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"Even in everyday life the concept of good fit, though positive 
in meaning, seems very largely to feed on negative instances; it 
is the aspects of our lives that afe obsolete, incongruous  or out 
of tune that catch our attention." 

The premise of this study is that the process of restructuring 

en ironments so they achieve a better 'fit' or 'congruence' with the 

particular people they serve begins with the identification of envir-

onmental factors which cause the frustration, inconvenience or social 

isolation of people. Factors which fail to encourage exploitation of 

the creative potential in individuals or groups of people are similar-

ly detrimental to good 'fit'. 

This practicum is a case study of families with children, and 

their satisfaction with, and use of, the open spaces and open space 

related elements in two three-storey walkup apartment complexes in 

Winnipeg. The study seeks to identify attitudes and patterns of use 

which can become the basis for a frame of reference for the design of 

this type of housing for residents of low to middle income. 

By identifying the incongruities in a residential environment, 

it becomes possible to examine them, and finally, to suggest implica-

tions of this new information in terms of principles of planning, des-

ign and management. Through the implementation of the results of such 

studies as this in design, construction and evaluation over a period 

of years, the cycle of research continues and new information of this 

kind can be fed constantly into the design process. 

The value of such information, however, is not restricted to new 

construction. Where walkup apartments have been developed without the 

features identified in this study, the recycling of these environments 

through the integration of user-oriented design principles may be seen 

as an effective, and efficient means of continuing to utilize existing 

apartment buildings. 
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The range of environmental and behavioural variables involved in 

the examination of a residential environment render the situation very 

complex. In an exploratory study such as this, the emphasis is on the 

identification and description of some of the most important factors 

rather than on precise quantification or measurement. It is hoped that 

this work, and other similar case studies. might lead to research aimed 

at quantifying these variables . Each cycle of evaluation then becomes 

more definitive. 

A. BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

In recent years evidence has become increasingly convincing that 

alternatives are needed to respond to the housing needs of the great 

segment of families in the housing market who aspire to owning single

detached dwellings, but for whom this possibility is becoming increas

ingly remote. Of all those in this situation, the pressure is being 

felt most by those caught between eligibility for public housing and 

those able to opt-in to the suburban housing market. Within this group, 

which is partially defined by its economic resources (and called "low" 

to "middle" income), the most extensive housing needs are faced by fam

ilies with children. It is for the needs of this group that available 

housing responds with the least "fit" or "congruence". 

The aspiration towards the ideal of a single- detached house is 

common to English-speaking families of all social classes in the 
2 

Western world. Because of this, frustration often results as a con-

sequence of the social stigma attached by society to families living 

in multiple dwellings. These families are often unable to see beyond 

the indoctrination of television, and the media generally, that those 

who reside in single detached houses (which are perceived as being 

"good") are "norrnal"3 and the logical implication that those who don't 

are in some way less normal. 

To this frustration, which is caused by social conditioning, are 



added those which are experiential--those related to day to day beha

viour and caused by the misfit between the perceived needs of the res

idents and the design of the built environment . Both of these aspects 

of frustration are significant, but the frustrations caused by social 

conditioning are problems confronting society generally, whereas those 

based in people's experience and caused by misjudgments, oversights or 

ignorance in the design and development process should be the focus of 

the concern of designers, developers and government policymakers. 

It appears that problems which have been considered as having 

4 

been caused by high housing densities are in fact more related to the 

nature of the separation between individual private, well-defined spaces, 

indoors and out, which allows residents a measure of freedom to pursue 

their chosen life-style, especially with regard to child~earing . 4 

The bias against multiple-family housing is no doubt based on the lack

luster precedents the various forms of multiple-family housing and their 

outdoor spaces have assumed in the past, and on their failure to meas

ure up to acceptable levels of separation and privacy for which the 

suburban bungalow on its fenced lot has provided the standard. 

However, the possibilities in multiple-family housing design that 

begin to appear when attempts are made to integrate the needs and as

pirations of residents are encouraging. This is especially relevant 

at a time when the costs of land, labour, servicing, materials, fin

ancing, and energy are demanding housing densities which conflict with 

the North American middle class perception of what is, or at least has 

been, acceptable as family housing . 

For these reasons, the middle range of housing density has been 

singled out as the focus of this study, and walkup apartments with 

their related open spaces as the particular building form to be explored. 

Considerable attention has been paid to the problems of public 

ro~housing in Winnipeg and elsewhere, 5 and similarly to the problems 

of high rise apartment developments, 6 but there has been relatively 

little documentation of the problems of families, specifically, residing 



in walkup apartments. However, conclusions drawn from the study of one 

environment may be relevant to the details of the design of another-

if they are applied carefully with due regard for the uniqueness of 

the two populations and environments. 

5 

Three-storey walkup apartments and the use made of their exterior 

spaces are particularly interesting, not only because of their lack of 

documentation, but also because of the role they currently play, and 

the greater role they might play, in providing housing at significantly 

higher densities than ro["'housing
7 

while providing at least one-third 

of the units direct access to the ground. 8 

Further, the walkup form has become virtually standardized around 

the double-loaded corridor, and building codes; despite the provision 

for planned building groups, are producing apartment complexes which 

appear to be becoming similarly standardized, Uniformity of this kind 

is to be anticipated as a problem whenever economic considerations are 

forced to the fore in housing design at the expense of social, function

al and aesthetic considerations. Such is the current condition in the 

housing scene. 

The requirements of good fit are constantly changing in any en

vironment as the people and their stage in the life-cycle advance and 

change. But the challenge of resolving misfit remains the same--to 

identify the obsolete, incongruous or discordant features as the first 

step in ameliorating them, 

The object of this study is to shed light on the development to

ward greater fit between man and his living environments, and it follows 

that current "best-guesses" (as Christopher Alexander called them)--the 

latest, most congruent responses--should be the objects of analysis so 

that the progress made through them can become the foundation of fur

ther improvement. However, when economic forces so constrict the design 

process as they currently do, it is perhaps more relevant, at least to 

the people who comprise the low to middle income group, to examine 

standardized responses to this problem, and to consider what might be 



done to render the form as built more congruent with the people who 

face their goal--the suburban bungalow with garden and garage--with 

less likelihood of realizing it and are forced or choose to raise 

their children, at least for a time, in walkup apartments. 

To examine current walkup apartment complexes with extensive 

open space development might skirt the issue in several ways, The 

rents for such developments indicate that residents generally are 

finacially able to afford a higher standard of accommodation than low 

to middle income people. Since they are also able more realistically 

to anticipate their walkup apartment residency as a stepping-stone to 

or from an inevitable single detached house in suburbia, the pressures 

felt by low to middle income people might not be present. 

The anticipated result of the study, then, is factual data and 

principles of planning, design and management emerging from those data 

that may contribute as input in the design of open space and walkup 

apartments for the sector of the population which has been identified. 

B. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED 

Behavioural goals in this paper refer to the activities which 

resident children and adults wish to perform. 

Behavioural traces are physical signs of use that communicate 

the essence of the activity or preference when the users are absent 

6 

(eg., paths across lawns, garbage strewn about, shades constantly drawn). 

Congruence and fit are defined as the state of responsiveness that 

exists between an environment used by a specific population and the be

havioural goals of that population. Incongruence and misfit indicate 

a re'lative lack of this state of responsiveness. 

A Limited Dividend Project is a housing project which is privately 

developed with Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation providing 95% 

of the mortgage financing. CMHC in turn controls the rate of return to 

the developer by setting the rental rates based primarily on operating 

expenses. 



Maisonettes are two-storey apartments with an internal stairway. 

Private open space is outdoor space desig nated for use by resi

dents of a specific housing unit only 1 which is at least partially vis

ually and aurally separated from surrounding interior and exterior _ 

space. 

Public open space is outdoor space designated for use by all of 

the residents of a housing complex, including, in some cases ; residents 

of surrounding areas . 

7 

Semi-private open space is outdoor space which forms a transition 

zone between private and public open space, which is generally defined 

for use by residents of adjacent private spaces and their guests , It 

also serves as a means of separating private and public areas. 

Walkup apartments in this study refers to apartment blocks of 

typically twelve to thirty units with access to individual apartments 

off a central corridor or stairwell, in which access to any unit re

quires climbing no more than two levels of stairs above grade, in which 

there are no elevators, and with which resident parking is provided 

outdoors at grade. 
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Part One 



A. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Satisfaction with residential environments appears to be a 

composite of satisfaction with the numerous elements that make up 

11 

the social and physical setting. Positive resident response originates 

from the satisfaction of the basic needs of physical survival (sel-

dom a problem in modern urban housing) and progresses to satisfac-

tion at higher levels of functioning--in terms of such considerat-

ions as aesthetics, symbols,communication--necessary for residents 

to participate in a modern complex society.
1 

All of these areas 

have been documented at length in the literature. 

The literature review was undertaken to isolate the most 

significant factors involved in determining resident satisfaction. 

The factors are discussed individually here, although in residential 

settings some of them work in concert (such as adult social inter

action and children's play activities or open space use and some 

aspects of security). 

Identification of these factors as they affect North American 

multiple-family housing for low to middle income families then becomes 

a basis for the examination of particular cases in Winnipeg. 

1 IMAGE 

The manner in which an environment is perceived affects the be

haviour of the individuals perceiving it. Boulding states as his first 

proposition in his book, The Image, that behaviour is dependent upon 

the image, or "subjective knowledge" of the one who is perceiving
2 

that is, how a person behaves in a place is conditioned by what that 

person believes to be true about that place. It follows that the 

objective evaluation of an environment by outsiders is of lesser rel-



evance or importance than the assessment of the image of that place 

and the use which it evokes in residents. 

Boulding continues by saying that " .. the meaning of a mes-

sage is the change which it produces in the image 113 (or subjective 

knowledge) which influences behaviour. The process of responding to 

the desire of residents to perform certain activities--or behavi

oural goals--that cannot be performed within a certain environment, 

is a process that involves the dissemination of messages. These mes

sages may be expressed either as physical form or as alternate social 

organization, and have the potential of altering the image, thereby 

accommodating or stimulating the desired activities. For the res

ponse to be most effective, it follows that the range of behavioural 

goals of the population group being examined must be ascertained. 

The resulting message, then, must be based on a priorization and 

balance of these known behavioural goals. 

Rappaport and Hall explain habitation and human interaction 

patterns in terms of culture-bound formulae (or images) which un

consciously govern behaviour and which are ultimately responsible 

for the physical design of houses, neighbourhoods and cities.
4 

Clare Cooper then elaborates on the resistance of an image-

specifically that of the house as it has been perceived for cen-
5 

turies--to change. She describes the house as a symbol which is 

created through the manipulation of variables--such as materials, 

technologies, art (which are different for different cultures)-

to express our image of who we are to the world around us. 

Because this image is so thoroughly engrained in North Am

ericans, she finds it unlikely that lower to middle income families 

will accept apartments as permanent homes for a long time to come. 

"The high-rise apartment building is rejected by most Am
ericans, as a family home because, I would suggest, it gives one 
no territory on the ground, violates the archaic image of what 
a house is, and is perceived unconsciously as a threat to one's 

12 



self-image as a unique personality. The house in which people are 
being asked to live is not a symbol-of-self, but the symbol of a 
stereotyped, anonymous filing-cabinet collection of selves, which 
people fear they are becoming. Even though we may make apartments 
larger, with many of the appurtenances of a house, as well as op
portunities for modification and ownership, it may still be a long 
time before the majority of lower and middle-income American fam
ilies will accept this as a valid image of g permanent home. It 
is too great a threat to their self-image." 

13 

Through his study of children's drawings, Rand concludes that 

within individual families, the image of a residential environment is 

always evolving. 

"The real dwelling house of the family is a progressively con
structed symbol. The family discovers its identity and its rules 
partly in response to the form of the house. At the same time 
the family builds, decorates, reconstructs and selects the house 
as an expression of its unique needs and objectives."? 

Not only does the image affect behaviour, the environment is sel

ected and shaped to convey a desired image. 

If the rise of a family from lower to moderate income is ac

companied by an increased sense of economic and psychic stability, 

it is likely that "the self and the environment in a state of mutual 

regard" rather than in "a state of combat", will emerge. The house 

will likely become more an expression of self, than a defender of self 
8 

as it often is with lower income groups. 

It appears, then, that the response to, and the acceptability of 

housing is conditioned by images and symbols created by societies 

over long periods, that these images change slowly, and that they 

are likely to have a great effect on the residential aspirations 

of individuals with" .that society. 

2 OPEN SPACE USE 

The inadequate separation of private and public areas of use 

and the responsibility for their maintenance, are parts of one of the 

greatest problems of open space design. 



Michelson and Cooper each articulate the need both to re

examine the vast areas of public open space in housing developments 

and to consider the functions which private open space--no matter 

14 

how small--can provide for, which public space--no matter how large--
9 

cannot. The specific needs of supervising young children, of as-

suring the family's privacy and control over its own affairs and 

activities ("however childish")--of which chila:'rearing is a central 

issue-~of providing fathers with an opportunity to perform tradit

ionally masculine activities, and of ensuring visual and if pos

sible aural separation from neighbours--these are the main reasons 

given for the necessity of private open space in family housing. 

The use of all private and public open space--which is related 

to the way the space is perceived--is largely dependant on the de

gree to which it is given clear definition regarding who has "ac-

cess to, responsibility toward, and control over that space." 
10 

The relationship between public and private spaces is also 

. . f . . 11 ( . f h . I • I important in terms o transition moving rom w at is mine to 

what is 'ours') and in terms of residents' ability to observe 

activity (of children and adults) in the public space from the 
. . 12 . l private space. Both Michelson and Cooper found that socia ex-

change with strangers increased when one participant in a casual 

social exchange was on home turf. 

The lack of provision of private open space has been shown 

to have a restraining effect on residents resulting in increased 

confinement of children within housing units.
13

. Where a private 

outdoor zone is not defined adjacent to main-floor units, drapes 

will inevitably be constantly drawn to discourage curious children 

or adult passersby from looking in. Communal open spaces, side

walks or foot paths should never abut directly onto private in-
. . . . 14 

terior dwelling space with windows. 

Michelson concludes that if single-detached units with their 



private open space cannot be made available universally, it is 

necessary to consider entirely new housing forms that can be made 

. d . 15 responsive an available to everyone. 

It is important, then, to understand the activities which 

residents wish to perform in order to attempt to accommodate them 

in open areas specifically defined for these activities. 

3 ADULT SOCIAL INTERACTION 

"The residents of housing developments are social ani
mals ... who require the support of others for their own 
well-being and for the initiation and maintenance of 
the co-operative activities upon which group life and 
the survival of society itself ultimately depend." 

" ... Site plans acquire some of their significance from 
their capability to facilitate or thwart the use of 
the senses; in other words, through their power to reg
ulate the communication process among the residents and 
other users of a plan area."16 

For some time physical plans have been acknowledged as having 

an influence on friendship patterns and social interaction. (Glazer 

has complemented this by empha.=.sizing the importance of social sur

roundings in determining social interaction patterns.
17

) The 

studies of Festinger et al. concluded that the physical arrange

ment of housing units was a fundamental determinant of friendship 
18 

formation patterns; Cooper drew the same conclusion from her work. 

Clearly, the social and physical environments function together, and 

it would probably be as erroneous to single out either factor ex

clusively, as it would be to relate unequivocally certain behaviour 

to specific design factors. 

The factor underlying the success or failure of social 

interactions--and on this point Glazer, Cooper and Festinger, 
19 {' , 

as well as others would agree-- is the degree of real or per-

ceived homogeneity within the resident population. Exactly how homo

geneity is defined, however, still is not clear. Michelson cites Gans' 



which suggests that the block (about twelve units at suburban den

sities) is the basic unit for homogeneity of social class. 

Michelson goes on to suggest that homogeneity of social class might 

be more effective at the neighbourhood level, leaving social inter

action amongst different class groups to occur at recreation and 

shopping centres and other facilities that they all would have to 
20 

use. Gutman recognizes homogeneity as the factor which trans-

forms initial contact ('accidents of propinquity') into more en

during relationships. But, he questions whether the basis for 

this transformation must be "similarities in social backgrounds, 

values and attitudes, interests, or in only some of these fac-
21 

tors." Cooper suggests that income-group alone cannot guarantee 

homogeneity, but rather it is lifestyle--especially attitudes to

ward child-rearing--that is most important; that this factor, in 

spite of potential heterogeneity of age and household structures, 

"makes for more continuity in the community, more long-standing 

1 . h' d · 1 'd · 1122 
re ations ips, an greater socia i entity. 

Homogeneity is one of two factors which Michelson states 

function together with proximity to promote social interaction. 

The other is the need for mutual aid, which includes borrowing 

items, babysitting, lending a hand with household repairs and so 
23 

on. Though social interaction is possible, with restrictive 

regulations in rental situations, opportunities seldom arise to 

alter the environment, hence possibilities of fostering social 

interaction in this way are rare. Gutman points out that a lack of 

community facilities, such as local shops and parks, need not 

necessarily mean the residential group will lack cohesion. On the 

contrary, the need for mutual aid which occurs as people require 

certain food items or kitchen supplies and a store is not conveni

ent, or for babysitting when daycare facilities are absent, rein-
24 

forces interaction in a residential group. 

Newman and Cooper acknowledge the social importance of 

16 



laundry facilities and stress the need--especially in family hous

ing--for a comfortable, attractive, relatively quiet area in the 

laundry--for mothers (or fathers) and older people to mingle with 

a clear view to an adjacent outdoor play area for pre-school 

children.
25 

Fanning, in a study in Britain, found that "given greater 

distance from outdoor spaces where women (with young children) 

can conduct social intercourse with their neighbours, women in 

these apartments (above the ground and with no direct access to 

outdoor space) were more socially isolated 11 •
26 

This conclusion was 

reinforced by data showing that women in the same situation with

out children demonstrated a contrastingly excellent record of 

mental health. 

Isolation and crowding have been examined, and while in

creased densities have seemed to foster isolation or feelings of 

1
. 27 

lone iness, crowding is a "subjective phenomenon which can 

be conscious or unconscious and can occur under conditions of 

high or low densities of living. 1128 

Once a comfortable life style (social form) has been worked 

out in conjunction with a particular physical environment, Rand 

maintains that it presents great difficulties for people to rewrite 

their "social scenario" on a bare stage conjured up by designers 

who are insensitive to the "cognitive complexity" of adapting to a 

d ' ff d . . 29 i erent an perhaps alien environment. 

Social interaction amongst adults, then, is affected by 

proximity, by participating in common activities, by access to 

'where things are happening', by the subjective measurement of 

crowding or the feeling of isolation, and by the comfort people 

feel in their residential environment. 

17 
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4 CHILDREN AND TEENAGERS 

The extent to which housing allows a family a range of op

portunities for social and educational development for their chil

dren is a basic source of resident satisfaction or dissatisfaction.
30 

When shown housing representing increasing densities, residents 

of Easter Hill Village in Cooper's study rated the desirability 

of walkup apartments ahead of high-rise apartments and, pre-

dictably, after single-detached and rowhousing. Their main 

reasons were "the lack of privacy ('no yards'; 'people all around 

you') and the difficulties of child care ( ... 'kids too far away 

to watch'; 'kids would fall off balconies')'1
•

31 

Visual and aural separation from neighbours, and direct access 

to private open space are presented by Michelson as being the key 

factors rendering the suburban house ideal for child rearing.
32 

This point is especially important for consideration in multiple

family housing where residents of different social classes and 

ethnic backgrounds, with their varying methods and standards of 

child rearing, are housed amongst one another in close proximity. 

The requirement of aural privacy has another side to it. 

Raven discovered that more important than the .disturbance that 

people living in apartments feel from external noise, is the "res

triction people feel in making noise themselves. This affects their 

whole pattern of leisure and makes for sedentary hobbies such as 

television viewing.
1133 

The restrictions that must be placed on 

children whose natural tendency is to make lots of noise in their 

play activity are considered by Willis to create frustration po

tentially dangerous to children's mental health.
34 

A number of studies have undertaken extensive observations of 

children's play and the facilities provided in multiple-family 

housing.
35 

Many of these discussions evaluated the specific 

facilities with which the children were provided and children's 

and pare nts' attitude s towards them. 



The absence of facilities to challenge the energy of teen-
36 

agers has been repeatedly noted. The result of this deficiency 

is the tendency of teenagers to spend time away from home as soon 

as they become sufficiently mobile and independant. Cooper noted 

that teenagers like to spend time not in, but near, their homes but 

when there were no acceptable facilities close by, they would 

wander further afield.
37 

It appears then, from these studies, that parents have 

identified the need to be 'their own boss' in child-rearing as one 

of the main problems of multiple-family living. This ap~lies both 

to the lack of private outdoor space and to inadequate soundproofing 

between units which places restrictions on the natural tendency of 

adults and children to make noise. 

5 NOISE 

The extent of the problem created by unwanted noise in resi

dential environments appears to be related more to the nature of 

the source than simply to the volume. 

Gutman states "when not accompanied by more civilized forms 

of communication and contact, equipment noises or the sound of 

anonymous and inarticulate voices account for the irritation and 

dissatisfaction reported by occupants (of multiple-family hous-

. ) 38 d h ing ." Cooper observe on the other hand, that wen the volume 

was tolerable residents--especially mothers alone or single women-

appreciated hearing life next door, because in the relatively high

crime area where that study was conducted, it meant that their own 
39 

cries for help would likely be heard. 

