FOR CLEARANCE WHILE THOSE
WITH GRADE C TEND TO BE CLASSIFIED AS REHABILITATION AREAS.
GRADE D AREAS MAY BE ASSIGNED TO REHABILITATION OR CLEARANCE,
DEPENDING ON THE NATURE OF ITEMS, AND GRADE A AND BkAREAS
WILL USUALLY FALL INTO THE CONSERVATION CATEGORY.

THE CHIEF ADVANTAGES OF PENALTY SCORES ARE THE IR ECONOMY
IN EXPRESSING COMPLEX RELATIONSHIPS, AND THE EASE WITH WHICH
THEY CAN BE USED FOR COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS. WITHOUT A
RATING SYSTEM, EVEN THE MOST COMPLETE TABULATION OF INDIVIDUAL
DEFICIENCIES FAILS TO DISCLOSE READILY THOS AREAS OR
DWELLINGS WHICH CONTAIN THE WORST COMBINATIONS OF CONDITIONS,
THUS FAILING TO PROVIDE THE SUMARY MEASUREMENT FOR A
DISCRIMINATING POLICYs. ON THE OTHER HAND, INTERPRETATION OF
SCORES WILL GIVE A CLEAR PICTURE OF BOTH THE SPECIFIC NATURE
AND RELATIVE STANDING OF THE AREAS STUDIED. THE CLASSIFICATION
oF Nsleusbuéaooos INTO QUALITY GRADES STILL FURTHER CONDENSES
THE EXPRESSION OF RESULTS AND PROVIDES CONVENIENT CATEGORIES
FOR COMPARATIVE STUDY.

THE APHA APPRAISAL TECHNIQUE CAN BE USED FOR EITHER A
COMPLETE HOUSE~TO~HOUSE SURVEY OF AN URBAN AREA OR A SAMPLING

- OF AN AREA., FOR/'THE PURPOSE OF THIS THESIS, THE WHOLE OF THE
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CiTYy OF WINNIPEG WAS COVERED, BUT ONLY A FEW TYPICAL DWELLINGS
CHARACTERISTIC OF AN AREA WERE SURVEYED TO GIVE A GENERAL
PICTURE OF THE HOUSING SITUATION.

AFTER STUDYING APPRAISAL TECHNIQUES USED IN OTHER SURVEYS,
A-TENTATIVE SCHEDULEIUSING ITEMS DISCUSSED IN THE LAST CHAPTER
WAS DRAWN UP AND TESTED. THE SCHEDULE PROVED QUITE sarlsEAcronv
AND 1S sHOWN IN TAVLE V., THE HOUSING QUALITIES WERE GRADED
FROM A To D. GRADES A AND B USUALLY FELL INTC THE CONSERVATION
CLASS WHILE ALL OF D WERE READY FOR CLEARANCE OR REDEVELOPMENT.
PARTs OF GRADE B AND ALL OF GRADE C FELL INTO A CLASS REQUIRING
;REHAéILITATlON.

OF THE NINE ITEMS IN THE SCHEDULE, PARTS 5,6,8 AND 9 WERE
CONDUCTED AS A "WINDSHIELD SURVEY". THIS PROVED QUITE
SUCCESSFUL AS TYPICAL HOUSES WITHIN A DISTRICT WERE SPOTTED
EASILY BY DRIVING UP AND DOWN THE STREETS., THESE ITEMS WERE
RECORDED AS THE PROCEDURE WAS CARRIED QUT WHILE THE REMAINING
INFORMATION WAS READILY AVAILABLE IN THE CITY OF WINNIPEG
ASSESSMENT DEPARTMENT.

SURVEY DISTRICTS WERE DIVIDED ACCORDING TO THE POLLING
DISTRICTS USED BY THE CITY OF WINNIPEG. THIS GAVE A CLEAR
Picruas OF THE POPULATION TREND AND SIMPLIFIED THE PROCEDURE
FOR LOOKING UP THE ASSESSMENT choans; THE DIVISIONS OF THE
DISTRICTS ARE INDICATED IN THE ACCOMPANYING MAP. TABLE VI

SHOWS THE APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR THE SURVEY.




TABLE V: - APPRAISAL TECHNIQUE USED FOR SURVEY
3 POINTS 2 POINTS 1 POINT 0 POINTS
1) LOT SIZE UP TO 29° 130 TO 39! Yo' TO 49t 50 AND OVER

2) AGE OF BLDG.  UP TO 1900 1901 -'1920 1921 - 1940 1941 TO 1958

3) LAND USE MULTIFAMILY 3 FAMILY 2 FAMILY 1 FAMILY

k) CROWDING OVER 1.5/R0OM 1.1 - 1.4/ROOM 0.7 - 1.0/ROOM LESS THAN .6/RM

5) LANDSCAPING  NONE FAIR | AVERAGE  GOOD

6) PHYSICAL POOR FAIR 'GOOD EXCELLENT
CONDITION

7) SANITARY POOR  FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT
CONDITION

8) NE1GHBOURHOOD  POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT

9) NUISANCES HEAVY CONSIDERABLE ~ MODERATE LIGHT

CLASSIFICATION BASED ON TOTAL PENALTY SCORES:

A: O TO 6 INCLUSIVE -~ EXCELLENT TO GOOD

B: 7 TO 13 INCLUSIVE = ACCEPTABLE TO QUESTIONABLE
14 TO 20 INCLUSIVE - SUBSTANDARD

o
3]

21 TO 27 INCLUSIVE =~ UNFIT FOR HABITATION

D:




TABLE V1.
APPRA ISAL INFORMAT|ON SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER........

FACTORS CONSIDERED 1...,.........5.....,
1) LOT SizE 1 PP ...
2) AGE OF BUILDING -3 e,
'3) LAND USE 3)
4) OVERCROWD ING )

5) LANDSCAPING ) FE U
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6).
7) SANITARY CONDITION 4 PO e
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8)eeiiii i
9) NUISANCES 9)..... Ceeseereeenay.
| TOTAL SCORE....vvu.,.

9).;."..‘.:"...’.... 9..
TOTAL SCORE.......... TOTAL SCORE....... .

REMARKS,,,;.._,..;...,.}...,V,.,,.,,,“..,.,.”,...

L A A N Y

G}

5),.},,}}..;.,.,,....

) T

7o PECUTRTOR
) PO S

9:)?'.0_-:--.--....-.._;.-

)
)
10 PE U
)
)
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIzE

2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

‘4) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION
7) SANITARY CONDITION
8)’NE1GHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

=282 Ein it
1)..%??51... ..... Lo,
2y A2 .. P

; At
9).TEF T eenas 2,..
- TOTAL SCORE...... z..
REMARKS,./ééz,ff%:naﬁ.

--------

oooooooooooooooooooo

.28 . 2.
2). 25 .. °,
3) eS8
W /
5). eseA. L
6 el i, 2
eSS, ¢
8).55%1ﬁff<......./
9) Aratietale 7.,

“

-------------------

DI X S, e

2). AZ25 . .......0

R
75

W.oooAZ ...,

8 ..%.,....'."0."
9}...f%€<1¢7 ..... /...
TOTAL SCORE...... ¥..

. LU I I A I I A I I I B AT B A A )

e 20 2,
2)-0(-2"%?-’-.0.‘.’-01000
> o

R i T e.
8). el /..
TOTAL SCORE.......5..
A et ahe
1eedd @i 0.
2) . APEL . 2
3).4%ﬁ2§24%ﬁ.... O g
-
)-l'_)...;..'.s‘.’-........o.
5). EETH LY
6). Fe=hnn. ... /..
7).Cj%ffﬁfi.‘.,. e
8). 7R
9). ot ... 7.,
TOTAL SCORE......>...

e -b0 L 0208000000000 080r0s00000000000es0508000s




APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..e%r. ..