Cooper also discovered that the greatest concern of residents 

was with noise between units--children running up and down stairs, 

couples fighting in the room above someone else's living-room and 

so on. Conscious of the noise that they themselves made, and 

19 



coupled with their desire to be good neighbours, Cooper noted that 

adult residents were prompted to adjust their entertaining habits 

(and to visit people elsewhere). Willis observed that parents 

would restrict the amount of noise they allowed their children to 

make, probably unconscious of the risk of affecting the mental 

health of the children.
40 

The cost of complete soundproofing in multiple-family 

dwellings for low income residents appears to be so prohibitive 

that control of noise is more a question of defining what consti

tutes tolerable levels than attempting to eliminate noise alto-
41 

gether. 

6 MAINTENANCE 

Given that repairs and replacements will be continually 

needed, the attitudes of management toward providd!ng a prompt and 

thorough maintenance service will likely be a significant factor 

in determining resident satisfaction. 

Before a design is approved, policies of maintenance and 

replacement should be considered by designers, owners, management, 

and if possible prospective tenants to ensure that the mainten

ance dependancy of the environment is equivalent to what can be 
42 

accomplished within proposed maintenance budgets. 

Whenever :pos sible, · . . a resident manager should live in the 

housing complex in order to assist tenants with problems that 

occur and to supervise repairs made both to apartments and to the 

open areas. 

7 SECURITY AND TERRITORIAL DEFINITION 

The implications of clearly defined separations between 

private and public open space in terms of maintenance and use have 

already been mentioned. Newton includes security as one of these 

20 



implications. He uses the premise that when territory is defined 

in a manner which stimulates use, a sense of proprietorship devel

ops and residents naturally assume the role of policing. This is 

more effectively initiated by the community of residents than by 

an external authority such as a police force.
43 

Outdoor spaces 

become a 'no-man's land' in the absence of such definition and 

without the elements--such as benches, play equipment and lighting-

that reinforce the use of these spaces. Problems of vandalism and 

violence then grow in proportion to the density of the housing 

sited on such open spaces. When people become resigned to pro

tecting themselves as individuals rather than as a community, 

Newton feels that the battle against crime has already been ef

fectively lost. It becomes apparent that the importance of de

fining private spaces and communal spaces is not just to respond 

to behavioural goals and 'image; and not just for definition of 

maintenance tasks, but also to support community surveillance as 

the natural method of controlling theft and vandalism. 

Rainwater discovered that poor people who regard the world 

as essentially hostile and threatening consider their house as a 

haven, or shell--a fortress into which they can safely withdraw.
44 

With increased economic means the significance of house shifts 

from that of defender to that of expresser of the individuality 
45 · 

of the resident. 

The importance of the micro-details of territorial defin

ition is stressed by Cooper, and the failure of open spaces to 

function in the predicted manner in some housing developments is 

attributed to this factor.
46 

Newton describes a hierarchy of territorially defined spaces 

which range from public to private and move through transition 

zones in which the role of the surveillance of residents is built-

. b h f · d · 47 
in to assure ot a sense o community an security. Even with 

such definition and control, it is necessary to discover the 

21 
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optimum size of development of different housing types in which 

these practices can be successful. 

SUMMARY 

The literature which has been examined has indentified factors 

upon which resident satisfaction with open spaces related to mul

tiple-family housing is conditioned. It indicates the importance 

of mental images on the perception, selection and use of avail-

able outdoor (and indoor) facilities and on the manner in which 

these images and symbols have evolved within a society over long 

periods. It stresses the need for definition of use and mainten

ance responsibilities in the design of open spaces in multiple

housing developments, and considers the adverse effects on adults 

and children in the absence of such definition. It emphasizes the 

role of perceived homogeneity within a small group of residents and 

the need for mutual aid in translating proximity of residents into 

significant social interactions. It stt-ongl~ ouggest.s the need. 
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for private open spaces for residents--especially those with young 

children--and documents the specific play requirements of children 

of different ages and their preference for different kinds of play 

equipment. It recognizes the problems created by noise transmitted 

between units and from outside and shows that the concern of not 

disturbing neighbours is important enough to affect peoples' visit

ing patterns. It indicates the value of clearly-defined maintenance 

policies and demonstrates the advantages of designing so that se

curity is reinforced by the physical environment and so that sur

veillance of open spaces is assumed as a natural function of resi

dents. 

Much of the relevant literature has been written by designers, 

designer-philosophers, or others who have presented their per

ceptions, often from aesthetic or symbolic points of view. Within 

the last decade, the emphasis in housing research has turned toward 

resident evaluations of housing and observations of resident be

haviour in open spaces as the basis for reassessment of housing 

design criteria and guidelines. 

This study is a further step in gathering information re

lated to the factors described in the literature as affecting res

ident satisfaction with open spaces, as they pertain to families 

with children living in two walkup apartment complexes in Winnipeg. 

It is through evaluation of the success or failure of these en

vironments and the articulation of the residents' aspirations and 

feelings that designers are enabled to represent, more vigorously 

than ever before, the concerns of residents at all stages of the 

design process. 

23 
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B. RESEARCH PROCEDURE 

1 SELECTION OF RESEARCH METHODS 

"Man, as a thinking being, relates to his spatial 
environment both in his mind and in his actual presence. 
This gives rise to two approaches to research in this 
area, both necessary: Mental congruence and experi
ential congruence between people and their environment. 
While fundamentally different, they complement each 
other."l 

Evidence has been presented indicating that people's per

ceptions and attitudes are not necessarily related to their observed 

behaviour--that people may say one thing, but in fact do things 

apparently unrelated to what they have said.
2 

On the basis of this 

information it is necessary to study both attitudes and behaviour 

patterns in order to suggest relationships between environmental 

factors and specific behaviour. 

28 

Mental congruence is the state which exists when a desirable 

and predictable social situation results from the "creation or main

tenance of a particular physical environment. 113 Data-gathering methods 

yielding subjective information have been selected to assess the men

tal congruence between residents and the developments under study. 

The object of this kind of research is to discover residents' present 

levels of satisfaction with their living environments and what they 

perceive as being desirable living environments. The information 

yielded by such study is not objective fact, but rather the per

ceptions of residents based on their experiences, observations and 

'hearsay evidence' generated in resident interaction. Therefore, 

mental congruence can be said to exist if individuals think that 

certain arrangements of space "will successfully accommodate (their) 

personal characteristics, values and style of life. 114 



Experiential congruence is the state of an environment which 

accommodates the characteristics and behaviour of a specific popu

lation. The methods used to determine experiential congruence 

yield objective information by recording observed spatial behaviour 

patterns as fact. Since this method does not use tightly defined 

and controlled laboratory situations, both the quantifying of 

variables affecting human behaviour, and replication of results (in 

this or other environments) are difficult. 

Subjective and objective methods, when used to complement 

each other, however, not only indicate levels of satisfaction, but 

also allow for correlations to be made which suggest why, in some 

cases, observed behaviour occurs. Similarly they can be used to 

identify areas of fit or misfit in particular environments. 

2 SELECTION OF RESEARCH TECHNIQUES 

a) Subjective Information 

i. Interview Questions 

An interview format was established to determine . the atti

tudes of residents to various aspects of the physical and social 

environment. 

formation.) 

(It was also used to gain factual demographic in-

In a case study Preiser has demonstrated the value of spon

taneous responses in determining residents' greatest concerns re

garding their living environments.
5 

Open-ended questions were 

therefore chosen 1) to allow respondents to present freely and at 

length if desired, their greatest concerns, and 2) to guage atti

tudes to factors identified either in the literature or from pre

liminary observation at the sites being studied. It was anticipated 

that from the response to these questions, specific environmental 

factors could be isolated which residents perceived as the most 

significant physical or social elements facilitating or hindering 
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their behavioural goals. 

ii. Children's Drawings 

Since other studies had indicated children are the greatest 

users of open space, they were asked to draw pictures which, it 

was hoped, would indicate their perceptions and attitudes regarding 

where they lived and played. 

In cases where the sample was sufficiently large, both Cooper 

and Rand found that the recurrence of specific images in children's 

drawings suggested conclusions about socialization and perception 

in a certain environment.
6 

Cooper acknowledged the difficulty of 

analyzing the content of these drawings, but recognized their 

qualitative value in contributing children's feelings about a place 

to the results of a study. 

b) Objective Information 

i. Interview Questions 

In the interview format, when responses could be stated 

simply and could be limited to several alternatives, closed-ended 

questions were employed to facilitate the analysis of data: 

Example - All things considered, do you think the rent is 
too high, just right, or low? 

When it seemed necessary, a closed-ended question was followed by 

an open-ended one. 

Example - Is this a good place to bring children up? 
Why? 

This procedure allowed for an initial count of positive, 

negative, and indifferent responses. The object of the second 

question in these cases, was to provide the reasoning behind the 
tt\Ol'"e 

initial response and to uncover thehsubtle aspects of resident 

attitudes. 

ii. Systematic Observations 

Since the attitudes gathered via the interviews were not 

necessarily predictive of overt behaviour, a technique for record-
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ing objective information was used to describe the physical context 

of the behaviour and the behaviour itself. Observations of activ

ities were systematically recorded on site plans of the development. 

The procedure was used on selected days over a period of two weeks 

to neutralize (but not eliminate) the effect of behavioural 

'anomalies', and to present a picture more representative of partici

pation in, and the range, location, and duration of activities 

than either occasional or irregular observations could provide. 

iii. Selective Photography 

Particular behaviour or behavioural traces which were signif

icant because they were typical, or interesting because they were 

unusual, were recorded photographically. The photographs were later 

used to refresh the researcher's memory of specific circumstances 

in the developments being studied to discover behaviour and activ

ities not noticed during observations. They were also used to 

facilitate presentation of the findings of the study. 

3 SELECTION OF APARTMENT DEVELOPMENTS TO BE STUDIED 

Since it was a goal of the study to discover how and to what 

degree open space could most effectively be used in responding to 

the needs of low to middle income families in walkup apartments, 

the selection of developments to be examined was based on a) re

stricted income of residents, b) high proportion of families with 

children, c) absence of private open space for most residents, and 

d) minimal landscape development. 

a) Restricted Income of Residents 

In private developments this was impossible to ascertain 

precisely, however, rental rates and employment types provided a 

general indication of income range. 

b) High Proportion of Families With Children 

Since the study focused on families it was important to select 
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developments in which families with children constituted a major 

population group. Developments with different densities of children 

and different mixes of families and other population groups were 

chosen to represent different pressures on open space use. 

c) Absence of Private Open Space for Most Residents 

The absence of private open space for families in apartments 

is likely to constrain the range of family activities significantly. 

Either a balcony or small yard of any usable size is likely to re

lieve this constraint immediately. 

d) Minimal Landscape Development 

Projects with minimal landscape development were selected be

cause rental rates at well-developed sites would probably have ex

cluded the residents to be studied, and because minimal develop

ment in the form of play equipment or seating would likely provide 

a focus for activity which could be observed and analyzed. 

Using these criteria, Pinehill Apartments, 660-668 Panet Road, 

and 551-565 Keenleyside Avenue, owned and managed by Cambridge

Imperial Developments, and Sutton/Rothesay Apartments at 355 Sutton 

Avenue and 1390 Rothesay Street, owned by Manitoba Housing and 

Renewal Corporation and managed by Winnipeg Regional Housing 

Authority, were selected. 

Pinehill Apartments 

The major study area chosen was the Pinehill Apartments, six 

apartment buildings of 30 one- and two-bedroom units each--a total of 

180 units. 

The complex is a limited-dividend project developed in 1971 to 

supply controlled-rental housing to the broad range of prospective te

nants at the low end of the housing market (students, recently 

arrived immigrants, welfare-assisted families, new families, single 
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Fig . 2 . Locations of Pinehill Apartments and Sutton/Rothe say Apar'tments 
in Winnipeg 



parent families). In 1976 it housed a diversity of low to middle 

income residents virtually all of whom were steadily employed. 

Just less than half the units were occupied by families with 

children when the study was conducted. The size of the apartments 

effectively restricted the size of families to include one or 

two children with the occasional case of families with three 

children. 

All of the units are provided with full-length sliding patio 

doors off the living room. On the main floor they open onto the 

Fig. 3. Patio doors on main (left) and upper floors--Pinehill 

public open space with no definition of an adjacent private area 

and on the upper floors a 75 cm. (30 in.) high protective railing 

directly in front of the door/window allowed for air circulation 

and view, but no access to open space. There are no balconies 

attached to these upper units. 
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For an apartment complex of its rental price range in 

Winnipeg, (one bedroom unit$ 170 per month, two bedroom unit 

$ 191 per month), the landscape development is considerable . 

It includes two play areas equipped with conventional play 

apparatus and extensive berming with some trees and shrubs. 

Sutton/Rothesay Apartments 

Suttori/Rothesay Apartments were selected as a general 

check of the Pinehill results against a situation with a 

greater proportion of families with children. The examination 

of Sutton/Rothesay was not intended to serve as a strict statisti

cal comparison, and therefore was less extensive than that of 

Pinehill. 
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The development consists of two 39-unit apartment buildings 

--a total of 78 units. Each building contains 10 main floor 

three-bedroom units and 28 second and third floor two-bedroom 

maisonette units . There is one one-bedroom unit1 on the main 

floor of each building . 

-----···· 1·~;.:.:.-==J:===~ ------····----------·--·-· -
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Fig . 5. Plan of Sutton/Rothesay indicating apartments sampled 

The development, located within a five-year-old area of 

single-family units , duplex es, rowhouses and walkup apartments 

provides government-assisted housing to families with , generally, 

one or two children, and to a few senior citizens. Rents are 

charged on the basis of 25% of family income. In almost 40% 

of the families interviewed this income was derived from un

employment insurance benefits or welfare assistance. 

All but three of the 78 household units (95 %) included 
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children and most families had one or two children. The majori

ty of the units contained two bedrooms, thus family size was regu

lated as it seemed to be at Pinehill. The three- bedroom main 

floor units at Sutton/Rothesay were reserved for families with 

special ci r cumstances, such as those which included a person 

confined to a wheelchair or families with older children (18 or 

19 years old) . The caretaker's family and a couple of senior 

citizens also occupied three- bedroom units . It was Winnipeg 

Regional Housing Authority policy that larger families be housed 

in rowhouses wherever_ possible . 
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Each of the main floor units, except the one one- bedroom apart

ment, have full - length sliding patio doors leading onto a 

3 . 7 m. by 4 . 9 m. (12 ft. by 16 ft . ) patio enclosed on the sides 

by a 2 . 1 m. (7 ft . ) high solid fence and across the front by a 1 . 2 m. 

(4 ft.) high picket-type fence. The maisonette units on the upper 

floors have large picture windows in the living-~ooms, but no bal

conies or private outdoor space. (See Fig. 11, p . 62) . 

In the central courtyard, conventional monkey-bars are 

provided in the middle of the sand play a rea, and a picnic table 

was located nearby. (See Fig. 37 . , p. 104 ). One mature elm has 

been retained in the court, several more have been preserved around 

the periphery and these have been augmented by some new plantings 

around the buildings. 

4 SELECTION OF RESIDENTS TO BE INTERVIEWED 

At Pinehill, rather than using a strictly random sample of 

residents, selection of apartments to be approached for interviews 

was bas.ed on 1) family structure, as noted from resident information 

made available by the building superintendents, and 2) location of 

apartment units within each building. 

Since this information was not availabl e at Sutton/Rothesay, 



a random sample based solely on the location of apartment units 

was selected . 

At Pinehill residents representative of all known family 

structures--including single and two parent families with one, 

two or three children, were selected from locations (see Fig. 41 1 

page 35): 

- facing the court/play areas, as well as those facing 

the parking lots and the roads or lanes and fields beyond; 

- on the main floor, as well as the upper floors; 

- in units on the ends of blocks as well as in the middle 

of blocks; _r.•~pirgei-=..--.shoulo be 
'¥ ne"' para~lfcl(ph 

- on all four orientations of the buildings[~he sample of 

families of different sizes and structures was selected 

relative to the proportion of families of these sizes 

and structures throughout the development . 

A smaller sample of single people, childless couples, and 

senior citizens was included to obtain information concerning 

the effect that children living in the development had on 

households without children. 

Where,ver -possible, interviews with mothers were sought, 

since it was assumed that they are primarily responsible for 

children during most of the day, and they generally make more 

extensive use of communal facilities indoors and outdoors than 

do fathers. In some cases fathers were interviewed, and in 

many cases both parents par~icipated in the interview. 

Initial calls on apartments were made during the day with 

calls-back in evenings or on another day if neccessal'..ly. After 

two calls-back with no response, an alternative was selected. 

At Pinehill alternatives were selected using the original criteria 

and at Sutton/Rothesay, residents of units adjacent to those 

originally selected were approached. 

38 



Interviews were conducted in 31 apartments at Pinehill, 

25 of which housed families with children, and in 13 apartments 

at Sutton/Rothesay, 11 of which housed families with children. 
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C. SOME ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS 

1 ASSUMPTIONS 

a) The walkup apartment form is a potentially viable housing 

option for families (with children) who constitute one population 

component of ~ mixed apartment community. 

b) The most valuable standards for measurements of fit or 

misfit are the expressed and observed incongruities (between the 

people and the place) in a particular environment. The complexi

ties of the variabxes involved, however, dictates that while 

similarities may be seen across case studies, and hypotheses 

presented, the uniqueness of thep~pulationand physical environ

ment in each situation must be recognized . 

c) Most people expect relatively little of where they live. 

They adapt to incongruities in their living environments with the 

passage of time, then have difficulty in articulating creative 

responses to problems they face. While some residents might 

suggest alternatives to the immediate problems they recognize, 

their energy, if devoted to improving the quality of housing, 

is usually oriented toward remedial measures rather than better 

planning and design . 

d) What is not said or what is understated by residents 

being interviewed could be of value in explaining behaviour/ 

environment relationships. Such omissions may be caused by the 

inability of questions to detect the subtle issues affecting 

resident attitudes or behaviour, they may have been prompted by 

bias toward the researcher or the resident may simply have for 

gotten to include information for other reasons. 
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e) Efforts spent in improving the fit between the 

physical environment and the needs of the residents are, in 

the long run, financially more efficient than either the exten

sive remedial expendiuures needed to redress the signs of in

congruity in short term physical solutions, or the .social costs 

resulting from the frustration, decreased efficiency or limita

tions to the individual and social development of adults and 

children forced to cop~ with inadequate environments. 

f) The study of two projects, while limited in scope, had 

general value in its ability to identify factors and reinforce 

the findings of similar studies elsewhere . 

2 LIMITATIONS 
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a) Conducting the study during summer months was invaluable 

in noting the intensity of use from day to day under optimal wea

ther conditions for outside activity. However, those conditions 

and the season during which the study was conducted precluded obser

vations of activity under the range of adverse conditions-- rain, 

snow, bitter cold-- which constitute half of the annual cycle. 

b) Without funding, the fieldwork and analysis were re

stricted to a relatively short period. Haid support been available, 

the study would have been able to incorporate continuous observa

tion through a range of climatic conditions, and to extend the size 

of the samples and the number of comparative cases studied. These 

measures would, no doubt, have increased the validity of conclusions 

for application in other cases. 

c) While efforts were made to minimize the effect of re

searcher bias, it is acknowledged that when one person, albeit with 

advisors, sets the interview, performs the observations, conducts 

the interviews, and analyzes and interprets the data, that the ad-



vantage of such intimate involvement in all phases of the process 

is likely to be offset to a degree by a reduction in objectivity. 

The researcher attempted to establish a .8asual atmosphere when 

dealing with residents in order that responses would be as complete 

as possible . It was hoped that this would reduce resident bias 

toward the researcher and eliminate apprehension on the part of 

residents regarding their involvement in the study ("Why have I 

been chosen?" "What do they want from me?") . 

d) Since the resultsof the interviews were hand-tabulated 

without computor assistance, cross- referencing of data was arduous 

and was employed much less frequently than it might have been, 

had electronic assistance been enlisted. The raw data are in

cluded in the appendices for whatever comparative value they 

may prove to afford in similar studies or further analyses. 

Because of this limitation (as well as the non - random 

sample used), the value in the analysis and response is primarily 

placed upon the qualitative messages the data suggest, with percen

tages and numbers serving primarily to reinforce or support 

observations or conclusions. 

When the period of observation is restricted, .as it was 

in this study, and when it is realized the extent to which the 

individual personalities of residents can determine the degree 

of social intera~tion, it is often difficult to suggest environ

ment/behaviour relationships. Nonetheless, such postulations 

are offered in the context of these limiations, and propose to 

describe observed behaviour as comprehensively as possible, but 

certainly not definitively. 
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Part Two 



A. PROFILES OF THE POPULATION GROUPS STUDIED 

1 STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLDS 

About half of the residents of Pinehill were families which 

included children. Since the study was examining the needs of 

families specifically, 80% of the interviews at Pinehill were con

ducted with families that included children, the remainder being 

young childless couples (10%) and young single people, either 

living alone (3%) or in pairs (6%). 

Most of the families (84%) included two parents with the re

mainder being four single-parent families, all with a woman as the 

head of the household. 

Of the 25 families with children in the Pinehill sample, 16 

had one child, seven had two children, and two had three children. 

At Sutton/Rothesay, all but three of the 78 units contained 

families with children. The remaining three were occupied by 

older residents (the two one-bedroom apartments and one three-bed

room apartment). There were no young singles or childless couples. 
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The study sample which was randomly chosen was made up of seven 

divorced or widowed women and six married couples. More than half 

of the households included only one adult, invariably, a woman. 

There was a mean of 2.0 children per unit, about half of whom were 

of prgschool age. 

The average family size was about the same at Sutton/Rothesay 

as at Pinehill, 3.2 persons and 3.3 persons respectively. However, 

the higher incidence of married couples at Pinehill was combined 

with fewer children to yield a figure approximating that resulting 

from many single parents with larger families at Sutton/Rothesay. 

Couples with children can be housed, normally, in the same size 
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of unit as a single parent family with the same number of children. 

Because of this, two bedroom units were often better able to accommo

date, for example , a two-parent family with one child (which was com

mon at Pinehill) than were similarly-sized units containing a single 

parent and two children (which occurred more often at Sutton/Rothesay). 

The housing authority restricted the number of three bedroom 

units at Sutton/Rothesay and reserved these for special situations, but 
Toese lol-ger 

not necessarily for larger families. families were placed in 

Winnipeg Regional Housing Authority rowhouses wherever possible. 

i,t VJ::£, -\o " 
While~housing authority policyAexclude large families from 

Sutton/Rothesay, the availability of only one and two bedroom units at 

Pinehill was effectively able to restrict the number of children there. 

2 ETHNIC BACKGROUND 

Of the families selected for interviews at Pinehill, two were 
wro 

English-speaking West-Indians and two were Italian:,,'\could not speak 

English and therefore could not give interviews. The remainder of re

sidents interviewed were of European ancestry , all of whom were at least 

second generation Canadians , and all of whom spoke English. 
~ens 

At Sutton/Rothesay also, most of the residents were{\of Western 

European extraction. One family was West Indian, one was of Japanese 

ancestry·, and one mixed Japanese and European ancestry. Everyone 

spoke English. 

There did not appear to be any native Canadians living at Pinehill. 

At Sutton/Rothesay, there were several native families, one of which 

declined an interview. 

In each development, Canadians of European stock were dominant 

with small representations of recent immigrants or native people also 

present. The significance of these minority groups in the developments 

was virtually impossible to determine because of the difficulty in 

communicating with them directly. 
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3 EMPLOYMENT OF RESIDENTS 

Virtually all residents of Pinehill may be considered either 

working class or middle class according to their occupations. Both 

groups have been defined by the regularity or permanence of employment 

--the former group in blue-collar and the latter in white-collar occ

upations.1 Of the 57 adults in the sample, all of the men and just 

over half of the women held jobs outside the home. Two of the women 

at home did babysitting for other residents, two served as apartment 

superintendents and the remaining 10 considered themselves housewives 

or homemakers. Three-quarters of the men and three-fifths of the women 

employed outside the home were . blue~.collar ,wor:kers;..,-unskilled ,dr 

skilled labourers, tradespeople, or supervisors in industry, and the 

remainder (one-quarter of the men and two-fifths of the wo:me n . work

ing outside the house) were employed as secretaries and clerical staff, 

as salesmen, teachers or medical professionals. No residents reported 

being unemployed, 

Although it was not specifically asked, it appeared from other 

comments that at least three of the four single mothers (all of whom 

were divorced or separated) were receiving welfare assistance. 

Employment amongst residents of Sutton/Rothesay was almost 

completely in unskilled or semi-skilled labour. One resident was a 

community development worker working with tenant associations. Five of 

the thirteen households interviewed had no current wage-earners and 

were dependant on unemployment insurance or welfare assistance. The 

majority of those employed held seasonal, temporary or part-time jobs. 

Four of the five women raising their children alone held part- or full

time jobs. At Pinehill, at least one person from virtually every unit 

was regularly employed in a job of a generally more skilled or special

ized nature than these. 

Therefore, while the general level of employment at Pinehill was 

steady, and many families were advancing, this was the exception at 

Sutton/Rothesay where there was little sense of families moving ahead 

in terms of employment and income. 
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4 AGE OF RESIDENTS 

As evidence provided later indicates, Pinehill was considered a 

family-oriented development and appealed expecially to families with 

young children. Of the adult residents interviewed~ 83% were between 

20 and 32 years, 5% were between 33 and 40 years and 12% were over 

40 years. Although the sample was biased toward young families, com

ments of residents and superintendents indicated that about 5% of the 

tenants, at the most, were retired people. 

Sutton/Rothesay was populated almost exclusively by families. 

About half of the adult residents interviewed were between 20 and 30 

years, two couples (20%) were in their thirties, and five individuals 

were over 40 (25%). 

Eighty-nine percent of the children at Pinehill were less than 

eight years, with most of these (25 of 32) being four and under. At 

Sutton/Rothesay children's ages were distributed fairly evenly between 

one year and 15 years, with just under half of them being of preschool 

age, five years or less. 

Both adults and children were somewhat younger at Pinehill-

about 80% of the adults were 30 years or less, and 80% of the children 

were five years or less. 

5 PREVIOUS HOUSING 

a) Location 

More than 75% of the residents of Pinehill had previously lived 

in suburban areas but only one-quarter of these had lived in the area 

around Pinehill (East Kildonan--Elmwood). About 12% of the residents 

had lived in downtown Winnipeg and the remaining 13% had moved here from 

small towns in Manitoba and from a city outside of Manitoba. 

About half of the interviewed residents of Sutton/Rothesay had 

previously lived in the same area. The remainder were drawn equally 

from the core area of the city, and the suburbs, 
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Many of the residents of Pinehill (39%), including most of those 

who were previously suburbanites, last lived in single-family detached 

homes. This was explained by the significant proportion of recently 

married couples and single people for whom Pinehill was the first home 

away from their parents' home. Three families who had formerly lived 

in single-detached homes had moved to Pinehill--two of them because 

their apartments were larger than their old houses, and the third be

cause the move was from a rural community. One of these families still 

owned its little house, using it as a source of rental income, the gar

age as a place to store large objects (snowmobile, etc.), and the yard 

as an opportunity to garden. 

The remaining 61% of Pinehill residents had last lived in mult

iple-family housing. Walkup apartments were the next most common former 

residence (after single-detached homes) followed by semi-detached units, 
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.r\ 
suites in converted old houses, high rise apartments and row housing. 

All but two residents of Sutton/Rothesay who were interviewed had 

liv.ed _i,n multiple-family housing previously and about half of these in 

privately-owned walkup apartments. Two had lived in high rise apart
n 

ments, two in subdivided old houses, and one in a row house. The 

remaining two had lived in single-family units. 

About 60% of the respondents in both Pinehill and Sutton/Rothe

say had come from either single-family units or walkup apartments. 

However, of these only one-quarter from Sutton/Rothesay had previously 

lived in single~family units while for Pinehill the figure was two

thirds. 

c) Comparison With Current Housing 

Almost half (47%) of the residents interviewed at Pinehill 

perceived the development as being better housing than what they had 

previously had. The main reason given was the apartment itself--its 

size, layout, storage, windows. The location was also highly favoured 

for several reasons, including the fact that more than three-fifths of 

the friends that residents said they visited regularly, lived within 

approximately three miles of the development (Elmwood, East Kildonan, 

North Kildonan, Transcona, St. Boniface). The playground, the family 

atmosphere and the sense of safety were other factors contributing to 

improved satisfaction over former residences. 

However, the remaining residents who either considered Pinehill 

about the same (22%) or worse (31%) than their former residence were 

equally vocal in explaining why. The main complaint, from former res

idents of single-family dwellings, was that "there's nothing like hav

ing your own place". Residents commented most on missing easy access 

to privacy, indoors and out, and on restrictions on "fixing the place 

up as you please" and performing maintenance tasks around the home. 

Residents were displeased at the lack of opportunity to make noise 

without concern for complaints, and at the rule against having pets. 



(Several residents did, however, keep pets--one had a cat, another 

budgies, and several were caring for dogs while friends were on vac

ation.) Others commented on the lack of a garage or basement for 

storage of large objects. Two more aspects of privacy--the need for 

children to have a place to play which is defined as theirs and which 

contains their things, and the preference for a private laundry--were 

also noted. 

Other comments identified aspects of the apartment buildings 

and units themselves as being worse than former residences. The 
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main points noted were the smallness of the apartment; the inconven

ience of stairs for handling children, groceries and garbage; and the 

lack of cross ventilation and resulting heat build-up in apartment units. 

At Sutton/Rothesay two of the thirteen residents interviewed (15%) 

considered Sutton/Rothesay worse than their previous housing. One 

missed the basic conveniences of a single-detached house, however small 

it may have been, and another the quiet and cleanliness of a private 

walkup block. Nine (70%) considered it an improvement ("This place is 

like a castle!") and two (15%) considered it comparable to their former 

residence. The main reasons given for their preference were the amount 

of space in which children could play, the quality of resident manage

ment and the relative quiet of the location and tenants. Residents 

also noted the low rent, spaciousness and layout of suites, the laundry 

on each floor, and individual heat control in each unit. 

Somewhat fewer residents of Pinehill (47%) than Sutton/Rothesay 

(70%) considered the development better than previous housing, although 

the respondents' overall ratings of the two developments at the end of 

the interview were approximately equal. 

6 LENGTH OF RESIDENCE 

A clear distinction can be made between the period of residence 

of tenants on the main floor and those on upper floors. For those with 

immediate access to the open space at ground level (residents on the 
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main floor), the mean term of residence at Pinehill was 1.8 years, 

for those on the second and third floors the mean was 0.8 years. 

TABLE 1 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE AT PINEHILL 

Main Floor Upper Floors 
Period 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

To 6 months 1 8 10 56 

7 - 12 months 3 23 4 22 

1 - 2 years 5 39 2 11 

2 - 3 years 2 15 2 11 

3 - 4 years 2 15 0 0 

13 100 18 100 

This same pattern was evidenced in how long residents expected to 

stay at Pinehill. Main floor residents anticipated staying on for a 

mean of 1.4 years, upstairs residents who responded indicated a mean 

of 0.7 years, although 17% of upstairs residents had not given any 

thought to moving. 

Most residents of Sutton/Rothesay had lived there for more than 

two years, and nine of the thirteen had not considered moving. The 

remaining four intended to move as soon as public ro:-'housing units 

being constructed for them were ready, or as soon as possible (depend

ent on finances). 

For the majority of Sutton/Rothesay residents (70%), this housing 

in spite of its defects, was superior to where they had previously lived 

and much better than what they could afford in the private housing mar

ket. Many felt that any move, even to other public housing, was un

likely in the foreseeable future and were resigned to stay where they 
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were. Such moves to other public housing seemed to be based primarily 

on an increase in family size, and were precluded by the management 

when the tenants' rental payments were in arrears. 

From this small sample no distinction could be drawn between 

the residency patterns of lower and upper floor tenants. Neither 

the private nor the public open spaces were held in sufficient regard 

to allow access or lack of access to become a significant consideration. 

SUMMARY 

The study focused on families with primarily one and two child

ren. Although ethnic origin was mixed at both developments, less than 

5% of these families were recent immigrants. At Pinehill, at least 

one person in almost all households was employed; at Sutton/Rothesay 

50% of male adults were unemployed. The majority of residents at 

both developments were in their twenties or early thirties and most 

of their children were of preschool age. However, at Pinehill, both 

parents and children were generally younger. Almost half of the res

idents interviewed at Pinehill had lived previously in single-detached 

housing with the remainder previously distributed throughout various 

types of multiple-family housing. The great majority of Sutton/Rothesay 

residents (85%) had previously lived in multiple-family housing, and 

half of these in walkup apartments. Those who had lived in single

detached houses found Pinehill generally no better (sometimes worse) 

than their previous dwellings while those from other multiple housing 

found it to be an improvement. Most residents of Sutton/Rothesay con

sidered their current housing superior to their previous residence. 

The next section examines the main "themes" of residents' verbal 

responses--the best means available to guage how residents perceived 

their residential environments and how they felt about them. It is fol

lowed by sections which look at activity and use patterns, and interac

tion amongst preschoolers, schoolchildren, teenagers and adults, in or

der to understand how well these environments appear to work for these 

people in the activities they wish to perform. 
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B. MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO RESIDENT SATISFACTION 

Most of the questions in the interview were aimed at determining 

the level of satisfaction of residents with specific factors in the 

environment--play facilities, social interaction, management, and so 

on. However, the initial question sought a non-directed appraisal of 

the environment, that is, a spontaneous open-ended response identifying 

factors which residents felt contributed to their satisfaction or dis

satisfaction with their residential environment. 

At Pinehill, the six most often mentioned environmental factors 

accounted for 81% of all comments. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

TABLE 2 

MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS--PINEHILL 

Factor 

Public open space and play facilities 

Aspects of the apartment interiors 

Location 

Noise 

Parking lots and driveways 

Appearance and exterior maintenance 

Percentage of 
All Comments 

29% 

20% 

10% 

8% 

8% 

6% 

Overall, positive and negative comments were given with approx

imately equal frequency, but this varied with the individual factors 

being discussed. 

The spontaneous responses of residents of Sutton/Rothesay were 

predominantly negative (70%) and were focused on five factors. 
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TABLE 3 

MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS--SUTTON/ROTHESAY 

Factor 

Aspects of the apartment interiors 

Public open space and play facilities 

Location 

Noise 

Private open space 

Percentage of 
All Comments 

17% 

15% 

13% 

13% 

11% 
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It is significant that with the varied backgrounds of residents 

(in terms of housing) of the two developments, that virtually the same 

factors are identified in a similar order. However, the nature of the 

comments themselves is more closely associated with the specific deve

lopments. 

These general areas of concern will be examined in the order of 

their importance at Pinehill, with comments included from the Sutton/ 

Rothesay data where relevant. 

1 PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AND PLAY FACILITIES 

By far the greatest subject of comment at Pinehill was the public 

open space and play facilities. Of the spontaneous responses, 41% of 

the positive comments and 16% of the negative ones related to these 

amenities. 

The most common of the positive comments were general statements 

of satisfaction that the space and facilities were simply there and 

more specific statements noting the hills, large grassed areas and play 

facilities. Many positive comments related to the social interaction 

of children in the play areas. Parents making these comments were 

pleased that their children had this opportunity to play together, to 



57 

learn to share facilities and toys and to gain exposure to many child

ren their own age (mostly preschoolers) as well as to children in a 

wide range of ages. 

Fig. 7. North (left) and south end play areas--Ptnehul 

Some mothers perceived the lack of fences as an asset. Several 

- of these felt that it encouragedparents, especially mothers, to meet 

initially through the interaction of their children. They noted that 

it was better if people didn't have to talk across a fence. Another 

felt that it was easier to watch children in the open space from inside 

the unit when there were no obstructing fences. 

Because the courtyard occupied the space between the buildings 

which in an ordinary subdivision might contain a roadway, parents app

reciated how safe it was at Pinehill for children who didn't have to 

cross the street to visit their friends. 

Negative comments about the public space and play facilities 

focused on the fact that what was provided did not go far enough in 

fulfilling the needs of residents. Either: a) there were not enough 

facilities, b) those provided were inadequate, or c) they were con-

sidered unsafe. (Although positive comments were two and a half times 

as frequent as negative ones, those making negative comments articu

lated their concerns in much greater detail.) 
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a) Not Enough Facilities 

The greatest cause of dissatisfaction with the open space and play 

facilities was the lack of equipment to serve the needs of primarily 

young children. Of facilities considered lacking, a wading pool 2.nd 

a sandbox were most frequently mentioned. Although residents at the 

north end felt that play facilities in the north court area were good 

for young children, one south end resident commented on the necessity 

of providing specific facilities for these little children in the south 

end area. Aside from the shelter/slide/climbing structure at the north 

Fig. 8. Climbing structure, 
north end -- PLneh(.l\, 

end, no shade could be had any

where on the site, save within 

the area of the buildings' sha

dows. 

Since the study was con

ducted during the summer months, 

it was reasonable to assume that 

residents did not necessarily 

consider the range of problems 

and situations created by the 

changes of season. However, one 

mother of three young children 

felt very strongly the need for 

inside facilities for children's play in winter .. 

WO~ 
While the bulk of commentsAoriented towards facilities for child-

ren, one young mother, having expressed frustration at the uselessness 

' ' of her second-storey balcony wished there could be adult-oriented out-

door facilities,such as a barbecue, provided for general use of the 

second and third storey residents, particularly, and located in the 

public open space. 

b) Inadequate Facilities 

Of those facilities provided, their inadequacy was the next great-
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est cause of dissatisfaction. Because children of all ages were dis

tributed fairly evenly throughout the site, residents felt that facil

ities for both older and younger children should have been provided at 

each end of the development. 

The south end slide, because of its unshaded metal surface, be

came unbearably hot for most of the late morning/early afternoon period 

when demand on play equipment was greatest. For this, and other reasons, 

it was little used. One mother of particularly energetic children felt 

that the playground provided no challenge because there was no oppor

tunity to manipulate or alter any portion of the built play environment. 

Often, residents indicated, ideas which were basically sound had 

not been taken far enough by the management. Both adults and children 

appreciated the swings, but they were constantly broken. Even when 

fixed, often there weren't enough of them. Several residents noted 

that in the spring the need for sand for the children was recognized by 

the management and a load was dumped in an uncontained pile in the 

south end play area. High winds for several days dispersed the sand 

throughout the apartments leaving, as one woman put it, "one inch of 

sand in everyone's living room". Another noted the generally haphazard 

fashion in which the outdoor space appeared to have been planned. 

c) Unsafe Facilities 

The safety concerns of parents relating to the open space and play 

facilities were focused on two points. 

The first was the lack of physical barriers between the public 

spaces where the children play and the roads and lanes surrounding 

them. This concern was greater for mothers living on the outside of 

the blocks immediately adjacent to parking lots, but was also expressed 

by mothers on the "court'-side. Since the preschoolers in this poten

tially dangerous situation required constant supervision, either the 

mothers fell behind in their household tasks, worked out a schedule 

that allowed for this supervision (sometimes in the central play area), 



or they kept the children inside more than they might have wanted. 
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Fig. 9. Dangerous 'tail' 
--swinging horse 

The second point concerned the 

swinging horses at the north end con

sidered 'deadly' by one parent who 

would not allow his child in the area 

for fear of the metal 'tail' causing 

serious injury. 
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In addition .to the.se spontaneous responses, residents who had 

not commented on public open space and play facilities were asked dir-

ectly for their opinions. (See Appendix A, Data Gathering Process.) 

Most of their responses amplified those given spontaneously, but a few 

comments were added. 

Several residents mentioned that the 'public-ness' of the open 

space made it feel like everybody's yard--in this case in a positive 

sense, although more commented on the resulting feeling of crowding, 

of there not being enough room for everyone and the lack of privacy. 

Poor maintenance of play equipment was mentioned most often at 

this point. Most of these comments related to the three out of four 

swings which neighbourhood teenagers had apparently broken, and which 

had remained unrepaired for about three months.1 In their drawings of 

'where I play', the children drew swings most frequently. Since this 

play element was the only one in the south end play area which could be 
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in any way manipulated, it seemed to be most popular, and therefore the 

most missed when broken. 

While provisions for children's play were relatively extensive, 

adults, especially singles and single parents, noted the need for facil

ities for themselves. They expressed the need for a private place to 

suntan where they would not draw comments (or thrown objects) prompted 

by other tenants' perception of this leisure activity as exhibitionism. 

Also, the need was noted for barbecue facilities and amenities that 

would free adults from a social life "restricted to (itheir) living 

room". 

One resident with friends in a walkup complex with a fountain 

system and seating areas in a well-landscaped courtyard expressed the 

desire for that type of landscaping at Pinehill--things that would make 

the apartments "more like a home". 

The need for trees and shrubs was expressed both in terms of 

necessary shade, and of the softening and space-creating attributes 

of significant plantings. It was felt that more trees and better

positioned seating areas, oriented away from direct outlook outo the 

apartment wall opposite, would be preferab le to the way the seats were. 

Fig. 10. Massing of parked cars 
along the west side 

Because of the massing of 

parking lots along the west side 

of the development, residents 

felt the vast area of cars domi

nated their perception of the 

open space, that parking for 216 

cars together like this made the 

place look like army barracks. 

Reinforcing a point made 

in the spontaneous comments, 

several parents (residents of 

upper floors) said they usually 
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kept their children indoors because of concern for their safety and a 

sense of the play areas being crowded. They indicated that they let the 

children play outside usually only when they walked to a nearby park; 

visited friends in houses with yards; or went on weekend trips to places 

such as the Whiteshell Provincial Park, 90 miles east of Winnipeg. 

(A detailed examination of the use of open areas at Pinehill is 

included in the sections on Adult Social Interaction and Children's 

Play Activities . 

Because almost all of the equipment which had been placed in the 

playground at Sutton/Rothesay had been destroyed--or damaged to the 

point of being dangerous--within weeks of its installation, most par

ents found the facilities there highly inadequate. The only equipment 

present at the time the study was 

conducted was a set of monkey 

bars (a virtually indestructible 

steel climbing structure set in 

an area of sand) and the frame 

of a swing set lacking swings. 

The sand was uncontained, had 

been spread onto the lawn, and 

had become quite unsanitary hav

ing been mixed with both mud 

and cat stools. Play equipment 

purchased in the past was con-Fig . 11 . Court area at Sutton/ 
Rothesay 

sidered by residents to be of 

inferior quality, and while it 

was acknowledged that the children were hard on such facilities, it 

was felt that they should last more than several weeks. As at Pinehill, 

older children and teenagers from both the development and the surround

ing area were held responsible, by parents, for the damage to this 

equipment. 