FACTORS CONSIDERED

LOT SIZE

AGE OF BUILDING
LAND USE
OVERCROWD ING
LANDSCAP NG
PHYSICAL CONDITION

SANITARY CONDITION

'NE |GHBOURHOOD

NU1SANCES

oooooooooooooooooooo

oooooooooooooooooo

------------------

NI A
5). Attt

L AT -
7).../9.«*:’.(, ...... ..
8). 7, z..
9). it 7
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 ARPRATSAL [INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

FACTORS CONS IDERED

1)

LOT SIZE
AGE OF BUILDING
LAND USE
OVERCROWD I NG
LANDSCAP ING
PHYSICAL CONDITION
SANITARY CONDITION
NE | GHBOURHOOD

NU1SANCES

6) TS ‘.
7). S °.
8) w5 a.

23




ARPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..,%7...

FACTORS CONS DERED =5 WZM/Z?r R A 4
1) LOT SIZE )25 i, e )RS
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). A7 ... LR 2B 2.
3) LAND USE - g 3%470/" 3)6—*—‘%/@ ....... 2.,
4) OVERCROWDING 4)_.__.%_( .......... . M)Z“O

5) LANDSCAPING 5). fomre, 2. 5)/&—«/» ...... ..
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)//&% ....... 2.6 .. 2.

7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)/% ....... Z.. 7)/@‘*’ ...... 2.
8) NE |GHBOURHOOD 8)/«M ....... 2. B)y‘»«L ...... ..

9) NUISANCES 9) . Grrmeterrttr, 2, 9)/@*'«;?“>
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...f?T..

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWD ING

LANDSCAP ING

) ; SR
) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)..2/é?%+f%......:%. 6).uﬁfﬁffff% ...... 2.

7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)..)/<L»4<@ ...... TN AR LLLLRL
) -l
)

7
NE | GHBOURHOOD 8).;Z;?frrf§......ff. 8).;,44%frff.......

NU I SANCES 9) ..l ll 2. 9).ermTmetAts,

9) Gerrestirtte, 2 | 9),.Em5F
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|

APPRAISAL |NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY 2

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER... S, ..

i ) i b
FACTORS CONSIDERED o 5L et dos
1) Lot S?ZE '
2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE |

4) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAP ING . " 5)37(4%?7;...

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION O) A2 6).>,44%f<%.......1%.
7) SANIT@RY CONDITION 7).>,44%ff?« ....... . 7).2¢4§?f7@' ....... 2.
8) NE |GHBOURHOOD 8)‘245;*?%@“1f"'7%‘ 8).2,4§ﬁ1<§,.....;?;.

: > 2 . —l
9) NUISANCES 9).Gorrertarn s, 9). EeTEt et L

zrn y & - | : s
9)7“7%9',00{07.-0 9).9.o ,.{{_‘.‘..'.'ff 9)?-%0"{»0.-.-0‘00
TOTAL SCORE......7.. TOTAL SCORE.....<%%.  TOTAL SCORE..... .-

-

REMARKS.MQ ycooo'.uooop:’u ----- M o%y.o ------ sas e v
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APPRA1SAL |NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR ‘SURVEY

POLL ING DIV ISION NUMBER../.Z.._

FACTORS CONS IDERED | /f/f Condoeie _ Zm(A/ﬂ’Kwa
1) LOT SIZE 1.eze .l e .. 8208,
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). ALESD Q. 2)..F28. ..., 2.
3) LAND USE ' 3)@»;75'«0 3)&»;?/«0
4) OVERCROWD NG n....Z AT A s L8
5) LANDSCAPING 5) erttmei. . S)Z“"Q”
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6). ... ... 8. 6)’.%...‘..;:./.-».
7) SANITARY CONDITION [ s PP 2, 7);’—»&?/
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8) e °.  8).:tne ‘.‘j.......‘.‘.)-..'
9) NUISANCES 9) et nZe .. 9) ;. At <




APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...Z...

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6).;,¢§;%&4% ...... 2.
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)..)/4;?f%;1 ..... =,
8) NE |GHBOURHOOD 8)..é;§%ﬁf1€3 ...... Z.
9) NUISANCES 9) orreral, .. /.,
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S .
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER

FACTORS CONSIDERED

1) LOT SIZE

M

AGE OF BUILDING

(@)

LAND USE

=

LANDSCAPING

(8}

)
)
)
) OVERCROWD ING
)
)

6

7) SANITARY CONDITION

PHYSICAL CONDITION

8) NE 1GHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

055 .. e
2). 4527 . A
3BT 2.
w252
5).. ., t 2.

LR AL I A A B A BN Y )

2, Canler,
DA A
2). A8EE . ... Q.
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7).244;?f7@1 ....... -
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APPRATSAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...Z2..

~ FACTORS CONS {DERED A, /A@% /"‘/”/*‘L‘Z‘“"
1) LOT sizE .52 c.. 1)525"
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). L2E7 . e ) APSB L .
3) LAND USE 3)/*%@" 3)“"7“’0
4) oveRcRowD ING h).....}.//f.’. .......... M)Z’/
5) LANDSCAPING 5)/4‘»': ....... =z, 5)/«/V ....... 2.,
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6) tedsri 8. 6).rerien... ... 0.
7) SANITARY CONDI!TION AR e P A SR g,
8) NE |GHBOURHOOD 8). %S ... O 8). s, ... .8,

9) NUISANCES 9). ez Ll 0 9) Arrrbetale, /.

--------------




61

APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER....Z..

FACTORS CONS{DERED | :.A@%ﬁbﬁﬂ.})é%éiaQZEZ ' .l;f{F%f?f..4<%??¥???§/
1) LOT SIZE | D72 2N Lo HEs
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2).. 4852, ...... R 2)/.9?’70
3) LAND USE 3),¢eeé;z4%:...;;;ff., 3).5%?;;?4?%1 ..... S,
4) OVERCROWDING u)h..;.?%?’ ........ A WL ‘é§? ......... 4.
5) LANDSCAPING R 5).>%¢$$4f%..§;..;...
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6).Z§;E?T%ﬁf.......<. 6).;Z,C¥p+§<.,f...r?.
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7). peerke. ... 0., 7)..},42eeif ....... 2.
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8). CSun . D 8). Pt =
9) NUISANCES 9)--%f44% ------ < 9) WM&
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...

FACTORS CONS |DERED
1) LoT élZE

2)
3)
4)

AGE OF BUILDING
LAND USE
OVERCROWD ING
LANDSCAP ING
PHYSICAL CONDITION
7) SANITARY CONDITION
NE | GHBOURHOOD

NU I SANCES
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T At 25 Dt
1) B2 Z V.. E7 o,
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TOTAL SCORE..... },ZZ.,

TOTAL SCORE...... ..




APPRA 1 SAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY |

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER . . %7, . |
FACTORS CONS {DERED ALoes, SRy AN
1) LOT SIZE (DI -)
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2).{??§?f,........z(.
3) LAND USE 3) BT o
h) OVERCROWDING h)....é??.,.......?ﬁ.
5) LANDSCAPING 5). @i, ..
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6).57§?Tf{, ....... ..
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7).Z;ﬁf?féi.., .......
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8) .. ... 2.,
9) NUISANCES 9)ePareteie, L,
_ TOTAL SCORE.......% .
a2 N Y I
o2 o, )20 /4//
2) . A8 k. 2) AR 7
u)/)';” u)% ........ <.
5) At L 5);1’-( ........ °.
6.k Ll 6)&5”4?/
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9)..{;;;f?ff ...... o, 9).¢ f{???;,....ff.,
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY |

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...c#(" .
FACTORS CONSIDERED //Ja/a——c LLELT A
1) LOT SIzE . 1)..5%0 . ORIV 5 S 7.
2) AGE OF BUILDING CARRAL L P 3 2).,.4.‘?:3? ........ 2.
3) LAND USE 3) e s, 3). ..., .
k) OVERCROWD ING WeoZiiiie, . P ‘..
5) LANDSCAPING 51 AT 8 5). Fertomen . L.
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6). ¥, e, 6):.“/‘.;4‘.% ......... 2.,
~7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)%”4/ Neaors e
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8).%%7?‘3;,..,.;..'.".. 8),«.@.‘4:‘ ......... <.
9) NUISANCES ‘ 9)..Lnlr Y 9. Exlt e
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APPRAISAL INFORMATON. SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...<5".,