However, unlike Pinehill where some sturdy equipment and the large 



area attracted children, there was so little stimulation for children 

in the court area at Sutton/Rothesay that they were more attracted to 

the parking lot to the west or out onto the boulevard to the east, 

where they were unsupervised and immediately adjacent to Rothesay 

Street. While the bush to the west provided adventure, the land was 

low and frequently wet. Garbage had blown in and the area was very 

unsanitary. Rats were known to be living in the bush and children 

had been found playing with a dead one. Parents were generally dis

gusted at the thought of their children playing there. 

6 3 

An old car without wheels had been abandoned in the parking lot, 

and children loved to climb in it and act out different roles. The 

Housing Authority had threatened for some time to remove the vehicle, 

and finally this was done. 

Because of the difficulty of access and supervision from both 

upper and outside units to the central play area, as was the case at 

Pinehill, many of these parents simply don't allow their children to 

play there. The amount of fighting, use of foul language, and inde

cency to which children were regularly exposed, were other otDer reasons 

why parents kept their children in. 

The site was adjacent to Chief Peguis School, but the summer 

program run there was only mentioned by one family interviewed. 

(Residents thought it was too bad that their children couldn't parti

cipate in the summer programs, but they cost too much. In fact--most 

of the activities were available free of charge, with only the cost of 

materials charged for several others.) To the north of the school on 

the grounds of the River East Recreation Centre was a small playground, 

but little mention was made of its use. 

One parent lamented the lack of things for children to do in 

winter. A room was provided on each floor for group play and meetings, 

but these rooms had no windows and no ventilation, hence they became 

very warm, and this in combination with the darkness, made them dreary, 

empty, unused facilities. 
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Either due to lack of shaded areas or facilities of any kind for 

them, most adults were either indifferent or negative toward the public 

open spaces around the development. 

2 ASPECTS OF THE APARTMENT INTERIOR 

At Pinehill, after open space and play facilities, spontaneous 

comments relating to the interior of apartment units were given most 

frequently. Of these responses, 8% of all positive and 28% of all neg

ative comments concerned the apartments. Since many of the responses 

referred to details of the interiors that have no bearing on the indoor/ 

outdoor interface or social interaction, they have been excluded from 

the discussion. 

Of the positive spontaneous responses, half came from main floor 

residents pleased with the ease of access to the public open space 

through the sliding patio doors and the convenience of not having to 

climb stairs. The convenience of laundries on each floor was also 

mentioned, and the remainder of positive comments were general, 

describing the apartments in such terms as 'nice' and 'roomy'. 

When residents who had not mentioned aspects of the apartment 

interiors as factors that they liked or disliked were asked directly 

to comment, a preference emerged for the layout of the Pinehill North 

apartments (buildings D, E, F) over that of the South apartments (build

ings A, B, C). · 

Residents felt that the North apartments were "more like a home" 

because visitors or callers at the door entered a hall, and could then 

be lead into the living room, if the resident chose to do this, without 

the activity already in progress in the living room being interrupted. 

At Pinehill South, the hall door opened directly into the living-dining 

room, and no privacy from callers was possible. It is interesting to 

note ' that the comments on this point were all made by residents of 

Pinehill North who had visited or lived in Pinehill South, but no 

negative comments about this specific aspect of the layout came from 



residents of Pinehill South themselves. 
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Fig. 12. Pinehill apartment layouts 

Both spontaneous and solicited negative comments tended to 

concentrate on specific details of the apartments which had proven to 

be design or maintenance problems. 
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Of these, some were particularly relevant to the purposes of this 

study. They included: poor ventilation in the laundry which residents 

considered a fire hazard; tremendous heat build-up in apartment units 

caused by lack of cross-ventilation; the need for a garbage chute from 

the third floor; graffiti on walls which remained for weeks; the slow

ness in getting repairs done; and the lack of privacy in the living 

rooms of main floor apartments resulting from the absence of a defined 

private outdoor area and curious passersby looking in. 

Almost half of the negative responses to the directed question 

addressed the inadequacies of the kitchen. Little concern seemed to 

have been paid to the women who would be the primary users of the 



kitchen. Only one woman, however, said she missed having a kitchen 

window, and it was surprising that this comment was not more frequent 

since the kitchens in Pinehill North had no visual access to the out

side, and in Pinehill South it was quite limited. 

A third floor resident explaineo her husband's frustration at 

the lack of access to the outside relating that he feels that "living 

in this apartment is like living in a cave with only one way in and 

out". 
Mention was also made of 
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the entrances to the buildings. 

Residents felt they lacked char

acter and distinction, but this 

was not a major concern. 

Fig. 13. Entrance to building B 

There were no spontaneous 

comments related to the adequacy 

of storage space. However, 

almost 65% of the responses to 

the directed question ~egarding 

storage were in varying degrees 

positive. Three-quarters of 

these enthusiastically noted the 

amount of storage space inside the unit; the remaining one-quarter con-

sidered it quite adequate. Other than closets, each Pinehill unit had 

a storage room of between 1.6 m. 2 and 2.1 m. 2 (17.5 sq.ft. and 22.5 sq.ft.). 

No one mentioned outdoor storage. Of those who were dissatisfied, 

most spoke of the lack of storage space ("What storage space?") or of 

its inadequacy. One resident added, "But what can you e xpect in an 

apartment?". 

Although most residents considered storage within the unit 

adequate for the items they wished to store there, some articulated 

the need for a large storage r oom on the main floor, which would be 

easily accessible to residents, and in which strollers, carriages and 
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bicycles could be stored. One woman stated that she had recently had 

three bicycles stolen in succession even though they were chained to a 

pole adjacent to the apartment block. Bicycles scattered throughout 

the site attested to the need for proper storage facilities both indoors 

and out. 

Where residents indicated that noise within the apartment build

ings was a concern, it was identified with two sources: children play

ing in the halls, and normal to loud conversation which could be heard 

through the walls between units. 

At Sutton/Rothesay, residents had many complaints about details 

of design and construction, few of which are relevant here. However, 

the tight space of the bedrooms ; and the restrictions that residents 

felt in rearranging furniture in the living room were significant 

because amongst other factors, they appeared to affect residents' 

perceptions of themselves as being confined without alternatives, with 

little opportunity to express themselves in shaping their home envir

onment. 

three. bed.room uni.t, - mau-i aoor 
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b.r ~ b.r.2.. 

t,wo bed.room ~LSOne tte uni..t-
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Fig. 14. Sutton/Rothesay apartment layouts 

Similar noise problems to those expressed at Pinehill were repeated 

here--the two main sources being children in the halls and noise between 

units. 



68 

Residents were very pleased with storage facilities in the units--

2.8 m.
2 

(30 sq.ft.) in three bedroom units and 3.3 m.
2 

(36 sq.ft.) in 

two bedroom units. The two bedroom units had 0.9 m. 2 (13.5 sq.ft.) 

more storage space than comparable units at Pinehill, but the Pinehill 

units themselves were larger--Pinehill South apartments by 4%, North 

apartments by 13%. 

In the entrance lobby of each of the two Sutton/Rothesay blocks, 

an area, 2.4 m. by 3.0 m. (8 ft. by 10 ft.), had been designated for 

the storage of large wheeled objects--bicycles, prams and so on. However, 

because the area was open and objects could not be secured in any way, 

it was unused, wasted space. 

3 LOCATION 

All of the points that residents made in reference to the prox

imity of the developments to specific facilities or amenities, or 

which specified qualities or problems of the developments determined 

by their relationship to the surrounding neighbourhoods (including traf

fic noise), were classified together under the general heading of 

location. 

Pinehill's location (see Fig. 15) was regarded positively by the 

great majority of residents. 

Direct references to the location, together with comments about 

the quietness of the area, accounted for 21% of all spontaneous positive 

responses. The single most important locational factor was proximity to 

stores and restaurants. Residents noted the convenience of the Mac's 

Milk and Seven-Eleven Stores on Keenleyside Street, and Crossroads Plaza 

and the Gambles/Locomart complex on Nairn Avenue. The Kent Road elemen

tary school was also mentioned, but positive and negative comments about 

the distance to it were given equally. Several residents commented on 

the short distance to relatived homes and to the community centre on 

Keenleyside Street. Easy access to the fresh air of the country was 

also noted. 
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Fig. 15. Area surrounding Pinehill 

Almost half of the complaints about noise were directly attrib

utable to the adjacency of the development to Panet Road, which is a 

residential collector street; and to the convenience stores, which are 

hang-outs and meeting places for teenagers and others with noisy cars 

and noisy driving habits. 

When residents were specifically asked, 73% considered the deve

lopment favourably located in terms of shopping and 71% in terms of 

public transit, but only 57 % found Pinehill convenient to their work. 

Since most families had at least one vehicle, the distance to work did 

not usually present a problem. However, several people noted that it 



would be impossible to travel from Pinehill to their jobs by public 

transit in a reasonable period of time. 
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Although the proximity to 

public transit was considered 

ideal by most residents, the 

infrequent service and the need 

to transfer to reach some nearby 

desired shopping destinations 

(including Crossroads Plaza), 

reduced the satisfaction of res

idents who used public transit 

regularly. 

Fig. 16. Bus stop on Keenleyside 
Avenue 

Also, while the proximity 

to shopping facilities was gen

erally considered to be excel

lent, some found the distances inconvenient in winter. Other residents 

missed having a more immediate post office, drug store and bake shop. 

At Sutton/Rothesay, the convenience of shopping facilities and 

the quality of the surrounding neighbourhood were the main positive 

locational factors noted. (See Fig. 17.) 

The convenience store at Springfield Road and Rothesay Street, 

and the River East Plaza on Henderson Highway, were both considered 

well-located relative to the apartment complex. For many residents, 

living in a relatively new subdivision--with its mixture of housing 

including single-family units--provided an appreciated contrast to 

former housing locations . 

Almost half of the residents interviewed had no car and their 

dependance on public transit was therefore great. The North Kildonan 

bus travelled along Springfield Road, one block from the development, 

and was considered by most residents to be convenient. However, buses 

ran only once every forty minutes and not at all on Sundays and holidays, 
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and shift-workers noted the difficulty this presented. Most residents 

had moved into these blocks primarily because of the subsidized rents 

and not necessarily because of the location. For this reason, many 

found getting to work awkward, especially those using public transit. 
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Fig. 17. Area surrounding Sutton/Rothesay 

Proximity to Chief Peguis Junior High School was a mixed blessing. 

For the students attending the school, of course, it was conven~ent. 

In winter, however, students who were not allowed to smoke inside the 

school gathered in the vestibule of the Rothesay block, littering and 

creating a disturbance for residents, ' in spite of repeated threats from 
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the caretaker and the intervention of police. 

Parents of children attending Princess Margaret Elementary School 

complained of the distance and the need for children to cross busy res

idential streets, including Springfield Road and Sutton and Edison 

Avenues. 

4 NOISE 

As has already been mentioned, noise as a factor of resident 

satisfaction and dissatisfaction was primarily attributable to the trans

fer of sound into units from the halls and from adjacent units, and from 

traffic noise on adjacent streets. These sources were common to both 

Pinehill and Sutton/Rothesay. 

Residents of Sutton/Rothesay also indentified disturbances 

caused by teenagers in the court area late at night (amplified by the 

buildings), and the sirens of fire trucks passing by from the new 

fireball several blocks north on Rothesay Street. 

5 PARKING LOTS AND DRIVEWAYS 

Spontaneous reference at Pinehill to parking and driveways was 

almost completely negative. The only positive comments referred to the 

ease of access from main floor suites to cars parked in adjacent lots. 

Residents disliked the fact that parking came "right up against 

the building"-:--that there was no fence or other visual barrier between 

the parking and the main floor units of buildings C, E and F. In fact, 
I 

there was a distance of at least 6.6 m. (20 ft.) between parked cars 

and the faces of buildings, but nowhere was there any __ additional . visual 

or physical separation. (See Fig. l8,l 

The lack of a place to work on cars was identified by some res

idents as an inconvenience. Although the management's regulations 

stated that residents were not to work on their cars, residents were 

repeatedly observed cleaning cars and doing minor repairs in the parking 

lots. 
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Fig. 18. Relationship of parking to buildings--Pinehill 

Kt other points in the interviews, additional relevant comments 

were made. These included concerns about children playing in parking 

areas; the tightness of parking spaces in winter when snowclearing was 
2. 

inadequate; the inadequacy of visitors' parking; the problems of 

visibility around the garbage bins adjacent to the lane and of the holes 

in the asphalt created by garbage truck s; and the unattractiveness of 

all the cars parked more or less together . 

Residents of Sutton/Rothesay made little mention of parking areas 

--except to note that individual parking stall s seemed tight. However, 

as at Pinehill, they were the standard size, 2. 4 m. by 6.1 m. (8 ft. by 

20 ft.). 

Elaboration on some of the s e points is included in the next section. 

6 APPEARANCE AND EXTERIOR MAINTENANCE 

Attitudes at Pinehill toward the design of the buildings and the 

landscape, including garbage collection facilities and maintenance prac

tices, gave an impression of resident satisfaction with the outside 

appearance of the development. 

While the spontaneous positive comments referred to how well the 



grounds were maintained, most of the negative comments focused on 

garbage. However, none of these spontaneous responses were very 

strongly stated. Most of them referred to the papers that were blown 

around the development {when the garbage bins became overfilled or in 

the spring) and were subsequently mowed to shreds by the grasscutter. 

Only one resident commente d that the· complex had a sterile 

appearance, and he later suggested that more extensive planting and 

landscape elements would add detail and character to the development. 

When residents were specifically asked about the appearance of 

the development, almost half were passively satisfied. Most positive 

comments e xpressed general satisfaction with its cleanliness and 

"good looks". One woman commented that bedding. plants were needed 
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and said that she would take this on as a personal project next spring. 

Another woman, the only one in the complex with a flower-box hanging 

on the 'balcony' railing, explained the difficulty in getting a con

cession from management in order t o have the flowers, but how worth

while the effort had been. She indicated that it felt good to look 

out over them, and to know that her daughter was known to the other 

children as the one who lived "in the house with flowers". 

Other than the lack of snow removal from walkways and the need 

for a sprinkler system to water both grass {which was never artifi

cially watered) and children, negative solicited comments dealt with 

garbage on the grounds and the garbage bins themselves. 

The main complaint centered around the design and locations of 

the bins. {See Fig. 19.) Since it was most convenient for most resi

dents of buildings B, C and E to use bin G2 in the north-east corner 

of the south court, this collection point was regularly overfilled with 

garbage. Thus, papers were blown all over the site and children became 

less careful about discarding chocolate bar and popsicle wrappers in 

trash cans. One resident said this happened almost every week. {See 

Fig. 20.) The garbage enclosure G3, on the lane adjacent to parking 

lot P7, contained two bins, neither of which were ever full . 
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Fig. 19. Garbage enclosures and parking lots--Pinehill 

Fig. 20. Overfilled (G2l and underused (G3) garbage bins--Pinehill 

Apparently it was not part of the grasscutter's job to pick up 

the papers before mowing,and consequently most of them ended up being 

shredded and scattered by the mower. Residents suggested placing sturdy 

trashcans in the playground. It should be noted that two wire baskets 

chained to the benches in the south courtyard had been flattened and 
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laid on their sides and could not be used. 

With the number of young children in the development who hadC1 

the chore of 'taking out the garbage', some residents felt that gar

bage chutes should have been provided in the buildings because it was 

difficult for children to put garbage into the bins which were 1. 5 .m. 

(5 ft.) high. 
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It was noted that the location of the two bins in enclosure G3, 

along the back lane, created a blind corner for drivers coming out of 

the parking lots. These residents found it impossible to see vehicles 

moving along the lane until they were virtually in the path of those 

vehicles. 

Another complaint dealt with the large holes in the asphalt in 

front of the garbage bins, created by the weight of the front end of 

the garbage· pickup trucks loading garbage on hot days when the asphalt 

was soft. These holes made it almost impossible to drive cars in or 

out of adjacent parking stalls. 3 

Fig. 21. Visibility around gar
bage enclosure G3 

Fig. 22. Asphalt surface of 
parking lot--Pinehill 

Residents "wondered" about the colour of the blocks, and even 

though there was no expression of a low rental stigma, the colour and 



texture' of the exterior walls were unique in an area of apartments 

faced with either brick or tyndall-stone. 

At Sutton/Rothesay a low rental stigma was more apparent. 
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Although most residents were relatively indifferent to the develop

ment's appearance, others felt that it was distinctly dissimilar to 

neighbouring private apartment buildings. They noted that the colours 

--dark grey and white--made it look like army barracks, and the yellow 

supergraphic cheapened its appearance, making it distinctively public 

housing. 

Fig. 23. Supergraphics on exterior of Sutton/Rothesay 



REFERENCES: 

1 . The maintenance man explained that the delay in repairing the 

swings was due to the unavailability of flexible rubber seats 

from local suppliers. When the swings were fiRally repaired, 

heavy 3.8 cm. by 14 cm. (2 in. by 6 in . ) boards were used . 

Since the ch ains were not extended, little children had diffi

culty getting up onto the swings . 
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2. Overall parking for the development is 120 percent o r 1.2 spaces 

per unit . 

3. Large reinforced concrete pads were laid in front of the enclos

ures d uring a later part of the study to rectify this situation. 



C. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL FAC~ORS CONTRIBUTING TO RESIDENT 
SATISFACTION 

Three factors : 1) safety and security, 2) outlook from 

the apartment, and 3) private open space, received almost no 

comment at either Pinehill or Sutton/Rothesay in the open- ended 

first question . Upon direct quest'ionir-} however, deeper concerns 

and attitudes were revealed that were not , perhaps, invited by 

the first question. 

These environmental factors are separated from the six 

major topics just discussed because the comments have been gene

rated by specific questioning. The attitudes indicated by these 

responses are included because of their value in rounding out an 

understanding of residents' perception of their environment . 

1 SAFETY AND SECURITY 

Pinehill residents identified two ~ajar problem areas. 

The first concerned situations which left open opportunities for in

jury to children--especially those children living on the west side 

of the development. It was noted that there was nothing to 

restrict children's access to the back lane. Mothers of small 

children feared that they might run out into the path of cars 

racing down the lane ( "You should see the pa th of cars racing along 

the back lane--they just fly by!"). No speed limit was posted and 

nothing was done to restrict the speed of vehicles. It was noted 

that a high speed police chase last year had ended with the pursued 

car finally being stopped in the north end play area. The problem 
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of unrestricted access of children to parking lots was also mentioned, 

although the positive point was made, that there was no through 

traffic in most of the parking lots. The 1.8 m . . (6 ft.) deep ditch 



(with hazardous ice and deep water in springtime) along the east 

side of the development was another hazard mentioned . 

Because the entrance to the access road parallel to Panet 

Road (near A block) was inclined, drivers (usually hotrodders) 

either roared up the hill to avoid having to stop on the incline, 

or squealed their tires as they came down around the corner. 

Another reference to traffic along Panet Road, concerned the 

Panet RDed 

difficulty which residents 

found in getting across the 

road to the bus stop during 

peak traffic hours . 

The major safety 

concerns in the playground 

were the metal horses in the 

north play area . Earlier 

references to the tails 

(see Fig. 9. p. 60) were 

Fig . 24. Pedestrian/vehicle conflict repeated, and the need for 
south-east corner 

sand under the horses was 

stated. 
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The remaining three-quarters of the comments given concerning 

safety and security were related to fear or apprehension of the will

full actions of strangers against residents or their property. This 

concern was no doubt magnified by both the murder of a woman in her 

apartment several blocks away and by the recent attempted mugging 

of a Pinehill resident in the parking lot of the convenience store 

on Keenleyside Street . 

Fifty-eight percent of the respondents noted that the system 

of locking the building entrances at night was not functioning, and 

of these only one fifth said they felt secure nonetheless . The 

remainder felt that there should be some means of controlling access 

to the buildings during the late ·evenings and nights . Leaving doors 



open was justified by one superintendant who said that residents 

became a nuisance if doors--which were not normally locked-

were locked occasionally , catching some residents without their 

keys . 

Since the doors were not locked, the buildings became 

shelter for pedestrians along Panet Road in winter. Residents, 

especially those on the ground floor, complained of drunks 

wandering around in the halls and noted that since the laundry 

rooms were not regularly locked, prowlers had a place to hide 

and could surprise people coming to do their laundry. 

It was mentioned that there was no means of knowing who 

was at the apartment door other than opening it and looking . 

Peepholes had been installed by some residents but most apart

ments did not have them . Complaints were also made that it was 

not possible to check the identity of callers--even if there were 

a chain-latch--without opening the door; the interior wall beside 

the door-opening and perpendicular to it prevented this . 

Fig. 25. Relationship of apartment door to interior walls 

Even if internal security were assured, main floor residents 

pointed out that the patio doors could not be safely secured . No 

one had been burglarized, but the underlying fear of knowing that 
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access would be easily gained simply by forcing the latch, left 

these residents feeling uneasy. 

Vandalism of parked cars was mentioned, but it did not seem 

to be a problem many residents had encountered. 

At Sutton/Rothesay residents expressed confidence in the 

security of the neighbourhood, but criticized the locks on doors 

both to individual units and the main building entrances. 

Apparently, ' locks to apartment units could be forced with a credit 

card,and residents had supplemented their security with chain

latches and peepholes. Some were contemplating installing dead

bolts. The outside doors of the buildings were never locked partly 

because the locking mechanisms on some of the back doors had been 

broken and never repaired. 