FACTORS CONS|DERED
1) LOT SiZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING ) e

v-«;6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6 S, 4., 6)5T<ee€€1........?‘
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)r€?€¢.......,,..?.. 7).f¢%f?;...:‘.;{.f,.'
8) NE |GHBOURHOOD 8) et G O 8)-wisner, e

9) NUISANCES 9

L et R Pt SET T
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...</<..
FACTORS CONS |DERED L BTE ah f&?rff"...€E%1?.§§%ffif%fﬁﬁf“‘“
1) LOT SIZE 1) 50 1).f$?lf..,;...p..f§.
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2) A2E S 2).APER . c.
3) LAND USE | 3)f?f;%?¢§ff......fi. 3)f?f?§§j?ﬁq.f..!.f{.
%) OVERCROWD ING ) P S CETRL PR ST TS
) LANDSCAPING 7 vonbel
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6) i L 6);rf%$%%;.f..3...fi;
7) SANITARY CONDITION  7).v2fc:........°00. et S
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD ) i 8).<£1%%a.f..ff...f{.
9) NUISANCES 9L.“14fp;g.f” 9L€;£éf5, 2
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR'SUéVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...77...

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) 10T sizE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
LAND USE
OVERCROWDING

LANDSCAPING

SANITARY CONDITION

NE | GHBOURHOOD

)
)
)

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION
)
) xr
) NUISANCES 9) Mrretbnle /e 9 ;éi;éyff%..;{‘.LQ;;

TOTAL SCOREa.;...;?{. TOTAL SCORE..;..fT?.; "~ TOTAL SCORE.F....f%<.
REMARKS- . M"{o‘._wlo . F'{@:‘T’."-"...Z?. - .f:—'f.e‘r. . . R 'o% .o -




APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER.../.Z,

FACTORS CONSIDERED —?/’7/4—:4—1 . PR, Attt
1) LOT SIZE N FY 40 )L, e
2) AGE OF BUILDtNG 2).AZEZ 8 2). 8 ... /
3) LAND USE | 3)4/7/6»«0 3)447@ ....... ‘..
%) OVERCROWD ING h)....g‘. ......... Loo h)% ......... /..
5) LANDSCAP NG 5) Arrckipri L L 5) Aerismt L,
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION  6). cwrfrlSerrnnnnns ‘., 6)/—‘(/
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7). -tker....... ..o, 7)7#.*:(.’.’}..;.../..' |
8) NE 1GHBOURHOOD - 8)&9-»4(/ 8) etrtEina... .. L2,
9) NUISANCES 9) errsmertsiaddn . Q). L lE 0.
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APPRA ISAL [NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

"POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...7..

FACTORS CONS|DERED

1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

) OVERCROWDING

5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYsrCAL CONDITION
7) SANITARY CONDITION

8) NE | GHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

)R s 2.
2). PP A.
‘3)f?fé;zf%f.......?..

VT A

.f%???ﬁ;???..;.ff..

TOTAL SCORE...... ';?..
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..s22 ..
FACTORS CONS [DERED };;??fei.féiz;zéiaeﬂi RS LA et
1) LOT SizE )esf . 20 ). €el G,
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). FLZFT 8. 2) . msE e,
3) LAND USE 3).4%e€§rf%r.....;Fi. ' 3)/f?ié%?f%i..;.}.?.;
>z 7
4) OVERCROWD ING W..... T Ao wy,LLTc vl
5) LANDSCAPING 5). e R 5).2/4;%%%: ..... 2.
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6). LR TP A ) P 2 - 1
7) SANITARY COND{TION Terras i 8L ) etrge ... AR
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8). @il 8) e, ... v 8
9) NUISANCES 9). CFr ..., 2. 9)Arrteine,. L
_ TOTAL SCORE...... .. TOTAL SCORE......=%
AR G, TP Dheeor,. 6552 Kamor e
). 8 (DI A A T 0l
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APPRAISAL NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..#2%..

FACTORS CONS IDERED
1) LOT SIZE
)

N

AGE OF BUILDING

LAND USE

Lo

(52 g

)
)
) LANDSCAPING
6)

7) SANITARY CONBITION

PHYSICAL CONDITION

8) NE IGHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

—

L8 Bt

VeAdz2 .  vivun.... 2,
2) . APEE ... g.
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WL 2,
5) /“’-f ......... 2.
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION, SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..®<:%.,
FACTORS CONS IDERED W IR o N
1) LOT SIZE 1). 520 . T S P S

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE
1) OVERCROWD ING

' 5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION .

7) SANITARY CONDITION
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

o er s e s s P s rase e s LI 2 A I I I B N N SR N S Py
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S S RTTITPT 8).25577?6.......,/..
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PRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

3

\CTORS CONS | DERED Ol L ,/4??5} P = > )

i LOT SIZE B2 A A S TOOE. = A ‘.
AGE OF BUILDING 2). 4283 .., = 2).. L8285 ..., 2.

- LAND USE 3) ATt L 2 '3);4%?§;;ff%..:;...?,
OVERCROWD ING S PO 2P PN N =;%%...Q ..... L.
LANDSCAP ING 5) .ot L

" PHYSICAL CONDITION
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~ NUISANCES
A cienni A
O 2.
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LI ]
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER.-2% ..

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SizE

2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWD ING

'5) LANDSCAPING -

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION
7) SANITARY CONDITION
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

N2 8 a0

e o 8).-.'..'. --.-...oa-'.‘-:%r-
9). e sleiatdes, 72 9). Gerrerestertb 2
TOTAL SCORE..... // © TOTAL SCORE,...../_Z




APPRAISAL [NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LoT SEZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING

) PHYSICAL CONDITION ces 6);.¢?44%1e2v ‘
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)..842€?ﬁ<€ ...... 7., 7)...)/44e+47;...r%.;
)
)

NE | GHBOURHOOD 8).. gL /.. 8)..;7145¢§%.}...7%z.

NU | SANCES ' 9)...?2;214%%..,_ d 9) cagm_qaaz¢4_44&f+2~

TOTAL SCORE....~%¥..  TOTAL SCORE.....#¥.. TOTAL SCORE..... 7.
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWDING

5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION
7) SANITARY CONDITION
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

2). 28, 2.

3):????7‘2’ ........... .
g7

WM., & ... e,.

7

V. 55250 Z.
2)..,4??%21.......7%.
4
W) e
5).. Sk, e 2,
6). Lt 2,
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. .27 ..

FACTORS CONSIDERED

1) LOT sizE |

2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWDING

~ LANDSCAP ING
PHYSICAL CONDITION

)
)
7) SANITARY CONDITION
) NElGHBOURHOOD
)

NU | SANCES
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APPRA ISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. .24, .

FACTORS CONSIDERED Tz, MrmraTom, 22 e
1) LoT SIZE 1)/’>’/—a 1)...-4’(‘?.)‘.”./....‘..:%.
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2) A2 R 2). 1800 2
3) LAND USE +a ‘ |

4) OVERCROWD ING 4)7/7 ...... 2, 4))’(0
5) LANDSCAPING 5)/<¢'*"/C'z 5 /ZM;P-Q

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)

7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)..

8) NE 1GHBOURHOOD C8). A0 8.
)

9) NUISANCES 9

TOTAL SCORE......%.. TOTAL SCORE...... <., TOTAL SCORE......< %2,

REM’ARKS.%.’7..~
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. .72/,

FACTORS CONS IDERED
1) LOT SIZE
2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING | ) ) /¢%1fv/:
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)i;§a¢f?€;..;.i.azﬂ. 6)..}/é¢&j4k ...... 2,
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)25?4e743......;:{3; 7);),é4eef%fa..;..ék.'
- 8) NE]GHBOURHOOD 8)?;?{??8.;.;f...f{;. 8).)/4;%€45..;....?7.
9) NUISANCES 9) ettt | . 9) vt /..
TOTAL SCORE. ... .. ~ TOTAL SCORE...... AT
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APPRA I SAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..=%%..