As at Pinehill, upstairs residents expressed fear of being 

trapped with only one way out . In the maisonette units at Sutton/ 

Rothesay, even greater danger was felt because a fire could prevent 

escape down the interior stairway. Here also, main floor residents 

expressed concern that patio doors could not be secured. 

2 OUTLOOK FROM THE APARTMENT 
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In each apartment at Pinehill, all of the windows faced the 

same direction. Apartments faced either a playground, both a play

ground and parking lot, a roadway (street or lane), or both a roadway 

and parking lot. 

When asked about the outlook from their apartments, about half 

of the responses were neither strongly negative nor positive. Most 

residents considered the view "okay" or "nice", while others noted 

what they looked out on--someone's backyard, the road, the other 

blocks--without passing a judgement. Because the dining area was 

without a window, residents said it was difficult to get a clear 

view outside while eating. 



One woman explained that her drapes were drawn most of 

the time to prevent the heat build-up that would otherwise occur 

in her east side apartment during the morning. Although this point 

was made by only one resident explicitly, many apartments on the 

south and west sides also had their drapes drawn most of the time, 

probably to temper heat build-up. Some main floor residents ex

plained that they kept their drapes closed to discourage curious 

passersby from looking in, while residents of upper floors on the 

court-side kept theirs dnawn for visual privacy from the residents 

in apartments across the court . 

Half of the positive comments were related to the opportuni

ty afforded by the windows tm supervise children at play in the 

adjacent open space. Most of these comments were made by main floor 

residents, but several upstairs residents also expressed this. 

One woman who had earlier noted that she preferred Pinehill to her 

previous small house, commented that looking out of her apartment 

was like looking out a house window into her yard. 
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Residents of apartments with views to the street-side of the 

development preferred this because they looked out across the fields 

("You feel good when you can see farther than you can throw") and 

because they would not want to look into someone else's apartment, or 

have someone look into theirs. 

The negative remarks sparkled with sarcasm; "Oh yeah--great 

view of the junkyard!"; "I don't like looking at other people's 

windows--but if I had field glasses I could have a ball!" Most 

residents complained that there was something that spoiled their view 

--the back lane, parking lots, backs of houses, the junkyard (which 

others had referred to positively as the field), the street, the 

garbage bins or someone else's window. These comments accounted for 

21% of all those related to outlook. 

At Sutton/Rothesay, because of the noise and generally un

satisfactory nature of the court area, the view towards it was the 



least popular . The most satisfied respondents were main floor 

residents , on the outside of the development , whose apartments 

faced a street or field across their patio. 

3 PRIVATE OPEN SPACE 

Residents of Sutton/Rothesay had less mobility than Pinehill 

residents, and also less open space available to them. For these 

and no doubt other reasons, they e xpressed the need for private 

open space as a much higher priority than Pinehill residents . 

Nonetheless , when a specific enquiry was made regarding 

private open space at Pinehill, 65% of all respondents indicated 

either the lack of it or the inadequacy of present facilities for 

performing specific functions which they wished to perform out

doors in private space . Twenty-six percent , half of whom were main 

floor residents with direct access to the open space, made favour

able comments, and the remaining 9% were more or less indifferent 

to the way things were . 

Of the comments focused on the lack of private open sp~ce, 

four-fifths specified the need for either an enclosed private yard 

on the main floor , or balconies on the second and third . 
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The comment made most frequently in this regard concerned the 

lack of privacy for sitting out and sunbathing . Young women com

plained that they felt like they were "putting themselves on display " 

if they sat or laid out in the sun . Others indicated that it was 

difficult simply to sit out alone and not be bothered--either by other 

women wanting to talk or children playing. 

" 



Fig. 26. Neccessary parental 
supervision in the 
open space 

Mothers said that they 

simply did not have the time 
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to be constantly watching their 

children outside, yet many 

hated to deprive them of the 

fresh air and social inter

action with other children. 

Barbecuing was described 

as being an important activi

ty for residents on the main 

floor, whose patio areas out

side the sliding glass doors 

were ideal for hibachi or 

barbecue. However, if the air currents were unfavourable, the fumes 

Fig . 27. Barbecuing on 
the patio pavers 

of the fuel rose and were drawn into 

the units above--the odour causing 

friction between residents in the units 

above and below. One main floor resident 

spoke of tenants above him swearing and 

throwing tomatoes at him while he was 

barbecuing. 

As one woman stated, "there's no 

privacy and no boundaries--everybody 

shares everything". By no means was 

everyone pleased with this arrangement, 

but it appeared that there were enough 

other positive factors for most resi

dents to remain generally satisfied 

with Pinehill. 

Two of the upstairs residents, who expressed satisfaction with 

the privacy of the open space, explained that they felt that they 



could sit out anywhere without anyone saying "This is my place!"; 

that people minded their own business and left others alone. 

The comments of main floor residents emphasized that 

although the space was not private, it was acceptable because 

"everyone knows everyone", "everyone gets along", and because 

direct access to the public open space was better than no access 

at all. However, these statements were not consistent with the 

general information residents gave regarding social interaction. 

For upstairs residents of Sutton/Rothesay, the lack of 

private open space was a major cause of frustration. Residents 

bemoaned the impossibility of barbecuing--an activity associated 

with a lifestyle to which they aspired. They felt uncomfortable 

1 doing anything in the central open space, because they said, 

people in the surrounding apartments would stare and wonder why 

they were sitting or lying out there. 

Predictably, most of the residents on the main floor who 

mentioned their patio/yard did so positively, acknowledging the 

opportunity it presented to plant flowers and shrubs. No one 

indicated that the 'yards' provided privacy, but some used them 

for sitting out or sunning, nonetheless. Many used them for 

drying clothes and storing toys and bicycles. 

Residents of the two developments were not asked in more 

specific tenns how they defined privacy; but it was clear from 

what they had said that to them it meant sufficient separation 

(primarily visual separation) from other units and passersby 

(adults and children) to undertake desired activities without 

interruption or fear of being observed. These activities 

included sitting out, sunbathing and barbecuing. It was also 

made clear that to most parents of young children it meant a 

defined, controlled space adjacent to the unit, in which their 

young children could play without constant supervision or fear 
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of the children wandering. To most residents it also meant a 

place to hang drying clothes and to store things. 
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D. ADULT SOCIAL INTERACTION AND USE OF OPEN SPACE 

Most Pinehill residents were satisfied with where they lived 

but almost without exception they aspired to having their own single

detached house in suburbia. Hence,they considered their current home 

a temporary one. It seemed that since this residence was not to be 

permanent, many residents were content not to put down roots in the 

development, but rather to maintain social ties established pre

viously in nearby areas, while attempting to secure as much prj_vacy 

as possible at home. It therefore seemed that to many of them, being 

left on their own was synonymous with having good neighbours and 

a satisfactory environment. 

These hypotheses begin to explain what might otherwise be 

puzzling: the great majority of residents interviewed considered 

Pinehill friendly, while at the same time reporting an average of 

only one friend each and 2.6 acquaintances each, within the develop

ment. The patterns of social contact which did appear, seemed to 

be partially related to factors in the physical environment. 

The single most dramatic fact regarding adult social interaction 

was the high incidence of people without any friends in the develop

ment. Nineteen of the 31 residents interviewed reported having no 

friends at Pinehill and six of these said they had neither friends 

nor acquaintances. The nineteen included the one older couple, both 

of the single residents interviewed, and 15 adults from families with 

children. One of the single people had noted how difficult it was 

without children to find opportunities to extend friendship, but 

few other residents indicated that they were unhappy with the lack of 

contact. 



89 

Respondents indicated that they had as many friends and acquain

tances in other buildings within the development as they had in their 

own . 

~rtme.nt,s 
l\~rt:.rne.nts sampled. 
ri--ierdships 
Ac.quaintances 

Fig. 28. Relationships between respondents and other residents--Pinehill 

Of those friends and acquaintances living in the respondent's 

own building, most lived on the same floor as the respondent . None 

of the residents reported having a friend 'next door'. Apartment 

doors were staggered down the halls, so that while some doors on op

posite sides of the hall faced each other, entrances to units on the 

same side of the hall were widely separated. 

Many factors appear to have contributed to these friendship 

formation patterns and the high incidence of residents without friends. 

The main ones which are linked to the physical environment, and iden

tified in this study are: 
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1 Proximity of residents to one another 

2 Importance of laundries 

3 Significance of main floor apartments 

4 Outdoor activities 

5 Importance of court areas and parking lots 

6 Relationship to the surrounding area 

Following the discussion of these factors,the aspects of Sutton/ 

Rothesay most relevant to the discussion are presented. 

1 PROXIMITY OF RESIDENTS TO ONE ANOTHER 

Proximity has been shown to be effective as a social inter

action determinant when it has worked in concert with real or per

ceived homogeneity and the need for mutual aid.
1 

The two most common bases for evaluating homogeneity appear 

to be similarity of social class and lifestyle --including childrearing 

practices . It was not possible, using information gleaned from 

interviews and observations, to be highly definitive with regard 

to these similarities. However, some indicators did seem to be 

evident. 

Using Gans scale of social classes
2 

(based on employment type 

and regularity), the residents interviewed would be considered generally 

working class and lower middle class. Within this rather homogeneous 

population, the observed behaviour of mothers (especially in the open 

areas) did not seem to be structured with any apparent regard for these 

subtle differences. Rather, a free mingling took place. In indiv

idual cases where interaction was not readily apparent, it was more 

easily explained in terms of personal preference, lack of ease of 

access to where the intermingling was taking place, or incompatibility 

of stage in the life-cycle, than in terms of coolness based on per

ceived class differences. There was insufficient observed interaction 

amongst male adults to draw any conclusions about their perceptions of 

class differences. 
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Fig. 29 Where respondents reported meeting other residents -- Pinehill 

The issue of chil~rearing practices is fundamental to parents' 

perception of their similarity to other parents. In this context, the 

parents of children playing together were most likely to meet through 

their children's interaction and had the greatest opportunities to 

'read' directly this similarity or dissimilarity with their neigh

bours. 

Most of the child-rearing practices observed in the public 

open space could be categorized as typically middle-class. Parents 

seemed very tolerant of children's begaviour and while limits to 

the play area were imposed (and excluded parking lots), overt forms 

of discipline were rarely seen. Mothers very seldom shouted at their 

children, and even less frequently were children spanked or made to 

feel that they were 'bad' for things they had done. Those parents 

who spent a lot of time with their children in the play areas, appeared 

to have supportive relationships not only with their own children, 

but also with those of other families. It seemed that these maternal 
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surrogates served a common group of children, particularly in the north 

end. 

Screams o f mothers scolding their children were, however, 

quite common to hear while walking through the halls of the apartment 

buildings. This indication of more t ypically working class child~earing 

practice raises several questions. Since this kind of behaviour was 

not generally evident outdoors, Were children in these families 

kept inside as punishment for misdeeds? or under pressure of the 

apparent norm, Did these parents repress their normal 'inside' behav

iour when they were with neighbours and more highly observable outdoors? 

An in-depth study of these factors alone would be necessary 

to conclude with assurance what child'::1-earing practices were most 

representative of the residents. The observations of this study, 

however, could only conclude that while there was some variance from 

this, child~earing appeared to follow middle-class patterns. 

An attempt to evaluate the similarities of the life styles 

of residents presented difficulties, both because the degree to which 

public open space was used (especially by adults) was very low, and 

because there was no opportunity to assess the activities and use of 

private open space, since no such space was defined.
3 

(See Fig. 32.) 

Michelson has suggested that a lifestyle incorporating family and home

oriented activities is most congruent with the private open space 

usually associated with suburbanism.
4 

The key point that he makes 

is regarding the provision of, and access to, private open space. 

When asked to describe the home in which they would like to 

live, residents interviewed at Pinehill (most of whom were families) 

described the size, function and quality of exterior spaces with 

comparable detail to the way they described the interiors. (See Appendix F 

Table 39 ,p. 222 )This appeared to indicate the value placed (if even 

in a projected manner) on the physical context of a lifestyle which 

incorporated a high degree of family and home-centred activities. 
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When the area adjacent to ground level patio doors was used 

by residents, the activities observed were typically back-yard family 

activities; barbecuing and mothers sitting out while children play 

being most common. These activities were consistently repeated whenever 

there was outdoor activity in the territorially defined private area. 

Using observed and projected lifestyle and social class as 

criteria, it would appear that sufficient homogeneity was present 

to catalyze proximity into friendships. Still this was not the case. 

One possible reason for this (as stated earlier), is that residents 

who considered Pinehill a temporary home did not wth sh to become 

involved with neighbours, but were content to let relationships 

previously established sustain them. 

Another reason may have been the lack of opportunities that 

arose for residents to request the assistance of a neighbour, and 

for this assistance to be reciprocated (mutual aid). About one sixth 

of the explanations of how residents met people at Pinehill involved 

situations such as looking for a babysitter, making a complaint to 

a neighbour, being asked to lend things, or pushing cars in winter. 

Although many of these situations required the immediate assistance 

of a neighbour, they didn't require subsequent reciprocal assistance, 

and this may have reduced the likelihood of sustained contact or 

co-operative effort between these residents. Since the management 

policy did not allow residents to make alterations to their units, 

there was little opportunity for neighbours to consult one another 

or lend a hand or tools as assistance to around-the-home projects. 5 

The residents of Pinehill, then, were generally of the same 

social position -- working and lower middle class. However, since 

none of the features of the interiors of the buildings seemed 

particularly designed to foster co-operative activities or neighbour 

interaction, this aspect of the design probably contributed to 

(or reinforced) the low level of friendship formation. Once contact 



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

had been made with residents on the same floor--primarily through 

children playing together (outside and in the halls) and through 

encounters between neighbours at the laundry room--the likelihood 

of adults making friends with residents on other floors was rather 

remote. The same situation held for acquaintances: four-fifths of 

them within each block lived on the same floor as the respondent . 

2 IMPORTANCE OF LAUNDRIES 

The laundry rooms , used by virtually all residents (except 

the few that clandestinely operated portable washers/spin dryers 

in their apartment units) , were noisy , small and poorly ventilated . 
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The acquaintances and friendships initiated there could most conceivab

ly have begun with discussions of mutual dissatisfaction over the 

inadequacy of these facilities . (However, for most residents having 

access to automatic washers and dryers on their f~oors was greatly 

appreciated . ) Notwithstanding the lack of windows, access to the play

ground or any provision for sitting, and despite the noise and heat of 

the dryers, the laundry room persisted as the place year round where 

residents, especially women, met. Residents spoke of the laundry 

in terms of problems--lack of ventilation and insufficient hot water- 

but did not seem to mind running back and forth from their units . 

The relatively high incidence of relationships with other 

residents on the same floor could be traced with assurance to two 

factors : proximity of residents to one another (including the like

lihood of their children playing together), and the presence of a 

laundry on each floor. 

3 SIGNIFICANCE OF MAIN FLOOR APARTMENTS 

The apartments throughout Pinehill which demanded the least 

compromise of the residential aspirations of residents were situated 

on the main floor. With sliding full-length patio doors providing 

immediate access to the open space of the development, these apartments 



were greatly preferred by families--especially those with young 

children. Their satisfaction was reflected in two factors: their 

period of residence--which averaged 1.7 years and which was more 

than twice that of residents interviewed on the second and third 

floors; and their intention to stay on at Pinehill for an average 
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of 1.4 years longer--again twice the period anticipated by the stair

climbing tenants. 

0 1 2. ,years 

Period 'of- Resi~ 
Pe.i-'iod of rntencte.d.. Continued. Residence. 

Fig. 30. Periods of residency and expected residency--Pinehill 

Each main floor resident interviewed also reported more than 

four times the number of friends and almost three times the number of 

acquaintances reported by residents of the second and third floors. 

4 OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES 

The absence of a broader range of household-related outdoor 

activities (See Fig. 32.) such as clothes-drying, gardening, eating 

outdoors and keeping pets (especially dogs) was undoubtedly caused by 

the lack of well-defined open space and specific management regulations. 

Timid attempts at several of these activities were observed, such as: 
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Fig . 31. Tomatoes growing in tub, 
east side--Pinehill 
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work-socks hanging on the patio 

door handle to dry, blankets 

draped over the 'balcony' rail 

to air, and rose bushes and 

tomato plants growing in large 

pots on the patio pavers. 

While these occurrences were 

perhaps manifestations of the 

desire to perform these 

activities on a larger scale, 

they were never frequent or 

extensive enough to generate 

the neighbour interaction that these activities might foster in private 

outdoor spaces of a reasonable size. 

.e,05 

Infrequent, Use 

P-e..gv~r use 
Princ,pol Circulat.ion Rout.es 

meter.s 

Fig. 32. Observed outdoor activities of adults--Pinehill 
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Several main floor residents were observed refinishing furni

ture in the area immediately adjacent to their patio doors; one couple 

right on the patio pavers, another within 10 feet of them; others 

used the same areas for barbecuing. Again it was apparent that 

unless the likelihood of encountering neighbours performing similar 

kinds of tasks outside their units was increased considerably, the 

chances of making contact and pursuing friendships through these 

kinds of activities were remote. 

After the supper hour and on weekends, especially Sundays, 

family groups were observed using the outdoor areas adjacent to the 

patio door. Usually, one or two members of such groups sat on the 

threshold, while others were arranged in a more or less semi-circular 

fashion around the door. The main activities observed were sitting and 

chatting. Such group activity did not occur frequently, and when 

it did occur only one group appeared along the face of a building at 

any given time, and only on the court side. No doubt there were other 

reasons for this, but it seemed that such groups would remain inside 

unless the whole area were free of adults who might be looking on . 

Fig. 33. Lying out in the sun and supervising children--Pinehill 

Other than sitting in these groups, watching children and lying 

in the sun, the physical design of the open space left virtually 
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nothing for adults to do. On one occasion, two residents were observed 

throwing a football and running back and forth within ten feet of 

main floor windows on the east side (court side) of F block, but no 

doubt this was perceived as a distrubance by residents in adjacent 

units. 

At no time were residents observed sitting out along any of the 

outside faces of the development. Along the east side there were people 

:Fig. 34. 'Cutting through' the development, east side--Pinehill 

'cutting through' the development on the path and the traffic noise 

of Panet Road with which to contend, and along the south and west 

sides--parking lots, lanes and the back side of fences. 

5 IMPORTANCE OF COURT AREAS AND PARKING LOTS 

Both court areas and the parking lots were shared by large 

numbers of residents at Pinehill. Were these areas smaller and their 

use confined to fewer residents, a stronger sense of communal occupa

tion, such as that observed in the north end area, may have emerged 

elsewhere. 

The fact that the courts were the centers of both children's 

play and the small amount of adult social activity that was observed 
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anywhere, appeared to suggest why more friends were made amongst 

residents on the court side--particularly those on the ground level-

than amongst those on the 'out'-side of buildings. Whatever opportuni

ties the development presented for repeated meetings outdoors occurred 

in the courts. The absence of public walks surrounding the develop

ment, the ease of moving through it on the walks provided in the courts, 

and the sense of intrusion that was undoubtedly felt by pedestrians 

using the paths inscribed in the grass along the east face of the 

development (almost within an arm's distance from ground floor windows) 

--all reinforced the potential of the court as a meeting place. 

Observed adult interaction seemed to indicate that the space 

formed by the three buildings D,E and Fat the north end was 'friendlier' 

than the space formed by buildings A, B, C and Eat the south end. 

This impression was reinforced by the increased sense of enclosure in 

the former and by the play facilities installed there which, while 

occasionally being used by older children, were designed for prAchool 

children needing immediate parental supervision which resulted in 

a greater adult presence. However, whether the sense of community 

that appeared to be present was influenced by the sense of enclosure 

and/or presence of play equipment, or was simply a function of the 

personalities of the current residents, could not be determined. 

Fig. 35. Interaction amongst mothers, north end (left) and south 
end--Pinehill 
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6 
The much larger space at the south end was used by a wider 

range of children most of the time, therefore, there was less apparent 

concern for supervision by adults since it appeared that the chlder 

children 'kept an eye' on the younger ones. This was perhaps one 

reason why there was a general absence of adults in the area. 

In the north end court area a daily gathering of from two 

to six mothers (all residents of main floor apartments) was observed 

convening for the apparent dual purpose of supervising their children 

and visiting. 

At the south end little of this kind of mingling was observed. 

Rather, individual mothers, sometimes with non-resident friends, 

would sit or lie out within a radius of generally not more than ten 

feet f~om their patio door, and occasionally wander over to another 

mother, sitting in a similar fashion in front of a unit along the 

same wall, and chat. This behaviour was observed only along C block, 

and not along the court-side of A or B blocks. 

The more apparent adult presence in the north end play area 

resulted in the perception by one resident of its being defined 

territory, "claimed" by the mothers and children who frequented it. 

Hence it was felt to be less approachable by a retiring or self

conscious mother observing its use, especially from the second or 

third floors. Therefore, while this play area served to reinforce 

the social interaction of those mothers given direct access to it, 

it was a cause of frustration for some of those who felt excluded 

from its use, both socially and by a lack of direct physical access. 

6 RELATIONSHIP TO THE SURROUNDING AREA 

Very few residents indicated that they had friends in the 

surrounding area. Most of those who did had developed these friend

ships prior to moving to Pinehill. The back lanes appeared to 

form barriers to interaction amongst adults (few reported knowing 

anyone across the lane), although this point was difficult to 
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confirm when the general level of friendships was so low. Fences 

had been constructed along the back of most yards (1.2 m. to 1 . 8 m./ 

4 ft. to 6 ft. high) across the lane on the west side. The rental 

duplexes on the south side did not have fences across their back 

yards, but a measure of visual separation was already provided by 

a row of young willows planted along the south edge of the Pinehill 

site. 