FACTORS CONSIDERED 2l oy .5????..4%%%????7?:.f’61"-‘
/ .

1) LOT sizE S DI C I R T S 2.

2) AGE OF BUILDING 2) ARX L .l 2

3) LAND USE
%) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING ‘ % ‘ 5).2/4;'05?

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)25;5@%%76..;;...(f. 6).59;%<r?? ........ zﬂ;
S N v
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)Z;§?rr:§ ...... DTN S T

8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8). 7T 8L 8). s AL

9) NUISANCES

-----------------

~ TOTAL SCORE.....«Z2.  TOTAL SCORE...... AL ToTL score...... &,
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

_POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..:%(i..

FACTORS. CONSIDERED
i) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

%) OVERCROWD ING

5
6

7) SANITARY CONDITION

LANDSCAP ING

—

PHYSICAL CONDITION

—

8) NE IGHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES -

V62K e
1) B8 2
WA AT Z..
3)eZrm .. fi.
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~ FACTORS CONSIDERED

APPRAISAL [NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

1) LOT SIZE

'2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

4) CVERCROWDING

5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6) 7. O,
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)., el
8) NE 1GHBOURHOOD 8). 7 n.... O

9) NUISANCES 9y At /L
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6). itHn . O
7}..q<%€¢1.}. ......... Q.
8). s, ‘.
9). oAt ‘..
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 APPRAISAL [NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...T37,.

FACTORS CONS{DERED
1) LOT SizE
2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

=
e

OVERCROWD ING

N

LANDSCAPING

) . N < e .; .'

) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6).>,444a$1 ..... e ,6),.;24%1%f; ....... S
) SANITARY CONDITION 7).;,4Qeq<@..,,;.wff. 7).;,&4?943’ ......... >0
) |
)

® ~ o\

NE | GHBOURHOOD 8).},44w§<%..ﬂ,_..5%. 8)&:;/492%42....,.€¥.

NU L SANCES 9) St A AL ) R it

TOTAL SCORE..... /7%, TOTAL SCORE.......5.. TOTAL 'SCORE..,...<.S.
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY
POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...#¢..
FACTORS CONS |DERED 2257 "'*"*%b L ABRHS A el
1) LOT SIZE (DI 2.2 2.
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). AL LD ey s =,
3) LAND USE ,3).?‘7..}.“’..;......;.0.. 3)/*"/;.;“/"

o Ve
%) OvERCROWD ING 4)/5/ ......... e W)Ll /‘/ .....
5) LANDSCAPING 5)/4“/L ....... 2., 5)e T2 L D

- 'L N « -

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)/44» .......... 6). oL =2,

7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)/4«/”4 7).. 4% . 2.
8) NE I GHBOURHOOD 8)/¢u/b ....... . 8)/34“/’1 ....... .

' 9) NUISANCES 9)/;‘.,«4,«.4_4_2; 7/ 9)W- “/

oooooooooooooooooooo




APPRA ISAL INFORMA‘TION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..=3%. .

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIZE
2) AGE OF BUILDING
) LAND USE
4) OVERCROWDING
) LANDSCAPING
) PHYSICAL CONDITION
7) SANITARY CONDITION
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

e B2l 00, 2.

2) 25 e.

3). ArE G 8.

SN o L

5). et . L.

6)W ...... Z..

7). ..., ..

8).. 7S, G

9).. .4 Y2 o
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APPRAISAL INFORMAT ION SHEET USED FOR' SURVEY .

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...‘{KQ...

FACTORS CONS DERED L ‘Q,W | .'Z’??f._‘. St
1) LOT SiIzE ‘ 1)...3532 .. T B S | R
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2).. 22 oo 2).02%0 .7
3) LAND USE 3)%%" 3).2% ...... .,
4) OVERCROWD ING I S 2. u)%/
5) LANDSCAPING | 5).errtiprie. ... - 5)“““’-‘7»/
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)/-—-4 ......... ) R
7) SANITARY CONDITION e s, - Nk AL
8) NE |GHBOURHOOD 8).ortmk i 8). gkl
9) NUISANCES | 9‘).,.' AT e O, Q) A ‘..

_ TOTAL SCORE.,.._.,._,.?‘?._. TOTAL 'scORE,...,.e.f..
. /¢3/W~7 F"// '
R I O S T~ S

2)  KPKEL . .. 2). .2 .

3) M;f‘v ...... 2. 3)1‘*’%:“* .........

. a, w2 ,

5). ST L T sl

6). 5o L 6). grrl

.=k Z.. 7). P )
8) T8, B). e cevvenn o B) L O
9.6, .....9 . ) erlittidy, . )T

. TOTAL SCORE...... 3., TOTAL SCORE.,..,,/7.. TOTAL SCORE......%..

REMARKS. ... .. s .. 72 SR e
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APPRA | SAL «NFéRMAﬁiéN SHEET USED FOR .SURVEY

POLLING DIVISiON NUMBER..?S...,

FACTORS CONSIDERED

1) LOT SizE

2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

%) ovERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING
PHYSICAL CONDITION

)

7) SANITARY CONDITION

) NE IGHBOURHOOD
)

NU I SANCES

7, ot |
(D O ¢ S
2)..C222 ........ /.
3).4%1%%;;1?%7....;.4.
.. A ‘..

TOTAL SCORE..... #2..  TOTAL SCORE..,..,77..

e e o‘-' 1 .‘..‘,- .
o‘-oé%" oooooooooooooooo ‘ggo.,.c,o 0000000 $ o0 er 0 s 0000 ?."‘.4""
<
5
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..f?%ff,
FACTORS CONS|DERED 2¢5 Loeeor LT r S
, 7~ -
1) LOT SizE .25 . T S PO S e
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). 29 2. 2).PEe e
2 -2
o
3) LAND uUSE 3)?%?E;7f*/ ............ 3).6%?2;7‘a’ ........... €.
' : /(//( / f P
4) OVvERCROWD ING ) P L)....7. S

)
5) LANDSCAPING 5)z¢f§;f??: ....... T 5) S el
)

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6

7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)2;¢§;$a; ........ 2 (3% sxars NN a

8) NE IGHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

FEE, o .

1) eeZS e, =z

2) AP .. =
...... St 7

TOTAL SCORE..... A .. TOTAL SCORE..... ff?%i TOTAL SCORE...... é?i.
REMARstféérfr:n%f.%Tvzé%r? ....................... %f.%ff?%f??.;.”
—W&%M% " g"w
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APPRA 1SAL INFORMATION SHEET,USED FOR SURVEY

FACTORS CONS|DERED

1) LOT sizE

.2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

4) overcrowD ING

5) LANDSCAPING

| PHYSICAL CONDITION

)
~7) SANITARY CONDITION
) NE |GHBOURHOOD

)

NU I SANCES

TOTAL SCORE.....<%.. ' TOTAL SCORE..... e




APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..,‘.?.{

FACTORS CONS | DERED :,??%2152é§$44éé;123%a~4..,éﬁ?fff... =
1) LOT sizE NS )..e28 T,
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). 82, ......°.. 2)..AE L, =
3) LAND USE | 3).4%fé;z4?%f....F?.. V3).f?7f§;?f%%ﬁ...u.€{
4) OVERCROWD ING . h),...?%;g..,....(f.. h),...fif.....,...f{;
'5) LANDSCAPING 5)./,4¥L;:u§..}..€%:. 5);.)/44%12@:3..f:?:.
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)..//xﬁ;$¢<%/ ..... = 6).. }(‘:;*/i/ 2
;7) SANITARY CONDITION ). |

8) NE IGHBOURHOOD ).

9) NUISANCES )




APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

k) CVERCROWDING

5
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION

LANDSCAPING

8
9

)
)
7) SANITARY CONDITION
) NE IGHBOURHOOD
)

NU I SANCES

M AL U I T © ¥ I Sr ST S

L A R I

TOTAL SCORE...../7.. TOTAL SCORE.

ooooooooooooo

9N

Z . Tl e 7*4’&‘/"““1‘}7
1) 52 A S TR 2 ST
2).. 258 ... ) APE2 . °.

> o - o
3).4?f;%z;f? ......... 3)..../;; ............
W.....7.5. eens e ) X 2

000000000

aaaaaaaaaaa
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AEPRAJSAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..,#%2

FACTORS CONS LDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWD ING

LANDSCAP NG

) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6) grerenche. ... Z.. 6). prwrie L, 3,
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7).;¢4¢efeée ...... 3., | 7).3/ftf%fi%:,...:%i.
) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8)..}¢4f¢fft<...;:éi. 8),];¢4ff7??7..,.—‘

| | o
)

NU | SANCES
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...57%..

FACTORS CONSIDERED

1) LOT SIZE |

2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

4) OVERCRdWDING
'LANDSCAPING
PHYSICAL CONDITION

)
)
1) SANITAéY COND | T1ON
). NE {GHBOURHOOD

)

NUISANCES

) cer” 2 R LA
R A 7.
5). ST e 2.

TOTAL SCORE..... . 7.

S L, Lo _ e e.
RﬂMM@u?§h+ﬁfﬁ7zgf§ﬁ§;?“;r ..... R e T o dead s

>




APPRAISAL [NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...5%7. .

FACTORS CONS IDERED [ QU 22P S S N A e

1) LOT SIZE .25 E 0 e2ST £
, _ - 2

2) AGE OF BUILDING 2) A2 . 2. 2). 7827 "

3) LAND USE
4) OVERCROWD ING

LANDSCAPING

PHYSICAL CONDITION 6).

) ). e

) ) e -
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7).7/9?f%;.....;..f§. 7);,4@?&?}.;; ..... 2.

) ) Lo _

) )

NE 1 GHBOURHOOD 8

" NUISANCES - 9




APPRA 1SAL INFORMATIQN SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

'POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. .. 5%,

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIzE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

%) OVERCROWD ING

LANDSCAPING

SANITARY CONDITION
NE | GHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

TOTAL SCORE......7K%K.

»

REMARKS.../<;”2f’-4f7

)

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION
)
)

P 4

........ ds ST e e

.5 ... Z..
2) A2 . 5.
3) SO S
u)% .......... /.

7). %
8). /ot ..., =,
9) . Gttt 2

..2350......... 2.
2).. 7225, ....... %,
3. T 2.
%

W)....7 SN 7.
5)e. AT Z.
6). frrle ... .. 7.
2

7).}44417?7 ..... .....
A N

ccccccccc

M A R N N Y R TR
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ARPRATSAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..Z{/..._
FACTORS CONSIDERED 376, /%»7 ' )’77ﬁ“"é”“"‘d
.7 o . Ve

1) LOT SIZE 1.0, B S T S 09

2) AGE OF BUILDING 2).AEET L. 2Bl . 2,
. > ’ . . : e ‘ 7

) LAND USE ) EEZC L @ 3) et T

3 3 4 3 A 2

%) OVERCROWD ING 4)....: i, ¢, W,..7 2

U

)
) LANDSCAP NG 5)/4«*«*”«2 5)/4'/M« ....... L2
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION  6). At .. ... 2, 6)/4AL

7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)/Aw ....... o 7)/&/«/LZ
S ) | ,
8) NEIGHBOURHOOD 8))/"“/%"1 _8)././.1.4/ _' g

) NUISANCES




APPRA I1SAL |NFORMAT ION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY .

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. ...,

FACTORS CONSIDERED

1) LOT SIZE

. 2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

4) overcrROWD ING

5) LANDSCAP ING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION
7) SANITARY CONDITION
8) NEIGHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

D723 SO /.
2). 4843 ....... 2,
WSl L
5);?24%€é;........f5.
6). et z,
7).25%2%?41 ........ >,
). foret. ... S
9). Greres Gttt 4
TOTAL SCORE....... 7
REMARKS 217 bl
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APPRAISAL |INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. Z57...
FACTORS CONS [DERED R Al | FOF Gone s
re ' rd ’

1) LOT SIZE DI A% A TS T S a,

2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). A F 2. B2 .

3) LAND USE 3). 2 St 7, 3). G 2,
L F 2y P s

4) OVERCROWD ING 4)....% P 2. W.....7 SR

5) LANDSCAPING 5} L 5) . A

“ SANITARY CONDITION 7)/«»}» ..... 5. 7)/“%"'—?
NE | GHBOURHOOD 8).... A SR 8)/1—/—%3

9) NUISANCES 9)/¢<,~7~>’ 9)/9&70’

)

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6).. peterh L, 7. 6).. e AL
)
)

REMARKS. . M f"v‘l"-w /’Wﬂ—s?’ ..... i
AR, et S '
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...557, .

FACTORS CONS IDERED
1) LOT SizE
2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING
6

)

7) SANITARY CONDITION
)
)

PHYSICAL CONDITION

8

NE I GHBOURHOOD

) NUISANCES
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 APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY -

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...52..

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING

~6) PHYSICAL CONDITION O) oo LT, I A v S
(T) SANITARY CONDITION 7). sveae. ... 2o N g F
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8). AT 8 LS

~ 9) NUISANCES 9);44?7%;;2;..,..,1?, 9) '(*f'*2;7 . ,’;

TOTAL SCORE.....~%. TOTAL SCORE.....757.. TOTAL SCORE..... 25,

— Tl
REMARML.;Eggﬁfé.ﬂgﬁﬁ4f?9zf.ﬁ:?f?ﬁf%%f ......... Lot Cn B,
Llrrd prfrty, B g2, T e R s

aiitig e |




101

APPRATSAL INFORMATION SHEET USED EOR SURVEY

ooooooooo

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. .57

FACTORS CONS IDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE .

&) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING Cg).s e A

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)2¢é%¢e<%;..;...;f%; 6).}/441?%:..;3‘ 2

)

7) SANITARY CONDITION
)
)

NE | GHBOURHOOD

NU I SANCES
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APPRA ISAL INFORMATIQN SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER.,Z.%..

oooooooooooooooooo

FACTORS CONS IDERED L2

9) NUISANCES

oooooooooooooooooooo

1) LoT size Dol 20 L2802
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2) AP < 2)..rf?ffff...;;..f%.
'3) LAND USE 3)4«%0 3)mp ... O
4) OVERCROWD ING h)..,..?%? ........ @~ 4);..;;%%%...1,...?..
5) LANDSCAPING 5).. AT .. 5)..{??7?%:((.;..:?..
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6).7,f%ev%%:. ..... <. _6).2;4?%f%%4!.,..:%..
7) SANITARY CONDITION N AT 2 7)..,/?%15;.:.}}..7{.
8) NE 1GHBOURHOOD 8)..,;4%«%%......:%.. 8)}.;24%f%ﬂ.;.};..€5.
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~ APPRA ISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...3. 7.

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

4) OVERCROWD ING

5) LANDSCAPING
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION
7) SANITARY CONDITION
8) NE |GHBOURHOOD
9) NUISANCES
53 A g hark
el i, 2
2): 4297 o 2
- ) 0
3):?fqz§f%: ..........
u)....f?{...... .... /Z.
3
5).-4\—;';?:‘—0‘.0--'-’----5
6)./{‘:«:.)9 ........ >
: i 2
7),Z¢4;??? ...........
- 2
8).2¢%f%%?:......,...
9):.5.-.-.0-0..00-_'04- . ) .. . ‘
TOTAL SCORE......0 ) TOTAL SCORE.....777.  TOTAL SCORE,.....25,
] - | ¥
mw&m“éﬁﬂ%,ﬁf%ﬁﬁ ............... ‘HJ@UU&%%ﬁﬁﬁn, e




ARPRATSAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER

FACTORS CONSIDERED

1)
2)
3)
k)
5)
6)

7)
,8)

'LOT SIZE

AGE OF BUILDING

LAND USE

OVERCROWD ING
LANDSCAP ING
PHYSICAL CONDITION
SANITARY CONDITION

NE | GHBOURHOOD

NU I SANCES

1.2 2z,
2). 207 . 2z,
3)4?53%?f?1 ........ 9.
W °.

ooooooooooooooooooo

1).,:%%?.,.., ..... 2.
2).21??%? .......... 2.,
3)4??;374%:, ...... °..