These barriers, however, did not affect schoolchildren to 

the degree they did adults, and often there were almost as many 

'outside' children--especially from the surrounding duplexes on 

Clyde Road--observed in the playground as there were children from 

the development.) 

It seemed that senior citizens, who made up less than five 

percent of the total population, were largely withdrawn from social 

exchange with their neighbours. Other residents indicated that they 

complained bitterly about the , .. noise created by children playing in 
7 

the open space. They appeared to be fearful or intimidatec when 

interviews were requested at their door, and in all cases they 

declined to be interviewed. 

ADULT SOCIAL INTERACTION AT SUTTON/ROTHESAY 

While more people had friends and more acquaintances at 

Sutton/Rothesay than at Pinehill, the general quality of social 

interaction did not appear to be greater. Seventy-one percent of 

Pinehill residents considered their development friendly, but only 

31% did so at Sutton/Rothesay. 

A possible factor contributing to the discrepancy between 

these two indicators was the relative degree of choice involved to 

live in these places . The housing market options open to Pinehill 

residents were considerably greater than those of Sutton/Rothesay 

residents. 
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Since rents at Pinehill were not subsidized, a two bedroom suite 

cost $191 per month (July 1976) . A comparable two bedroom maisonette 

unit at Sutton/Rothesay may have cost less than $100 per month 

depending on the income of residents .
8 

Pinehill residents could 

easily leave and find cheaper accommodation elsewhere, even if it 

were of inferior quality . It would be unlikely for most Sutton/ 

Rothesay residents to find anyplace less expensive . It seemed therefore, 

that Sutton/Rothesay residents' perception of their housing as unfriend

ly might have been magnified by their unpleasant feeling of being 

'stuck' there without realistic alternatives . 

L.aundne.5 (.?4%) ------~ 
Through Children(19%) 

In t,he, Hei.l ls(12.%') 

~ilboxes (B°/oJ---"'='"'11 
'-llaC.~~9~==~===;;;;:, 

Ten5nt,s· 
Assoc et, 10n (19%) 

/v\ah1ng 
Cot'Ylp\aint,s (4°/oJ 

F t g . 36. Where Sutton/Rothesay respondents reported meeting other 
residents . 

As at Pinehill, about half of all adult social interaction 

stemmed from chance meetings related to supervising children and doing 

laundry ; however, at Sutton/Rothesay the laundries appeared to be 

the more important factor . Adjacent to them were the 'recreation' 

~ooms most of which were usually empty, but some of which provided 

a place for mothers to sit and chat occasionally . The mingling of 

parents through children's play, while important, did not seem to be 
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as significant as it was at Pinehill where the attractiveness of the 

play area encouraged the interaction of children and consequently some 

of their parents. 

Since people came to reside at Sutton/Rothesay for a great 

variety of reasons, a diverse group of residents was present inclu

ding women who had been divorced from men with middle incomes, 

families of seasonally unemployed work.ers long-term welfare reci

pients and relatively young families off to an economically slow 

start. Many residents appeared to think negatively of others who 

lived in public housing; they felt they had little in common with 

other residents and as a result felt alienated from them. Of importance 

here was the range of child-rearing practices in such a diversified 

group of residents . Almost every parent interviewed found something 

in the practices of some of the others offensive . The two main concerns 

were permissiveness (also perceived as a lack of control or discipline) 

which resulted in adolescents making noise at all hours, and heavy

handedness--parents constantly yelling and meting out regular corporal 

punishment to their children. 

The tenants' association provided important opportunities for 

people to meet their neighbours . The very fact that such a group e x isted 

at Sutton/Rothesay (and was absent at Pinehill) suggests a sense of 

community based on a cooperative spirit, a common grievance, or probably 

some of each . The lack of such a group at Pinehill suggests a complacen

cy consistent with the sense of temporariness expressed by most Pinehill 

residents . Housing conditions were perhaps more difficult for Sutton/ 

Rothesay residents to accept because they realized how difficult it 

would be to leave. 

Respondents at Sutton/Rothesay indicated that only 8% of their 

meetings with other residents occurred through 'mutual aid' situations 

(see Fig . 36 . page 10~. Again, this was probably restricted by regula

tions dictating that residents do no more 'fixing up' than painting walls . 

(Residents appeared to have experienced even greater difficulty than 

those at Pinehill in having repairs made for them. Some felt it was a 
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means that the Housing Authority used to "keep them down".) 

The Sutton/Rothesay site was designed so that few adults or 

outsiders would have any reason whatever to walk through the court 

area . For residents, getting to shopping , parking or the bus was 

most simply accomplished by following the interior halls to the e xit 

------···.;.:.··=======; ·-·---····----

Sutton Avenue. 
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Fig . 37. Relationship of building exits to destination--Sutton/Rothesay 

nearest the destination. Consequently, both the possibility of chance 

encounters in the court area and the reinforcement of community sur

veillance of the court area through active use b y residents were virtu

ally precluded by its design . In any case it would have been incon

venient for outsiders to walk across the court in order to get to the 

other side of the development. While the excl.usion of outsiders from 

such a space is sometimes beneficial if a sense of community has developed 

within a complex , in this case it appeared to be incidental . 

The court area~-with34 units looking out into it reinforcing the 

tightness of its dimensions and its feeling of enclosure--was not per-
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ceived by any of the respondents to be an asset from the point of 

view of adult activities. On the contrary, the lack of private open 

space was voiced as a major concern by virtually all upper floor 

respondents as well as several ground floor residents with patios. 

M::>thers did not feel comfortable sitting out in the public open area, 

and only one indicated using the patio for this purpose. The 2 . 1 m. 

(7 ft.) high walls on the sides of the patios made neighbour inter

action 'over the garden fence' impossible, and the 1.2 m. (4 ft.) 

high fence across the front was too low to render the space sufficient

ly private . As evidenced by behavioural traces, rather than by activi

ty, it appeared that the patios were used by many residents for garde

ning, for storing bicycles and toys, for hanging out laundry and as an 

extension of the unit for barbecuing and dining. None of these activi

ties were observed to have involved neighbour interaction. 

- I 

~ 

' Fig. 38. Private open space at 
Sutton/Rothe say 

l 

Residents clearly indica

ted their desire for private open 

space as an extension of the re

lative aural and visual privacy 

of the interior of the unit, and 

made no mention of a desire to 

cultivate neighbour contact out

doors in such spaces. 

Since incomes were lower 

at Sutton/Rothesay than at Pine -

hill, fewer residents had cars; 

mobility was further decreased 

by poor public transit service, 

particularly on Sundays and holidays when residents would likely use it 

most to get to recreation facilities. With restricted mobility, and 

incomes inadequate to take regular vacations, the residents' need for 

a rich, varied and attractive combination of private and public open 

spaces was increased . However, other than allowing main floor resi

dents to cultivate shrubs and ~lowers, .the outdoor spaces provided no 



incentive for adults to do anything and little means for them to be 

drawn into interaction, should they have chose~ to do so. 
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1. Michelson, Man and Environment, p. 189. 

2. Ibid., p. 124. 

3. Residents did make limited use of the outdoor areas immediately 

adjacent to their units, but it is unlikely that the range or 

extent of activities observed in these spaces would be indica

tive of residents' probable use of truly private open space. 

4. Ibid., p. 112. 
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5. The management, on the other hand, was suffering from the esca

lating maintenance costs caused in part by the increasing refusal 

on the part of residents to perform even very minor maintenance 

tasks in the apartment. 

6. The separation between buildings Band C in the south end, east 

to west was 36.6 m. (120 ft.) while that between buildings 

D and Fat the north end was 27.4 m. (90 ft.). 

7 . One retired man who gave information in a casual conversation 

in a parking lot, rather than in a formal interview, indicated 

that he was not aware of the great number of children that 

there were at Pinehill when he. and his wife moved in . He 

couldn ' t stand the noise, even though he had nothing in 

general against children, but said that they would move to a 

quieter place as soon as their lease expired . 

8. Rents in housing managed by the WRHA are 25% of residents' 

income. 

9. The central open space mecsured 27.4 m. by 39.6 m. (90 ft. by 

130 ft.) but wi t,h the patios, the ground area was effectively 

reduced to somewhat less than this. 
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E . CHILDREN'S PLAY ACTIVITIES 

Information was gathered to examine children's play activities 

and preferences of location, adults' perceptions of the areas pro-

vided for children, and conflicts and problems caused by the 

facilities and/or use patterns. This material was gleaned from 

behaviouri;il observations, :interviews and children's draw:inos at Pinehill 
and from informal observations and interviews at Sutton/Rothesay. 

About 130 children lived at Pinehill at the time of the study . 

70% (91 children) were of preschool age, five years old or less; 

26% were schoolchildren, 6-12 years; and the remaining 4% consisted 

of five teenagers between 1'3 and 15 years old . An accurate total 

number of children or breakdown of children's ages at Sutton/ 

Rothesay was not available from the Housing Authority. However, 

of children in apartments sampled, 44% were preschoolers; 33% were 

of school age, 6-12 years ; and 23~ were teenagers, 13-17 yea~s . 

Therefore, at both developments preschoolers were the largest 

age group. At Pinehill they constituted seven-tenths of the child 

population, at Sutton/Rothesay, just less than half of the children 

in apartments sampled . 

l LOCATIONS OF PLAY ACTIVITIES 

a) Preschool Children 

At Pinehill, once children were able to walk and parents 

allowed them to play in the open areas, the most popular play areas 

were around the play equipment in both the north and south courts . 

The scale of facilities in the north end was oriented ,_towardst:his 

age group . These children most prequently played on, under and 
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Fig . 39 . Location and relative intensity of preschoolers' 
play--Pinehill 

around the climbing slide structure . They also played on and 

around the swinging horses but less frequently. At the south 

end where swings, climbing devices and slides were designed for 

older children , preschoolers tended to play around these faci

lities when older children were occupying them, and made more 

extensive use of them when older children were not present . 

The asphalt walks which varied in width, but were generally 

at least 1 . 5 m. (5 ft.) wide, provided a circuit around the play 

equipment at each end of the development, and were favoured for 

tricycle riding and playing wi th,other wheeled toys. Children 

avoided grassed or sand/gravel/dirt areas beneath swings and 
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fig. 40. Walkways in court areas north (left) and south 
--Pinehill. Note-only one swing remains in the 
south play area. 

climbing bars while cycling except to park their vehicles. 

Fig. 41. •Mother super
vising child from 
inside the unit-
Pinehill 

Quite extensive use by pre

schoolers of areas around the patio 

doors was observed, primarily on the 

court-sides and infrequently on the 

'out' sides of buildings. These acti

vities were generally undertaken by 

individual children or small groups 

of two or three with close supervision 

from a mother just inside. Main floor 

residents complained that they were 

often bothered by children who stopped 

at their patio door to "look in" and 

see what was happening. 

The hills were used very little 

as a specific play resource, but effect

ively separated active play from the 
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area immediately adjacent to most patio doors . On only one occa

sion on the east side of B block, preschool\children were observed 

rolling down the hill toward the ditch on Panet Road. 

Because of the ease of access through the patio doors for 

most of the children who played regularly in the court areas, 

the main entrances to the buildings were not important, and play 

in these areas by preschoolers was rare. 

b) Schoolchildren (6-12 years) 

With the increased mobility provided by bicycles, these 

. "u:» 
Occas·,onal -\o Jlv:JdetatR- <J6e-
~ulai- Ose. 

Intense Use 

-(.--) ft'lajor Circv~ti.on Routes 

Fig. 42. Location and relative intensity of schoolchildren's play 
--Pinehill 
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children played all over the site and surrounding parking lots, 

lanes and roadways. Their running activities ranged beyond the 

play areas and tended to circle the buildings. 

T3pi.st error 

> Fig 42. Location and relative intensity of schoolschildren' 
play--Pinehill 

When schoolchildren played in the court area, they used 

the swings most extensively, then the climbing bars and the 

slide, which was used very infrequently. They used the trans

l\ former enclosures in various role-playing games, the hills for 

bicycle-riding exhibitions and the garbage bins to command a 

better view of things . 
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c) Teenagers (13-15 years) 

Because of their relative independence from adults, 

teenagers were able to travel to other parts of the city-- to 

visit friends, to go swimming, to be downtown where there was 

more action . The few teenagers that resided in the development 

did not appear to spend a lot of time in the open spaces, perhaps 

because there was little, if anything, challenging for them 

to do there. 
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Fig. 43. Location and relative intensity of teenagers' 
activities--Pinehill 

Occasionally, 13-15 year old boys were observed playing 

lawn darts along the buildings or using the garbage bin (G2) near 

B block as a stage for evening shadow shows on the wall of the 

building. 
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Older teenagers, from outside the development, occasionally 

took advantage of the shade behind garbage enclosure (G4) in the 

north-west corner of the site to smoke and chat. 

Most of the children observed at play around Sutton/Rothesay 

were preschoolers. Schoolchildren, it appeared, were generally 

off on bicycles either around Chief Peguis School and the Recre

ation Center or further away. Teenagers were not observed in. the 

area other than going to and from the buildings. 

The play activities of preschool children were divided 

amongst the sand box in the court area, the parking lot and 

the bush to the west of the development. Small groups of pre

schoolers were observed playing in some of the patio areas. 

The relatively high incidence of schoolchildren (33% of 

the sample) and their virtual absence from the court and the area 

surrounding the buildings, indicated the lack of outdoor facilities 

for them at the development, and the attractiveness of the fields 

adjacent for the activities they wished to perform. 

2 PLAY ACTIVITIES 

a) Preschool Children 
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The main activities of preschool children observed at Pinehill 

were: i) Swinging, sliding and climbing; ii) Tricycle riding; 

iii) Role-playing; iv) Watching the action; v) Water play. 

i. Swinging, Sliding and Climbing 

The play facilities at the north end were used most e x tensive

ly by preschool children. The climbing structure/slide encouraged 

a wide range of possible activities and was used most. Children 

went up and down stairs, climbing bars and the slide which was 

partially shaded by the canopy above: All of these means of 
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Fig. 44. Activities related to the climbing structure, 
north end--Pinehill. 

~-. ''4" ~ : 

getting up and down were wide enough for at least two children 

to do things together. The platform atop the slide was just 

high enough to define the space beneath as a sanctuary for the 

small children, excluding older ones. When children were not 

on or under this structure often they were playing with toys 

on the ground near it as if they were in the backyard of this 

'house'. 

The swinging horses were used considerably, but not for 

long periods of time. If two or three children were swinging 

at once, the duration of this activity appeared to be extended. 

ll5 



Fig . 45 . Rocking horses , 
north end--Phinehill 
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The rocking horses 

mounted on springs were used 

infrequently . Small children 

did not seem to have the 

weight to cause the e x citing 

kind of motion on them that 

they could achiev e on the 

swings. 

Facilities at the 

south end were not scaled 

for this age group. Swinging , 

which appeared to be the most 

popular activity on the faci

lities provided, was diffi

cult for the younger children since the board seats were from 64 cm . 

to 68 cm. (25 in . to 27 in . ) off the ground . The one remaining 

rubber-seated swing was much 

more accessible-- 51 cm. (20 

in . ) off the ground . For 

Fig . 46 . Swings, south end-
Pinehill 

many children who used the 

play area regularly, it would 

be impossible to mount the 

swings alone , and difficult 

to get down from them . 

The climbing bars were 

used e x tensively by children 

over three, often in conjunc

tion with schoolchildren, 

ex cept when a group of school

boys asserted their domination 

over this territory. 



The slide provided was relatively high and narrow for 

preschoolers and received little use , with the exception of 

occasional runs by individuals or groups actively engaged in 

running all over the area or by parents lifting up their babies 

and guiding them down. Sometimes it was used for other purposes- -

Fig. 47 . Use of the slide, south end--Pinehill 

as a table for role-playing activities, as a seat or as a vantage 

point which· enabled a child to have a better view of something 

happening in the area . By mid-morning on a summer day the metal 

surface of the slide became unbearably hot. 

ii. Tricycle Riding 

Those preschoolers who had tricycles or other wheeled 

'pedal-yourself ' toys or managed to borrow them, used the asphalt 

circuits (the walkways around the play equipment) almost e x clusive

ly for this activity. Occasionally a child who slipped away from 

the surveillance of parents would find his way to the large as

phalt surface of parking lots, but generally , because of the 
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intensity of activity 

around the play facilities, 

preschoolers were most 

attracted to this area. 

Since no continuous paved 

walkways linked the north 

118 

and south cour~areas, and 

the parking lots and grassed 

medians between them formed 

a barrier, there was virtu

ally no movement of preschoo-

lers on tricycles from one 

Fig. 48. Cyclists on the asphalt end of the development to 
circuit, south end--Pinehill 

the other . 

Some of the younger children who held favour with school

children with bicycles occasionally rode 'double' around the play 

area, especially in the south end. 

iii. Role-playing 

Fig. 49. Building tents over 
the transformer, 
south end--Pinehill 

This activity generally 

demanded resourcefulness in 

the assembling of props to 

heighten its dramatic quality. 

Children in groups of two to 

five seemed to love the sense 

of enclosure provided at the 

north end by the slide struc

ture and at the south end by 

tents made by draping blankets 

over shopping carts (several 

were always available) or the 

transformer. The corners of 

the blankets were anchored 



with pieces of asphalt from the areas in the parking lots 

which were broken up . If enclosure was not available, other 

means were devised to provide a setting for the activity--

_fig . 50. Use of benches, south end--Pinehill 

blankets on the ground, the horizontal surface of the benches, 

or the lower end of the slide. 

Sand and dirt for 'building' and 'cooking' was sparse 

~ ~.i 
heating el,efrit a 

• . elllllllll!! 

Fig. 51. Gathering and playing with gravel and dirt--Pinehill 
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in the areas around the play structures. Children augmented 

this supply by 'importing' small containers of pea-gravel from 

the area adjacent to the south entrance to B block, and from 

the bicycle runway down the east slope of the berm on the west 

side of the south play area. For other games and role-playing, 

the shaded side of the garbage bins were sometimes used. 

The shopping carts provided an opportunity for children 

to play 'parent' and push one or two of the youngest children 

(about two years) around the walkways (See Fig. 47., p.117) . 

iv. Watching the Action 

Fig . 52. Sitting on a rock 
watching the action. 

Preschoolers tended to 

gather in groups of from two 

to five, but played relatively 

independently of each other. 

Occasionally an individual 

would withdraw from the acti

vity, and from a position on 

a berm, bench, rock, tricycle, 

or the ladder of the south 

end slide, would simply ob

serve what was happening. 

This often occured when older 

children 'invaded' the facili-

ties in groups of three to six. Younger children, if they could not 

join in the older children's activities on the swings or climbing bars, 

would retire to quieter areas around the slide or to the periphery of 

the play area and watch from there. 

v. Water Play 

Since the development had no facilities for water play in the 

open spaces, this activity was restricted to wading pools and laundry 



Fig. 53. Wading pool near patio 
doors, north end--Pinehill 
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tubs which parents set out 

on the lawn. Since this 

happened infrequently, throngs 

of children wished to join 

in whenever such pools or 

tubs were filled, and parents 

were forced to be somewhat 

selective in determining 

which children should stay. 

The only other source 

of water, which was also 

able to maintain the attention 

of children for long periods, 

was rainfall caught in the irregular depressions in the asphalt 

walks. 

b) Schoolchildren 

Older preschoolers and schoolchildren seemed to play together 

extensively during the summer. The awareness of age differences 

reinforced by school grade levels may have increased once school 

was back in session and clearer separation may then have occur,red. 

However, the predominant observed activities of schoolchildren 

were: i) Bicycle riding/running; ii) Swinging and climbing; 

iii) Role-playing; iv) Sitting and talking/watching adult activities . 

These children played independently of immediate parental 

supervision . The relatively narrow range of activities appeared to 

b e partially a res.ult of the limited facilities available . 

i. Bicycle riding/running 

All of the paved surfaces in the area except Panet Road were 

used by schoolchildren to develop their bicycle riding skills. The 

south end play area served as a base from which expeditions were 



launched in all directions, except to the east where Panet Road 

seemed to be a barrier to the fields beyond. The asphalt circuit 

in the south end was also used by the younger schoolchildren for 

riding, and it seemed there was little conflict with preschoolers 

on tricycles. The walks were wide enough for bicycles to pass 

pedestrians or tricyclists. 

With mothers usually present in the north end, bicycle ri

ding was less common perhaps because this area was being per

ceived as "occupied". 

On the walkways, in the court areas, when several children 

were riding bicycles together, one generally followed behind 

the other due to width of the walkway and its curves. On the 

lane and street children tended to ride two or three abreast. 

Any irregularities of surface or changes of level were 

explored by the bicycle riders. The west berm in the south end 

was used as an inclined 

runway. Cycle riders swept 

down the. incline and across 
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the area between the monkey

bars and the swings, and 

then continued along the 

asphalt circuit, stopping 

as infrequently as neccessary . 

This particular berm appeared 

to have been singled out 

for this activity due to its 

location relative to the Fig . 54. Use made of a change in 
elevations-- Fineh:i:11 -· 'action' on the play equip

ment, and the dramatic 

value of sweeping down and through the center of activity. 