104



105

ARPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER.. ..

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1)’LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING

3) LAND USE

k) OVERCROWDING

5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION
7) SANITARY CONDITION
8) NE |GHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

EE D B eanen -.&K“zéﬁﬂfévx; A9, ST, R

TOTAL SCORE...... ey TOTAL SCORE.,....{f%;” TOTAL SCORE......7%7.

>
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A.PPRAISAL (NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. ...,

FACTORS CONS DERED PES e -*?j/f”a“w

1) LOT SIZE D SO SRS T Y

2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). L5, "L 2)AZ97. i, 2
; | ;

3) LAND USE 3Ll AT O

4) OVERCROWD ING 4).... 7 S z. 4)% ........... °,

5) LANDSCAPING 5)/4<m ........ o 5)/4“"— ...... WA
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)/4»«1* 6)

7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)/4</'v ........ =. 7)/4—«&'{
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8). 77k L. / 8)%“‘6/
- a .
9) NUISANCES 9)..b744.......°., Q) AT R L
TOTAL SCORE......77% - TOTAL SCORE...... doy
22l Al ares, L8, A KA ' i P e et AT P
7/ - - et
N2 oS WK, SN ST e O
2) A2 ... T ) AFB L 2).eBSE L
» s . > 3 o
3)Er L, °, 3)7*& ..... 2. NEAELLL
M o, w..2.. T R S S
5) AT P 5) AT ‘. 5)/4‘—</L o
6) oA S W SR L 6 et °.
) - R [&]
T ot 2. Npemlbo. O Y
le
8). fo i Do 8, % 8) e
- . 0 . -3 N
9) rrriter B . 9).Eger 0. NET . l..
TOTAL SCORE...... LK TOTAL SCORE....... . TOTAL SCORE....... <L
REMARKS . et . e, | Kt AT, S T Bt
- B e ST S Sy FUS S et
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APPRATSAL [NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..:S,7..

FACTORS CONS IDERED :,ZQ%Q.;fégﬂ".Tff%ff‘ B <
1) LOT SIZE N 2 ) .2a
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). AP7%0 .. = 2),.7E5. 2
3) LAND USE 3) 2, ot i '3)..riiii;;e<%ag,..?.
%) OVERCROWD ING h)....;a? ........... <. h)...:jzf.,...,.}.?ﬁ.
5) LANDSCAPING 5).>%¢44<e%ﬁ;....:?;. 5ji.é%f¢fﬁ§;7?fr;..f:

N

) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)..)/4;&?%1..,..:§w. 6)..;/4%%1f?’ ..... .2,
SANITARY CONDITION 7). a2, 7). e, 2

)
) NE IGHBOURHOOD 82..;;;%f?7?€.;,.,/{. 8),,.655%*?**<1 el
) F | et del R A

9) NUISANCES

o

TOTAL SCORE..... A2 . TOTAL SCORE....... £, TOTAL SCORE.......5~
RE‘MARKS,M.. MWZ
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APPRATSAL " INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER... 57,

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

b) OVERCROWD!NG

5) LANDSCAPING ). ey ‘ o

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6{?/42%9%9. ........ A, 6);,éé?ffﬁ ........ Yo

7) SANITARY CONDITION 7{;%é4$f%@1 ....... X, -7),},4%fa¥; ....... ne
/

8) NE IGHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

D= A
2). 0205 ... 2.
)@ty ‘..
5).:(?7??7.......??1.

ooooooooooooooooooo

TOTAL SCORE...... C?{! TOTAL SCORE...... A% . TOTAL SCORE..... A5,

REMARKS. M M — At At et

-------------------------------------------------------------
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER..Z7..
FACTORS CONSIDERED 7L, ltvrrerl,,  PSE2 e s

| o B .
1) LOT SIZE | LD R SUIRE § = AU S
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2). 4205 ... = 2).70245.......2
3) LAND USE AT

2 /é
4) OVERCROWD ING h)....???%.i ....... <. )., :f?% ....... =,
5) LANDSCAP NG 5).. e L ) AL T
. , - 2

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6). At 2 6).;z/4?%ff?1 ...... .
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7)1}/¢1ffff%i ........ 7) ... forsh T

o

)
) NE | GHBOURHOOD 8),;¢f@¢+vﬁf ..... .. 8),.;)24?f1%:,..,f%:.
)

NU I SANCES 9).xﬁé%ff;2;z....:€i. 9).4???f?9%%?5§%:.<{,

\O




APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

6

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER...& 2.,
FACTORS CONSIDERED LE5ET %70&
1) LOT SiZE 12280 7.
2) AGE OF BUILDING 2).. P02, ... o
3) LAND USE | P A
%) OVERCROWDING - h)....4€3€ .......... Z.
5) LANDSCAPING 5)/“"':*' ...... il
) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6);,xQ4<e<%u..;...f?.
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7).;,¥;74;f< ...... >,
8) NE 1GHBOURHOOD 8).. /4‘«0L ..... .
9) NUISANCES 9)..2§%§f?ff ........ 2,

TOTAL SCORE...... ey TOTAL SCORE..... 7.

110

ey 2 F ...

3). AL, 2,

Mo 5 7.
7

5) PN Z.

9) &o
TOTAL SCORE......4..
i
V.2
2) A3 2.
i o
)2 i s
u))/‘ ........... g.
5). A2, 2.

9) /‘7 ...... .
TOTAL SCORE..... &,
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APPRAISAL [NFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER

-FACTORS CONSIDERED

1) LOT SizE

Mo

)
) AGE OF BUILDING
) LAND USE

W

) OVERCROWD ING
5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION

7) SANITARY CONDITION
8) NE 1GHBOURHOOD

9) NUISANCES

#72 Ofencs
1) ST 2,
2). A2 2,
3)/‘7"*“
h);...?%%i.;..;...f?.
5).%../
) rS ¢
7T <,
8) e 2.
9) AT /L

B
.ff%???..é?fs??¢9e¢%L««?.;.<€722fﬂ<1?%ﬂb@aﬁ%ﬁ;;¢?
1).e28 . S 2Ses 3

oooooooooooooooooooo

TOTAL SCORE......J2%  TOTAL SCORE..... A2
i)..?%é‘.‘./ .......... 2. 1)@23//)’
). ... =
3). Ll
Y....7%........°

e S, G2

8).. Lt ...

9.6 ... 0. .

TOTAL SCORE......<~5.  TOTAL SCORE......</7,
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY
POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. .. 6%,

FACTORS CONSIDERED

1) LOT SIZE
2) AGE OF BUILDING  2)..72%€,.......°. 2).. 2 .8
C h s > ) B

3) LAND USE 3).@eprr L 3) et L0
4) OVERCROWD ING YY) oo e WL 2

) LANDSCAP ING S gty Ll 5) e
) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6).. zrml L 6)...379f¢:1€...;;<1.
7) SANITARY CONDLTION 7)..255?7?Tf..5.:;{;‘ Neiogmmfo A
)
)

NE 1 GHBOURHOOD 8)ei. ekl 8) .t ‘..
. » a -
NU I SANCES 9).. 7. &7, 9) uess /
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. .. s,

FACTORS CONS |DERED EEE Tl LKEC Ckecrens
1) Lo% SIZE 1)—~¢’5’J’ 1)«25‘// ....... 2,
é) AGE OF BUILDING 2)..CE. . Lz 2). A% 02
3) LAND USE 3)«’2« e 3)/"‘37/&0
4) OVERCROWD ING 4){5/_. ....... Zoy. e

5) LANDSCAPING 5)/4»-/‘/ 2 5)//»%/: e
6) PHYSICAL CONDITION  6). /4‘#4—‘)\ 6).. /Mﬂ ..... 2
7) SANITARY VCObNDITI.ON 7),/4/@«—2 7),./,/645;/ 2
8) NE 1GHBOURHOOD P S '

9) NUISANCES

1)..25) L 1ol i, DR D U < O

TOTAL SCORE...... AP, TOTAL SCORE....../Y.. TOTAL SCORE. v
REMARKS. . . .. A«a D i XU B P S S
. ) e s . ) .

. ......-.'....g.'/.".‘.'f.zy .k’-...._,.. AN
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY .

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER. .. &,67,

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) Lot sizE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LANb USE

L) OVERCROWD!NG

5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6). ZFrre ... I 6);24%ie1<@;,,....ff.
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7).57%¥e%ér...;...f€. 7)../¢4%1%?3,,.,}§3%.
8) NE 1GHBOURHOOD 8). frtribri . z. 8),;)x%%f<%..,.{,{f§.'

9) NUISANCES 9)/{4./“07 ..... Z. 9)/W/

TOTAL SCORE....,/d.. 'TOTAL SCORE.....,7%. TOTAL SCORE..... 7.

REMARKS. /\/,2:_ .




115

APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY

POLLING DIVISION NUMBER... £,

FACTORS CONSIDERED
1) LOT SIZE

2) AGE OF BUILDING
3) LAND USE

L) OVERCROWDJNG

5) LANDSCAPING

6) PHYSICAL CONDITION 6)Z§§;T?T%ﬁ;}> ..... 2. 6).Z¢é@%?<%;.},...f%
7) SANITARY CONDITION 7);7/;?fr?r .......... 7).;,44ﬂ<247. ....... .
. 2 S
8) NE IGHBOURHOOD 8).}/F?fﬁ%;., ........ 8).;;2%<7%f1 .........
| e/
9) NUISANCES 9) At 9)”/é4ﬁ;;m,”:{.

iy

 TOTAL SCORE......= .

REMARstuaﬁie?ZT./fr?rrﬁﬁﬁé.a...géi.rf%rnzfé..?%?H:Tfr;fﬁL.,ff%??-'-'
y .
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY
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APPRA1SAL INFORMATFON SHEET USED FOR . SURVEY
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APPRAISAL INFORMATION SHEET USED FOR SURVEY.
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CONCLUS IONS

THE HOUSES SURVEYED WERE PLOTTED AND GRADED ON THE
ACCOMPANYING MAP INDICATING THE QUALITY OF HOUSING IN THE City
OF WINNIPEG, THE PHYSICAL PATTERN EXPRESSED INDICATES THE
VALIDITY OF ERNEST W. BURGESS' THEORY OF URBAN zoués. ONE caAN
OBSERVE FROM THE MAP A CERTAIN DEVIATION FROM THE CONCENTRIC
NATURE OF THE ZONES, THIS DEVIATION kspassaﬂrnns THE ONLY
DIFFERENCE FROM THE SITUATION DESCRIBED BY BURGESS. THE MAP
SHOWS THE FOLLOWING ZONES: 1) CENTRAL BUSINESS ZONE; 2) ZONES
OF TRANSITION AND SOCIAL DETERIORATION WHICH ARE BEING INVADED
BY BUSINESS AND LIGHT MANUFACTURING; 3) THE FACTORY ZONES WITH
WORKERS' HOUSING; AND 4) THE RESIDENTIAL ZONES OF SINGLE=FAMILY
DWELLINGS.

SociaL alseaeanliArnou 1S ASSOCIATED WITH THE OUTWORN,
OBSOLESCENT AREAS WHICH ARE FOUND IN AREAS OF HIGH LAND VALUES
AND Oyo PROPERTIES. ONE OF THE MOST CHARACTERISTIC AND SERIOUS
FEATURES OF THE CITY OF WINNIPEG IS THE ZONE OF DETERIORATION
WHICH suakbvnas THE CITY CENTRE, AND IS ALSO RELATED TO AREAS OF
INDUSTRIAL SLUM., THESE AREAS CONTAIN THE OLDEST BUlﬂoiNes OF THE
_CITY: UNPLANNED, CONGESTED AND OBSOLESCENT BY ALL MODERN STANDARDS
OF LIVINGs THEY ARE AFFECTED ECONOMICALLY AND SOCIALLY BY THE
EXPANS ION AND MERE PROXIMITY OF THE CITY CENTRE, WITH ITS HIGH
LAND VALUES AND ITS HIGH MOBILITY., THEIR INHABITANTS HAVE BEEN
MOV ING OUT TOWARDS THE OUTSKIRTS WHERE MODERN HOUSES ARE AVAILABLE

AT REASONABLE COSTS5. THE MOST COMMON AND THE BEST INDICATORS
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OF THESE AREAS ARE THE PRESENCE OF BOTH A aieu DENSITY
POPULATION (OVERCROWDING) AND A DECREASING POPULATION (rRemovaLs).
SUCH AREAS ARE DEFINITELY ECONOMIC LIABILITIES TO THE COMMUNITY.

WHERE A LARGE NUMBER OF INDUSTRIES EXIST IN AN AREA, NEW
RES IDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE DISCOURAGED. FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
SHOULD BE LIMITED TO INDUSTRY 'AND THE AREA ZONED ACCORDINGLY.
HOWEVER, IF THE AREA IS TO BE RETAINED FOR RESIDENTIAL USE, THERE
SHOULD BE CAREFUL PLANNING SO AS TO AVOID HIGH POPULATION
DENSITIES AND RECURRENCE OF SLUMS.

FROM THE SURVEY CONDUCTED, |T WAS EVIDENT THAT THERE WERE
MANY DWELLINGS IN THE CITY LACKING MAINTENANCE AND CARE. THIS
SEEMS TO BE THE CITY'S MAJOR PROBLEM. THERE 1S DEFINITELY A
NEED FOR PUBLIC SUPPORT IN IMPROVING HOUSING CONDITIONS AND
PREVENT ION OF FURTHER DETERIORATION OF DOMESTIC LIFE FOR THOUSANDS
OF FAMILIES. CONSERVATION ALSO NEEDS THE UNDERSTANDING OF BOTH
THE TENANTS AND HOME OWNERS. IT IS A CONT INUAL PROCESS WHICH CAN
ONLY BE PUT INTO EFFECT BY THE CO=ORDINATION OF INDIVIDUAL, GROUP,
AND CIVIC ACTION.

OTHER AREAS SUBJECTED TO DETERIORATION ARE THOSE WHERE THERE
ARE TRANSPORTATION NUISANCES, NEAR HIGHWAYS, RAILROADS, TRUCK ROUTES
ETc. ASSOCIATED WITH THEM ARE THE RAILROAD SHOPS AND YARDS, TRUCK
TERMINALS, WAREHOUSES, INDUSTRY AND COMMERCE. THIS MAKES THE |

DISTRICT UNFAVOURABLE AS FAR AS SAFETY AND HEALTH FACTORS ARE




CONCERNED . ALTHOUGH A REASONABLE SETBACK OF HOUSES fROM A
Busy TﬂGROUGﬁFARE WILL REDUCE ACCIDENTS AND NOISE, THERE IS A
NEED TO SEGREGATE PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR TRAFFIC, AND ROUTE
MAJOR TRAFFIC ARTERIES AND COMMERCIAL TRUCKING AWAY FROM
RESIDENTIAL HE IGHBOURHOODS.,

WITHIN THIS AREA ARE MANY DWELLINGS CONVERTED FOR MULTIPLE
USE . OVERCROWDING IN A CITY IS DQE PRIMARILY TO AN OVERALL
SHORTAGE OF SUITABLE HOUSING ACCOMMGDATION.' THE SUPPLY OF
HOUSING IS AFFECTED BY VARIOUS ECONOMIC FACTORS. IN THE PAST DECADE,
RELATIVELY LITTLE RENTAL ACCOMMODATION HAS BEEN BUiLT; AND THAT
WHICH HAS 1S BEYOND THE MEANS OF THE MAJORITY OF FAMILIES. HoME
OWNERSHIP 1S ALSO BEYOND THE REACH OF MANY PEOPLE. EvEN IF T
WERé POSSIBLE FOR THEM TO ACCUMULATE MONEY FOR A DOWN PAYMENT, THE
CARRYING CHARGES ARE HEAVY AND THE LENDING INSTITUTIONS DEMAND THAT
A HOME OWNER SHOULD HAVE A MUCH HIGHER INCOME>THAN THAT GENERALLY
PREVAILING.