While bicycle riding was generally the most popular acti

vity, some children seemed more inclined to run. They ran and 

danced around the play area ignoring the other children--engrossed 

in a fantasy world of their own . 

ii . Swinging and Climbing 

The swings at the south end were scaled for schoolchildren 

and were used extensively by them--more than by older or younger 

children. When three of the four swings were broken for several 

months, these children , especially the boys, improvised using 
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the hanging chains to swing in -all directions , enjoying the special 

risk involved in flying over the mud after a rain. 

Fig. 55. Swinging on chains of broken swings; south end--Pinehill 

The swinging horses at the north end were used very rarely 

by older children who were too large to enjoy them . 

The structure of the swing set at the south end provided 

the greatest climbing challenge on the site. Both boys and girls 

scaled the lower ends of the supports, but only a few boys could 

climb to the crossbar to untangle chains wrapped around it. 



Fig . 56 . Climbing on garbage 
enclosure G2 , south 
end- - Pinehill 

Fig . 57 . Climbing on monkey 
bars , south end-
Pinehill 

The garbage .enclosure (G2) near building B was also popular 

for climbing and again only boys , most of them 8-12 years old, 

managed to scale it to the top . None of the other garbage enclo

sures were observed being used for this purpose . Groups or 

schoolchildren, especially boys, used the monkey bars in the 

south end both for climbing and for sitting around having 

discussions . From the top of the bars they clearly were the 

'kings of the castle', and little children generally stayed clear . 

iii . Role-playing 

Some of the younger schoolchildren (6-8 years) were ob

served joining in with the role-playing activ ities of the pre

schoolers . This occurred especially when the older children 

helped ' build ' the settings for these activities such as the 

'tents ' described earlier . Games of ' war' made use of the 

transformers , garbage enclosures and buildings as places to 

hide behind and ' sneak up on' . 
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Fig. 58. Use of transformer in role-playing games, 
south end--Pinehill 

On one occasion when a 'sword' was needed as a prop, 

two boys unhesitatingly broke off one of the young poplar 

'whips' growing near the play area. 

iv. Sitting and talking/Watching adult activities 

During the long days of summer, children would sit for a 

half hour or more watching things happen, especially uncommon 

activities performed by adults. One boy was observed through

out an afternoon watching workmen repairing the pavement in 

front of garbage enclosure G2. Others sat at length watching 

a young woman polish her car. 

For shorter periods children sat on swings or the monkey 

bars. The rocks, transformers and :"garbage enclosure were also 

used for sitting and usually whenever a group activity was 

taking place, someone attempted to get above the crowd to sit 

and watch . 

Several other interesting activit~es were observed which 

occurred less frequently than those already mentioned. They pri

marily involved schoolchildren and occasionally preschoolers as 

well. 
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The mass of the buildings 

set up turbulent air currents 

which rendered kite-flying 

-- -~ 
~£F~r;·_·, -~-.\~;~·:{~:;.;_~-- ~~i~~t 10l1~ 

Fig . 59. Attempt at kite-flying 
south end~-Pinehill 

in the court areas almost 

impossible . In spite of 

this, children and/or their 

parents occasionally attemp

ted it . 

The proximity to the 

Keenleyside Street Wading 

Pool (three blocks away) was 

appreciated by both parents 

and children . Groups rode 

over on their bicycles or walked, sometimes cutting through the 

walkway to Kisil Bay . (See Fig. 15, p. 69). 

Riding on the ice-cream wagon was an infrequent but popular 

activity. As the ice-cream boy pedalled down the alley ringing the 

bells on his tricycle ice-cream wagon, the children ran out to 

join him and two or three usu ally climbed on the ice cream box 

and cruised. On one occasion, with about a dozen children swarming 

about , and too many trying to climb on one side, the wagon tipped over 

scattering 'goodies' all over the lane. The bell didn't ring as 

loudly the next time around. 

c) Teen-agers 

Since there were no facilities provided for them, the few 

teen-agers who lived at Pinehill usually either left the development 

to do things they wanted to do (swimming, basketball), or played 

relatively passive games, such as lawn darts . 

When teen-agers appeared on the play scene, usually they would 

mix with the older schoolchildren without causing any problems. 
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Occasionally, however, they would 'show off' , outdoing the younger 

ones at climbing the swing sets and jumping down (See Fig. 7, right 

photo, p . 57), racing around the asphalt circuit on ten-speed bi -

yig . 60. Activities of teen-age boys--Pinehill 

cycles, or scaring the little children by throwing 'cap-rockets' 

(small rocket-shaped projectiles which set off e xplosive caps when 

Fig. 61. Teen-age boys giving 
shadow shows - Pinehill 

thrown against a hard surface) 

at their feet. Because they 

were larger and older, teen

age boys often scaled the gar

bage enclosure G2 for a 

'shadow show' on building B, 

using the light of the 

evening sun . 



During the informal observations at Sutton/Rothesay, little 

use was ever made of the court area morning, afternoon or evening . 

However, preschoolers were observed playing in the sand, riding 

tricycles on the walkways in the court area, and also skipping 

rope there . 

These walks were set out in straight perpendicular lines 
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that were incongruent with the paths of children from the entrances 

of the buildings to the sand area. In July 1976, the walkways 

(66 cm . /24 in . wide square patio pavers) were :maligned, still on 

the grid, but closer to the desired paths. Still they were a long 

way away from the "safe, intricate and interesting network "l pre

scribed by Clare Cooper . 

The preschooler activity observed in patio areas included 

building tents and forts of cardboard boxes and blankets, and 

the role-playing that accompanied them. In the parking lot an 

abandoned car and large hard surface were the main attractions . 

Role-playing in the car, ball games and tricycle riding on the 

hard surface were the main activities there. 

Children were not observed in the bush to the west , but 

parents and the children themselves indicated that it was well

used, even if parents weren't pleased about it. 

As stated earlier, schoolchildren and teen-agers were occasiona

lly seen coming. and going from the buildings, usually on bicycles, 

and were sometimes seen hanging around doorways, but no other 

activity was observed. 

3 CHILDREN'S DRAWINGS 

As explained earlier, the principal value of the children's 

drawings was in the richness which they added, not only to the data, 

but also to the interaction between the researcher and the families 

interviewed. 



Their 'work' was based on two themes : "Where I live", and 

"Where I play" . While the response was immediate and general when 

the request for drawings was made, most children quite hurriedly 

drew their pictures and went on playing. 

Both interior and exterior portrayals of apartments were 

rendered, some with intricate details of variations in texture 

of the building exteriors,some with place settings around the 

Fig. 62. Children's drawings of "Where I live"--Pinehill 

dinner table next to_ the tel~vision, all in response to "Where 

I live". 

The focus of "Where I play" was on the swings. Many chil

dren drew in the 'barber's pole' striping on the frame . The 

climbing bars and slide also appeared in some drawings, but much 

less frequently than swings. 
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Fig. 63. Children's drawings of "Where I play"--Pinehill 

As a reward for their efforts, the children wished to pose 

for several group photographs. 

Fig. 64. The participfating young artists at Pinehill. 

The drawings were, therefore, used as a means of developi~~ 

resident/researcher interaction rather than as a means of analysis. 

4 ADULTS' PERCEPTIONS 

The composite of Pinehill adults' perception of where their 

children played coincided generally with the preschoolers' patterns 
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of activ ity . This was, no doubt , a reflection of the fact that 

most parents interviewed had preschool children, and did not e x

press the range of activities and areas used by older children . 

75% of the parents who e xpressed an opinion as to the 

suitability of Pinehi ll as a place to raise children responded 

positively , with one in five of these conditioning their response . 

These recognized the value of the facilities provided, but also 

recognized some of their faults and .limitations. (See also 

PART 'IWO , SECTION B.l PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AND PLAY FACILITIES) . . 

Some were apprehensive about raising children in cities and 

apartments gener ally, and the limitations this environment imposed 
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on children as they grew older . Several noted the distance to 

schools and the lack of daycare facilities in the area. 

Those who were unequivocably positive emphasized the value 

of having a great mix of children of all ages as a Qasis for 

children's learning to share and to cooperate . The play facili 

ties and physical environment provided reinforced this and many 

parents found supervision relatively easy. "If parents are 

friendly toward one another, of course children will be friendly!" 

one woman exclaimed. Another noted that because the rent was so 

reasonable, she and her husband could afford better clothes, 

food, books, and toys for the children. 

The 25% of the respondents who did not feel Pinehill was a 

good place to raise children stressed the restrictions, difficul

ties and dangers to which children were exposed. Children were 

limited as to where they could play, had no privacy outdoors, no 

particular place to call their own, and they could not have pets . 

Small children had to be constantly supervised while outside . 

Some parents felt that the heavy exterior doors and stairs to 

climb presented difficulties. The ditches with their thin ice 

and deep water, and the surrounding roads and lanes were recognized 

hazards . 

A fifth of all adults interviewed indicated they had no 

knowledge of teenagers and their activities. More than half felt 

that teenagers did energy-dissipating, uncreative things such as 

hanging around the convenience stores across Keenleyside Street, 

causing distu:r.:bances in the playground and wrecking swings, making 

excessive ·noise by squealing car tires and having loud parties, or 

simply doing nothing. Just over a fifth felt that teenagers' 

activities, such as playing with younger children, babysitting or 

bicycle riding were either positive or at least caused no one 

inconvenience. 
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Less than 50% of the residents interviewed at Sutton/Rothesay 

considered the development a good place to raise children. Residents' 

concerns emphasized undesirable influences on their children, such 

as acquiring bad habits, learning the low income 'rut' and getting 

stuck in it, and being told what to do by other parents. Mothers 

who indicated that they would not allow their children in the court 

area added the unsanitary sand to their list of concerns. The 

positive comments were the same as those given at Pinehill-

essentially, that there was lots of opportunity for interaction with 

lots of children of different ages, that friendly parents raise 

friendly children, and that others assisted with the supervision 

of children. 

Sutton/Rothesay residents felt that teenagers generally 

"hung around" wrecking play equipment, harassing young children 

and making noise late at night. However, unlike Pinehill, one third 

of the comments were positive and were related to teenagers' parti

cipation in games and sports, which adults organized. 

Overall, Pinehill parents were pleased with the faciJ.ities 

for children, Sutton/Rothesay parents were almost evenly split 

between those who were satisfied and those who were not. 

5 CONFLICTS AND PROBLEMS 

Preschool children were the most extensive users of the open 

space at Pinehill at almost all times of the day during weekdays, 

and together with adults enjoying a break from work, they used 

these spaces most extensively on weekends (See Fig.66) 

At Sutton/Rothesay, preschoolers appeared to dominate open space 

use similarly. 
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Therefore, in considering the suitability of the open space 

for residents' use, a major concern must be the relationship of 

children, especially preschoolers, to these spaces and suitability 

of the open spaces for parental supervision. 
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The open spaces at Pinehill were considered sufficient in 

their present state by parents who wished little contact with others. 

Most parents considered the open spaces sufficient for children. 

Sutton/Rothesay residents were somewhat less satisfied with the 

open space available for use by children and/or adults. 

Nonetheless it is reasonable to assume that when basic 

elements of a play environment are provided in response to children's 

extensive needs for variety, complexity and the freedom to manipulate 

materials and spaces, the children have a greater opportunity to 

develop "intelligence and dexterity, imagination and observation" ·l 

than when these facilities are not available. 

In spite of parents' general approval of the facilities for 

children and themselves, many basic elements of open-space that is 

child-oriented and adult-supportive were deficient or absent in 

both study areas. Some of these, based on the observed and expressed 

behavioural goals of children and adults at Pinehill and Sutton/ 

Rothesay are outlined: 

a) Site Planning 

i. Planning for use of all areas of the site for the out
door activities of children and/or adults. 

Where privacy was desired, no clear separation between public 

and private spaces was provided. Hence, children considered the 

entire site as 'theirs' and used it for play. 

Where general activity was encouraged, the facilities were 

not sufficiently attractive to promote extensive use by adults, 

even though children were extensive users. 
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ii . Definition or enclosure of the usable open space 
to discourage preschoolers from wandering into 
parking lots, surrounding streets, lanes, and ditches. 

There were no barriers e nclosing private open space (this 

was especially a problem along the 'out'-sides of the buildings) 

and the parking lots had not been specifically designed to function 

also as play areas . 

iii. Design of parking lots which would enable routine 
snow clearance to deposit snow in piles down which 
children could safely slide, away from vehicular 
traffic . 

The relationship of buildings to parking lots (20 ft. separa-

tion--See Fig . 1e,, p. 7~ virtually forced children who wished to 

slide to do so into the parking lots. Parents expressed fears 

that children would slide into the paths of vehicles when it would 

likely be impossible for either the cnild or the vehicle to stop 

suddenly . 

b) Outdoor Play Facilities 

i. Play equipment for both preschool children and 
schoolchildren arranged to encourage cooperation 
and interaction amongst different age groups. 

Parents rated both developments highly because they seemed 

to foster mixing of the various age groups of children. It was 

clear at Pinehill that facilities for children up to 12 years 

would have been valuable in both play areas (north and south). 

With the proximity of Sutton/Rothesay to large areas of open 

space and other organized recreational opportunities, the need for 

such facilities for schoolchildren was decreased. 

ii. A relationship amongst the various play elements 
responsive to the constant movement of children . 

Children moved constantly from one piece of equipment 

to other activities and facilities . The pattern suggested by 



their movement was circuitous, but the facilities at Pinehill 

were arranged in a non-integrated, linear fashion. 

iii. A variety of opportunities to manipulate spaces 
and materials. 

The play equipment installed was defined by its normal 

functions (i.e. swings, slide, climbing bars), and was not 

easily adaptable to other activities, such as role-playing, 

which involved groups of children . No sand was provided at 

Pinehill for children to build objects or environments. Even 

dirt had to be scraped up in small quantities. 

iv. Opportunities for all children to play in 
or with water. 

Children's attraction to water for sitting in, splashing, 

mixing with sand or mud, or sailing 'boats' --were all clearly 

demonstrated whenever water was available either in wading pools 

near the patio doors or in the small puddles standing on the 

site after rains. 

v. A variety of enclosed or partially enclosed small 
spaces for children. 

The extensive use of the slide/climbing structure at the 

north end of Pinehill (See Fig .e, pse,c*'° ) , the clustering of 
n!3.44,p.115 

activity around play structures, benches and garbage enclosures, 

as well as the erection of tents, all clearly indicated the impor

tance of these space-defining elements. 

vi. Changes of elevation, as well as horizontal and verti
cal surfaces related to enclosed spaces to provide 
settings for role-playing. 

The walls of the buildings, the garbage enclosures, the 

benches and the low end of the slide in the south play area some

times served this purpose, but without a highly developed sense 

of place or enclosure. The berms surrounding the play area worked 
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well as ramps(and as barriers against continuous activity right 

up to the patio doors). 

vii . Well-drained, impact-absorbing surfaces under 
active-play equipment. 
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Water gathered in the lowest parts of the play area (under 

individual swings, the climbing bars, the base of the slide, etc.) 

where active use had worn away the surface. The resulting mud 

puddles were poorly drained and persisted after rainshowers. 

Surfaces able to absorb the impact of falling children would both 

reduce possible injuries and probably discourage bicycle activity 

in that area (because bicycle wheels would roll with greater diffi

culty), removing this source of potential conflict. 

viii. Shaded areas amidst the intensely-used play 
equipment and near it. 

No relief from the intense sun was available in the courts 

except in the shadows of the buildings, and for most of the day 

these shaded areas were beyond the center of children's activities. 

Adults indicated the lack of relief from morning and afternoon 

sun in the north and south courts at Pinehill, and usually chose to 

remain sitting in their comfortable chairs in the shade of the 

buildings, rather than sitting on the benches provided near the 

play equipment. 

ix. Garbage enclosures designed in consideration of the 
children who must deposit garbage in them, and who 
wish to use them in various play activities. 

Young children experienced great difficulty in getting garbage 

up into the bins because the enclosure walls and the bins were much 

higher than they could easily reach. However, because of the lack 

of diversity of other physical elements in the open space, the garbage 

enclosures were used extensively in play activities that required a 

'base' or an elevated 'stage'. 
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c) Relationship of Individual Units to Outdoor Space 

i . Physical access to private open space from all units . 

Parents of all ages of children desired a safe place outdoors 

where their children could play . Once the children were able to 

walk, parents wished to have a choice between a small,private, con

trolled area and the greater public open space. The greatest degree 

of outdoor privacy available to children and adults at Pinehill was 

in the territorially defined semi-private area adjacent to the patio 

door . However, without barriers of any kind, neither the intrusion 

(visual and physical) of outsiders, nor the 'wandering off' of small 

children could be prevented, and outdoor privacy was virtually impos

sible . Extensive use of such private space, were it available, could 

only be assured if direct access (such as at Sutton/Rothesay) were 

provided from the apartment unit . 

d) Visual A~cess from Kitchens of Units to Private Open Space 

Mothers felt most comfortable when they were able to watch 

their chiidrenplaying outside from inside the unit--especially from 

the kitcnen. On upper floors, this implies provision of private 

open space (balcony or gallery) directly off the units. 

a) Indoor Play Facilities 

1. Provision of indoor play facilities for winter 
and inclement weather. 

Because of tbe,length and intensity of winter, there was a need 

for planned facilities indoors . With such facilities, the social 

interaction amongst children, initiated and developed during the 

summer months outside could be continued, and children would have an 

opportunity for active play indoors. 



REFERENCE: 

1. Alva Myrdol, Nation and Family, New York : Harper and B.oothers, 

1941, quoted in Cooper, Easter Hill Village, p . 105 . 
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F. MANAGEMENT 

Most Pinehill residents considered the management "good" or at 

least "okay" and those who knew either of the two superintendents 

were very satisfied with them. 

Prior to the interviews and structured observation, it had 

become evident in conversations with employees of Cambridge

Imperial Properties that there had been a high turnover of building 

superintendants at Pinehill . A week before the study began both 

resident superintendah~s had been replaced and the new ones were 

just settling into their new roles. While no concrete reasons 

were given for the high turnover, both new "supers" (as residents 

c alled t hem) indicated that their phones and doorbells were 

ringing incessantly till all hours of the night with noise complaints, 

maintenance problems,and inquiries about vacant apartments . 

The management retained a maintenance man who served various 

other apartment buildings in the same area for the company . He 

indicated that whenever possible repairs were made the same day as 

he received the work orders. However, this was not always possible-

and some residents felt that it took too long-~weeks sometimes for 

repairs to minor but annoying problems. 

Several of the management's rules were particularly unpopular 

with residents. They all concerned restrictions on the kind of free

dom normally associated with single-family detached dwellings. 

The first was the stipulation that residents could not paint, 

lay carpets or alter the apartment without being liable to loss of 

their damage deposit . Many found this restriction difficult because 

all the walls were white and residents were not free to hang pictures 

as they chose. 



Secondly, residents were not pennitted to keep pets -- though 

many did nonetheless --and many parents felt that their children 

were deprived by not being able to keep a dog or cat . 

The third rule dictated that nothing should be hung from 

the 'balcony' rail . In a development of 180 units, the expression 

of one's character through the use of symbols--decoration and 

ornament- -that lent uniqueness to a unit, was something- which many 

residents felt was important, but it was not permitted . As noted 

earlier, one family had received a concession from the management 

and had a flowe r box hanging on the rail, several others had lights 

and lanterns strung out along the rail, but apparantly without 

appn,val. 

Several residents also noted their displeasure that the 

practice of paying rent to the building superintendent had been 

discontinued, and it was neccessary to deliver or send payments to 

the downtown office . 
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Because the complex was a Limited Dividend Project, rents were 

set at a breakeven level by Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation . 

Money was, therefore, not available for major alterations to the 

development- - only for routine maintenance and replacement. 

Residents of Sutton/Rothesay stressed that two distinct 

parties were involved in management, namely, the resident caretakers, 

and the Winnipeg Regional Housing Authority officials downtown. 

Most of the residents responded positively concerning the 

caretakers (especially in the Rothesay Block) . Some complained that 

the rules were not enforced and that doors weren't locked properly. 

The attitude towards the downtown office and its employees 

was split . Just about half of the respondents were satisfied but 

an equal number felt that there was too much 'red tape' involved 

in getting anything done. They felt that complaints had to be re

peated continually in order for things to happen . One man felt that 



because the rent was so inexpensive, the WRHA expected residents 

not to complain. 
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G. RESIDENTIAL ASPIRATIONS OF TENANTS 

It would seem reasonable to assume that when residents 

of low to moderate income housing are asked to describe where 

they would like to live if they didn't have to worry about the 

money, that their imaginations would wander beyond their possi 

bilities. However, with a few e x ceptions, this was not the case 

in this study . After many residents smiled and quickly dismissed 

their fantasies as irrelevant r esponses to the question, they 

proceeded to describe their aspirations (in almost all cases 

single- detached dwellings) , primarily in terms of attributes or 

facilities that they found wanting at Pinehill or Sutton/Rothesay. 

The few extravagant e x ceptions to the generally conserva

tive aspirations came from residents of Sutton/Rothesay . It was 

impossible to classify these residents into a particular group-

one was an industrious young father setting out with fairly high 

aspirations, one was a couple in their t hirties about to move to 

a Winnipeg Regional Housing Authority rovf'house and one was a 

young mother who seemed to be facetiously listing attributes of 

a place she would hardly expect to see let alone live in . 

When location was considered important to residents of 
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both developments, it was desirable to be in a quiet neighbourhood . 