I8 ALL RESIDENTIAL AREAS OF WINNIPEG, LANDSCAPING WAS FOUND TO
BE A DEFICIENCY FACTOR. [N DlSTR‘CfS WHERE THERE ARE ROWS OF SIMILAR
HOUSES, PLANTING OF TREESvAND SHRUBS COULD GREATLY ENBANCE THE
APPEARANCE OF THE BLOCK AND CREATE A VE#Y ATTRACTIVE NEIGHBOURHOOD.
HEDGES AND-SHRUBS MAKE EFFECTIVE BARRIERS OR SCREENS TO SéPARATE
PRIVATE AND PUBLIC AREAS. PRESE#VATION OF EXISTING TREES IS

DESIRABLE, LARGE TREES GIVE GREATER SHADE AND A MORE RESTFUL
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APPEARANCE .
URBAN stEWAL REQUIRES A LARGE MEASURE OF CITIZEN

PARTICIPATION; THIS MAY BE ACCOMPLISHED BY APPOINTING A CITIZENS®

ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AND ORGANIZING COMMITTEES IN NEIGHBOURHOODS

50 THAT THERE WILL BE STRONG SUPPORT FOR THE PROGRAMMES BY THE

PUBLIC AT LARGE. HOWEVER, A CO-ORDINATING AGENCY 1S REQUIRED

FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 1) THE SCOPE OF THE URBAN RENEWAL

PROGRAMME NEEDED IN WINNIPEG; 2) THE NUMBER g&a COMPLEXITY OF

THE Acrlvnles'TuAf SUCH A PROGRAMME ENTAILS; AND 3) THE NEED

FOR A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.

61Locs.cnr.




132

B1BL IOGRAPHY

ADVISARY COMMITTEE ON RECONSTRUCTION, FINAL REPORT OF THE

SUBCOMMITTEE, (KING'S PRINTER), OTTAWA, 190

AMER1CAN PuBLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION, AN APPRAISAL METHOD FOR
MEASUR ING THE QUALITY oF Housing, PART 111, NEw York, 1950.

BecG AND NuRSEY, TEN YEARS IN WINNIPEG, (TIMES PRINTING AND PUBLISHING
, House), WINNIPEG 1879 ,

BRITISH ASSOCIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF Science, A HANDBOOK TO
WINNIPEG AND THE PROVINCE OF MANITOBA, WINNIPEG, 1909

CHAPIN, F. STUART JR., URBAN LAND USE PLANNING, (HARPER AND BROTHERS),
New York, 1957.

COURAGE, WiLLIAM, REPORT, HoUSING SuRVEY OF CENTRAL AREA OF WINNIPEG
(CiTy oF WINNIPEG HousING DEPARTMENT), WinntPeG, 1955.

DICKENSON, ROBERT E+, CITY REGION AND REGIONALISM, (KEean PAauL, TRENCH,
_ TRUBNER AND CO. LTD.), LONDON, 1947,
GERSON, W., AN _URBAN RENEWAL STuoY FOR THE CITY OF WINNIPEG (Tue
UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA), WINNIPEG, 1957

HILBERSEIMER, L., THE NATURE OF CiTiES, (PAuL THEOBALD AND Co.)
Cuicaco 1955 '

HENDERSON'S DIRECTORIES OF THE CITY OF WINNIPEG, WINNIPEG

AND FuNCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF WINNIPEG

HossE, HeA,, THE AREAL GROWTH
THE UNTVERSITY OF MANITOBA), WINNIPEG 1956,

70 10 1913,

METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMITTEE, PRELIMINARY REPORT ON RESIDENT!AL AREAS,
WINNIPEG, 1940.

MuMFORD, LEWIS, THE CULTURE OF CITIES, (HARCOURT, BRACE AND Co.) NEW YORK,

1938.

NEUTRA, RICHARD, SURVIVAL THRouGH DEsSIGN, (OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS)

NEw YORK, 1951




133

Porvnu, Gzoaezs, CITY OF ST. JOWN URBAN RENEWAL STUDY. (GARDEN
‘ CITY PRESS CO-OPERATIVE LTD,) TORONTO 1957,

QUEEN'S PRINTER, THE STATUTES OF CANADA, 1956, OTTAwA.

| SeaMAN, HoLLy S., MANITOBA LANDMARKS AND ReED LETTER DAYS, WINNIPEG,
1920.

STEPHENSON, GORDON, A REDEVELOPMENT STUDY OF HALIFAX, N.S. (CorpPorATION
ofF THE CITY OF HALIFAX), HALIFAX 1957.

WE IR, T.Rey LAND USE AND POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS OF CENTRAL WINNIPEG
(REPRINTED FROM GEOBRAPHICAL L BULLETIN No. 9Ys 195(s




TIT
R
L

Hin

il

ﬁz%g%%m@m n
L

QUL
WL

| S N
\
[ )
i
(s o)
(=)
-
=
C
¥

2 ccly
15 S T - S | S| T |




[ [oWe b —Chm 5 qm) i =
0 — - B D S ] i | —

| — I o . »
TWEQ | I | I |- e | Rl

......

\

AAAAAA

VVVVV

AN APPRAISAL OF HOUSING CONDITIONS

IN WINNIPEG

A MASTER OF ARCHITECTURE (COMMUNITY 'PLANNING)
THESIS PRESENTED TO THE FACULTY OF @ GRADUATE

STUDIES, THE UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA

APRIL, 1958 STANLEY HIROAKI OSAKA

LEGEND:

—— BOUNDARY OF POLLING DISTRICTS
POLLING DISTRICT NUMBER
PARKS, RECREATIONAL AREAS
'SCHOOLS |

COMMUNITY CENTRES




\ K
o

e
\V

VW\
ot

\

TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT

—1  COMMUNITY GCENTRES
©  GRADE 'A DWELLINGS (EXCELLENT TO GOOD)
© GRADE 'B w  (ACCEPTABLE TO QUESTIONABLE)
@ GRADE 'C' i (SUBSTANDARD)
@ GRADE 'D' =  (UNFIT FOR HABITATION)
L ) i
SCALE IN FEET
2000 1000 O 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
o | —  — — = —

MAP BY METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION
OF GREATER WINNIPEG 1957



@

LTI <NMRQWM o

i

[ ]
i |
i
CEMETERY
g —

:::]Nf.f'%;[__
=
N

m 1@ i
...... Flrlrnfllu\ |.|,|.||I|l|.||..|l_
—

g 3

S w

5 -

h LS

C.-u -
T ———
: -
e = =1
2

L/ — = . /
9 o i
2 0 _

y/ z
: /

>

-

-
- i

N\
/
|
i



iy "&4? A

o°
0¥° < 7
w o S
i Q
Ctaron

s

=
Al

T

Il
il




PRAZY )

W Ay

e

!,.
|

Voua mit Ao

T

camrae,

camrag,,

il

WAVERLEY

tomas ge

=sD8oa 5

YBD VSiON

LLER

CNR

A&







=




A

ll

J!