However, Pinehill residents stated this preference much more fre

quently and in much greater detail . They spoke of places in the 

country (two Sutton residents had also mentioned the desire to live 

on farms), on the outskirts of the city and on river lots . They 

also mentioned proximity to schools, shopping facilities and play

grounds, none of which were mentioned by residents of Sutton/Rothesay . 



Most residents of both developments preferred a single

family detached home for the qualities usually attributed to it: 

spaciousness inside and out, privacy, immediate access to outdoor 

space, adequate storage facilities and a character that residents 

could alter as they saw fit. However, within the limited sample 

available, emphasis on the importance of these qualities varied 

considerably. 
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For the lower income residents of Sutton/Rothesay, (despite 

the fact that more than three-quarters considered their present 

housing a considerable improvement over their last residence) 

internal features such as the size and number of rooms were mentioned 

most frequently (53~ of comments). Comments on normal outdoor 

amenities--enclosed back yard, trees, garden and so on-- were next in 

frequency (26%); followed by comments on extras and fringe benefits 

of suburban living--new beamed ceilings, pets, character--(17%); 

and location--quiet area--(6%). 

At Pinehill, interior and exterior considerations rated almost 

equally {38% and 37% respectively), followed by location (15%) and 

finally 'extras' (10%). 

These differences seemed to support the statement that 

" ... people value most what they have least of ... "--that the orientation 

of people with lower incomes is more toward the housing unit itself 

while moderate-income families tend to place more value on the yard 

as an extension of the house as a means of expressing one's identity 

in the desired context of a quiet residential area. 

All but three residents of each development would have liked 

to live in a single-detached house. No one indicated a preference 

for apartments, neither low-rise walkups nor high-rise. 

At Pinehill, responses seemed to be conditioned by the plans 

or relatively attainable housing goals of residents. One mother 

raising her three children alone and receiving welfare assistance 

wished to live in a three-bedroom townhouse--probably the best 



government-subsidized housing available to her. Another family 

who intended to move into a mobile home within a year stated this 

as the place they would like to live, particularly because of the 

mobility they felt it would afford them. 

All of the Pinehill responses favoured what residents lacked 

most significantly at Pinehill--a piece of land they could call 

their own, and direct access to it from the interior of the unit. 

It appeared from the number who indicated their intentions and 

plans (although there are no concrete figures to support this) 

that many Pinehill residents were saving for a down payment on a 

single family house and yard and that their next move would be 
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into it. Even those who preferred a mobile home or ro?'house mentioned 

in their elaboration the requisites of storage space and aural and 

visual privacy indoors and out that are traditionally the selling 

features of single-family housing. 



Part Three 
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At the outset of this report, the twofold objective of the study 

was stated. The initial objective, the starting point in the process, 

was the identification and description of environmental factors 

related to open spaces which cause "the frustration, inconvenience or 

isolation of people" . This information, revealed by attitudes and 

patterns of residents' use of open space and related elements, was the 

subject of the analysis in PART TWO. This information may prove use-

ful to designers and developers in their efforts to articulate residents' 

feelings and aspirations at different stages in the housing design 

process. 

The second objective is the formulation and presentation of prin

ciples relating to three major aspects of housing development--planning, 

design and management-- as they have emerged from this examination of 

Pinehill Apartments and Sutton/Rothesay Apartments. It should be 

emphasized that the present purpose is not to describe how detailed 

physical solutions might appear, but rather to state principles and 

why they are important. The task of articulating 'how' is left to 

planners and designers in specific situations. Schematic il l ustrations 

have been used to assist in describing relationships between physical 

elements. 

The following sections, then, describe planning, design and 

management principles that are suggested by this study as a means of 

extending resident satisfaction. It may not be possible to incorporate 

all of the principles in a given situation, and not all of the prin

ciples will necessarily be complementary in a given case. Compromises 

must be made in each situation to achieve the most satisfactory response . 



A. PLANNING PRI NCIPLES 

1 DEFINITION OF POPULATION GROUPS 

The population groups for whom housing is planned should be 

clearly defined. 
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Satisfaction and positive social interaction amongst adults and 

children a re maximized when the amenities available in public and 

private open space re f lect the behavioural goals of the specific pop

ulation groups served. These behavioural goals vary conside rably 

with the ages of children or adults to be served . 

Though this implies a high degree of localized homogeneity of 

population groups (singles, couples, families, or senior citizens) 

and therefore of stage in the life cycle, it does not preclude diversity 

of ethnic or social backgrounds, nor diversity of population groups 

in close proximity to one another. 

2 DEFHHTI•ON OF I NCm,r-.; GROUPS 

The income groups for whom housing is designed should be 

clearly defined . 

Some basic elements of satisfactory residential environments are 

independant of income. Low income families share the need for basic 

levels of privacy, fresh air and green spaces with families having 

higher incomes. 

Howeve r, the relative importance of these factors, and their 

relationship to other factors, may vary . For example, the proximity 

of housing to public transit is more important to low income families 

:Oecallse they use it to a greater extent than higher income families 



150 

who have more cars . 

3 LOCATION 

Location of family housing should be determined in relation to 

several factors: 

a) Shopping Facilities 

i . Corner grocery stores should 

be within a 5 to 10 minute walking 

distance . 

This is primarily to provide a convenient outlet for day-to- day 

shopping needs. Inevitably a well-managed corner store becomes, with 

time, a focal point in the neighbourhood--a place of both physical and 

social importance . 

ii . Regional centres--including 

a grocery store, p harmacy, bank, 

department store , post office and 

other services--should be within 

a 10 to 15 minute drive or public 

transit ride maximum . 

The regional centre responds to a wider variety of less immediate 

shopping needs than the corner store . It is a focal point of the lar

ger community and mixing place for the residents of numerous fairly 



151 

homogeneous housing developments. Identification with such a centre 

and convenient access to it can be well maintained within a travel 

distance of 10 to 15 minutes . 

b) Elementary Schools 

Elementary schools should be within 15 to 20 minutes walking 

distance (¼to½ mile) and should not force children to cross 

major traffic routes . 

The distance and route between home and school should provide 

a child with a basic measure of fresh air and e xercise, ,and should 

provide these in a context which is safe and reasonably direct . 

c) Public Transit 

Public transit should pass within a block of the housing deve

lopment. Service should be available 7 days a week . 

This is particularly important in housing for low income families 

wh ere r eside nt s mu st carry ba.l::J i e s , parcels .= etc . to and from-the transit 

s top. 

d) Major Traffic Routes 

Multiple-housing should be built 

away from major traffic routes. 

On major routes where such housing 

is planned , e x tensive berming and 

planting should be undertaken to 

decrea se the intensity of the noise 

and to isolate visually its source. 

Residents of both developments identified traffic noise as a 

major cause of dissatisfaction with the location of their apartments . 
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Steps must be taken, then , either to locate such developments more 

advantageously or to screen the source of the problem as effectively 

as possible . 

e) Neighbourhood Open Space and Walkway System 

'()Par!<, 
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Multiple-family housing deve

lopments should be linked to the 

surrounding neighbourhood by a 

. . ;~ continuous open space and walkway 
. . ~11,uuu1~ 

system. 

( 

The physical form of multiple-family housing and its concen

tration in certain areas of an urban community are in themselves 

factors which have often tended to isolate residents of this housing 

from those in the lower density residential areas usually surrounding 

it. The ' backs' of multiple- family housing (usually the parking areas 

and garbage bins) and of adjacent single- or two-family houses are 

usually turned on each other, reinforcing the social separ ation of 

residents . 

The linking of housing development walkways and open spaces to 

those of the surrounding neighbourhood--in such a way that pedestrian 

circulation is directed either through or around the multiple-family 

housing in a planned manner--is one means of facilitating some sense 

of integration or continuity within such a community. Reorganizing 

parking areas, so that a 'back' of the development is not readily 

identified may encourage more p c s itive feelings (on the part of 

adjacent residents) towards this type of housing. 



B. DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

l OPEN SPACE HIERARCHY 
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The design of open space should 

begin with a clear articulation of 

areas intended for public , semi

private and private use. These 

areas should then be designed 

(according to the principles 

which follow) to respond to the 

behavioural goals of future 

residents. 

No amount of public open space can respond to the need for 

private open space, and vice versa . Transition spaces (semi- private) 

reinforce the separate functions of public and private spaces by set

ting them apart , and can incorporate fences, vegetation , elevation 

changes or other means to do this . 

2 SITE ELEMENTS 

a) Parking 

i. Small parking areas (8-16 

cars) should be distributed 

around the site so that the 

visual impact of parked cars 

dominates neither the view from 

individual apartments nor that 

of re s idents of adjacent housing . 
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Smaller parking areas are likely to result in a greater sense of 

proprietorship on the part of residents, in repeated encounters with a 

few people , and in a more human and residential scale r eflected posi

tively in the attitudes of residents of the development and of adjacent 

housing also . 

Supervision C::l 
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5ep&abon street 

ii. Parking areas and driveways 

should either be designed to inte

grate children's play , or should 

be physically separated from areas 

of active play to discourage con

flicts between children and moving 

vehicles . 

Children want to play in environments that are exciting and 

include a diversity of elements . If these are lacking in areas 

designated for play, parking lots are very attractive . Therefore , 

the decision must be made in advance where to provide these exciting 

environments, so that the parking lots can either b e made as safe 

(and exciting) as possible, or physical means can be used to sep

arate the two potentially incompatible functions . 



Apartments 

Play 
Areq 

iii . Parking areas should be 

designed so that routine s n ow 

clearance piles snow in such a 

way that children sliding down 

the slopes do so away from vehi c 

ular traffic . 
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The normal practice of dumping snow at the end of a parking lot 

(often between the parking lot and a building) encourages sliding into 

the parking area or out into traffic lanes. Parents fear that , in 

such a situation, neither their children nor oncoming mot or ists wo n ld 

have a chance to prevent serious accidents . 

[ J1 
iv . Pa rking areas should be 

culs-de-sac or dead-ends . They 

D D 
should not encourage through 

Q (OJ traffic by facilitating short-
CID rot 
(01 UD1 cuts b etween two points . 
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Not only do these measures eliminate short-cut traffic , but 

they also dispense with all traffic e x cept that (including visitors 

and de live r ies) for which the lot was intended . 
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v. Hard- surfaced spaces with water 

and electrical connections should 

be available so that residents can 

wash, clean and perform minor 

repairs on their cars , on the site . 

A minimum of one 3 . 5 m. by 7 . 0 m. 

(12 ft . by 24 ft . ) space for each 

30 to 50 cars (depending on the size 

of the development) should be pro-

vided . 

Providing the facilities which enable residents to do maintenance 

and repairs on one of their most valuable possessions-- their car--not 

only reinforces the use of the site and adds to its utility, but also 

helps residents to economize. This ratio of spaces to cars is based 

on casual observations of this kind of activity at various develop

ments, and is put forward here as a proposition to be evaluated fur

ther . 

b) Garbage Collection Facilities 

i . Garbage enclosures and bins 

should be designed and located in 

such a way that they do not dominat e 

the view from within apartment uni ts 

on the main or upper floors. 

People would rather look at almost anything else, but if garbage 

enclosures must be in someone's view, it is best to make them as attrac

tive as possible. 
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ii . They should also be designed 

and located in such a way that they 

do not obstruct the visibility 

from vehicles at i ntersections of 

lan es and driveways . 

Intersections , even of lanes and driveways , should always be 

left clear for safe approaches and turns . 

i i i . Garbage collection facilities 

should be conveniently located on 

main paths-- to parking , shopping 

facilities, schools--within 

25-30 m. (80-100 ft . ) maximum of 

an exit of each building . 

Locations for these facilities should be selected on natural 

pedestrian circulation routes, with residents' convenience and effi

cient garbage pick-up in mind. Well-located bins at Pinehill were 

overfilled, while others remained less than half-full . 
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iv. Each facility should be 

equipped with a reinforced concrete 

pad directly in front of it. The 

pad should be designed to withstand 

the weight of a loaded garbage 

t r uck . 

The weight of a truck in the process of loading on a hot sum

mer day is likely to deform and eventually destroy asphalt in this 

location. 

v . Garbage enclosures should be 

.. designed so that young children 

(about 5 years and older) can 

correctly deposit garbage with 

ease , and so that they can also 

use the e nclosure structure as 

part of their play environment . 

(See als.o c) Public Open 

Space Facilities, xiii. p . 766) 

In family housing, very often it is the children who take out 

the garbage , and usually the bins are too high, or the lids too 

heavy for them to manage. The result is garbage scattered a.1 1 over . 

Also , it must be remembered that children like to play around large 

objects, such as these enclosures, and will use them in any way they 

can to enrich their play activities . 
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vi . Sturdy trash receptacles 

should be located throughout the 

development , and should be reg

ularly emptied b efore they are full . 

Without such facilities, children litter the grounds and the 

lawnmower shreds the litter, compounding the problem . 

c) Public Open Space Facilities 

i . For every 90 family dwelling 

units (maximum) there should be a 

well-equipped play area for pre

school children. ( See the fol -

lowing criteria.) 

The Pinehill arrangement worked well with about 90 units having 

access to each play area. This meant that these children bad a sense 

of belonging in 'their' play area and at the same time, there weren't 

too many children. This size also allowed for good surveillance from 

ad jacent units . 
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ii . For every 180 family dwelling 

units (maximum) there should be at 

least one well - equipped area for 

schoolchildren plus extensive 

open space for diffused play. 

Since family apartments tend to have a preponderance of preschool 

children, the need for facilities for schoolchildren is not as great . 

Since these older children are more mobile and independant , it is also 

possible to centralize their facilities for up to about 180 family 

units. It must be remembered that this age group will use the open 

spaces of the whole site as its play area , and that it needs a wide 

variety of kinds and sizes of spaces to be challenged adequately . 

iii . , Children's play areas should 

be physically isolated from hazards 

--roads, lanes , waterfilled ditches, 

etc.-- by changes of elevation (berms 

or curbs) and/or by dense shrubs or 

fencing . 



Parents' fears and the real danger support the need for such 

separation. 
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iv. Play facilities should be built of sturdy materials which 

can withstand intensive use and the possibility of vandalism. 

(The use of plant material other than semi-mature trees should 

be avoided for the same reason . ) The surfaces of such equip

ment should be finished with children'· s safety as a primary 

consideration--wood surfaces should be 'sliver-proof', metal 

equipment should not have any sharp pieces or protruding, 

potentially dangerous members, nor should metal surfaces be 

located or exposed so as to be heated to an uncomfortable degree 

in the mid-summer sun. 

Because a playground congruent with the behavioural goals of 

children will attract intensive use, the investment in safe, sturdy, 

well-designed and well-built play equipment will pay off in the 

long run--both financially and in terms of resident satisfaction. 

v. Play equipment should be 

scaled to accomodate a range of 

ages in close proximity--for 

example, a high slide near a 

low, wide slide . 

The likelihood of cooperative interaction amongst children of 

various ages is increased if their play needs are met in close proxim .. 

ity. This also provides a constant challenge to younger children. At 

the same time, care should be taken to see that patterns of use will 



not conflict causing aggravation between older and younger children . 

vi . The relationship amongst 

play elements should reinforce 

constant movement and should be 

responsive to cycles of play 

activity . 

Individual pieces of play equipment with basically one use 
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(sets of swings , slides , etc . ) do not respond to the observed constant 

movement of children from one play station to the nex t , nor does a 

linear a r ran gement of these play elements support c i rcu itous patterns 

of activity or use of these play elements in a variety of ways . 

It seems that play structures incorporating diverse play activ

ities such as climbing , sliding , swinging , role-playing, etc . are 

more responsive to the behav ioural goals of children , especially 

when children are presented with a v ariety of integrated play options 

in close proximity to one another . 

v ii . An e x tensive intricate system 

of paved walkways should be incor

por ated into the design , access

ible to , or surrounding the ma i n 

play areas . Walkways should be 

at least 1 . 5 m. (5 ft . ) wide, and 

should be an integral part of the 

pedestrian circulation system of 

the development . 
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First on pedal-toys, then on tricycles and later bicycles, 

children explore their environment and develop their large muscles and 

mobility. For preschoolers, this activity is of prime importance . 

Circuitous walkways contribute to the flexibility of the use of the 

system, and integration with the other pedestrian walkways en sures 

that children are in the mainstream of commun ity activity, and not 

relegated to an uninteresting corner of the development . 

viii . There should be things to 

swing on with an impact-absorbing , 

well-dr ined surface beneath . 

Swinging and playing in sand are the two fundamental activities 

in a play area for young children. The swinging object (preferably of 

a soft material such as a rubber tire) should be set at a height con

venient for the youngest children to be able to use. Other higher 

ones could also be made available for older children. 

The sand area beneath should be large enough to absorb the 

impact of all casualties from the swing and could be extended to an 

area for general sand play. Visual definition of the sand area, and 

physical retention of the sand, are best achieved by a hard edge 

around the area, with the sand surface depressed below the edge at 

least 150-200 mm. (6-8 in.) 



ix. Sand or other fine porous 

material should be available for 

children to manipulate. 

Material s u ch as sand is frmdamental to the usefulness of a 

play area for preschool children. Both as a material to be manip

ulated and as a cushion against falls, it is indispensable . 

x. Water--in jets , pools or 

ponds--should be part of the play 

environment . 

Water adds r ichness to the play area by contributing its sounds 

and splashes, reflections and refractions. It becomes 'cement' for 

sand and mud structures, a place for children to sail 'boats' and 

chase one another, and probably most importantly, it is a means of 

cooling hot little bodies on summer days. 



xi. There should be small spaces 

which give a sense of enc losure . 

Children play around, on, in, or under such places or ' rooms ' 

which are built at their scale and their preference for such settings 

is clearly indicated by their behaviour. 

x ii. There should be mciny levels 

a n d changes of elevation , both 

in play equipment ane. t e rrain . 

Again, for role-playing activities , children are attracted to 

high places to look out from, surfaces to build upon, hills to 

roll down and climb up . Platforms , berms, climbing ne ts , ladders , 

stairs and slides all serve these purposes. 
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xiii. Garbage bin enclosures 

should be designed so young child

ren (5 years and older) can deposit 

garbage easily, and so the enclo

sures can be a safe and interest

ing part of the overall play 

environment. 

Children naturally gather around large objects like the gar

bage enclosures. Since their work of depositing garbage brings them 

there regularly, both convenience and adaptability are necessary to 

maximize the use of these structures . Ramps or stairs can be used 

to give the enclosures 'children's scale'. 

xiv. There should be attrac

tive shaded areas, both as part 

of the play equipment, and for 

adults to use while supervising 

the children. 

Means of shading (canopies, arbors, decks, trees) not only 

provide relief from direct sun on children and play equipment, but 

can also add interest through the shadows they cast and the colour 

of the materials they incorporate. 

The presence of adults in public open space needs a reason 

to happen. When there is no comfortable, attractive place to sit, 

home is more attractive and supervision is carried on, albeit with 

difficulty, from there . 
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xv. Walkways throughout the site, 

especially those leading to shops, 

post office, e tc., should be attrac

tive to adults. That is, they 

should be partially shaded, well

lighted at night; they should have 

seating areas along them--both 

near children's play areas and at 

a distance from them. 

While children are the principal users of the open space, 

adult use can be encouraged by the attractiveness of the design 

responsive to functional requirements such as going to shops, sup

ervising children, etc. 

xvi. An open space for adults 

to throw a football or baseball 

should be provided. 

Given satisfactory private open space, the nee ds of adults 

for on-site recreation space may not be extensive. However, a space 

(which could be used by children at other times) to throw a ball is 

a basic n ecessity. 
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xvii. Semi-mature trees should 

be used where the design specifies 

trees in or near areas of intense 

play activity. 

The use of such plant material not only provides immediate shade 

and texture, but also breaks up the space and softens the visual 

impact of the apartment buildings. Such trees (5-8 cm./2-3 in. cal-

iper r.,inin•.u,n) are also much more resistant to children than the 

'whips' (less than 2 cm. /1 in. caliper) often used. 

d) Private Open Space 

i. Each unit should include pri

vate open space large enough for 

residents to perform desired acti

vities--barbecuing, sun bathing, 

sitting out, children's play. 

Ground level apartments should 

include a minimum of 23-28 m.
2 

(250-300 sq.ft.) of private open 

space. Upper floor units should 

have partially enclosed balconies 

(providing at least partial visual 

privacy) of 6-8 m. 2 (65-85 EICI-ft.) 

minimum. (Partially screened or 

glassed-in balconies would increase 

the flexibility of these spaces 

further.) 
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xvii. Semi- mature trees should 

be used where the design specifies 

trees in or near areas of intense 

play activity. 

The use of such plant material not only provides immediate shade 

and texture, but also breaks up the space and softens the visual 

impact of the apartment buildings . Such trees (5-8 cm. /2-3 in. cal

iper rrdininmm) are also much more resistant to children than the 

'whips' (less than 2 cm./1 in . caliper) often used. 

d) Private Open Space 

i . Each unit should include pri

vate open space large enough for 

residents to perform desired acti

vities--barbecuing, sun bathing, 

sitting out, children's play. 

Ground level apartments should 

include a minimum of 23-28 m.
2 

(250-300 sq.ft.) of private open 

space. Upper floor units should 

have partially enclosed balconies 

(providing at least partial visual 

privacy) df 6- 8 m. 2 '65;.;85 -, E!q - ft . ) 

minimum. (Partially screened or 

glassed-in balconies would increase 

the flexibility of these spaces 

further.') 
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Yards and balconies in walkup apartments become relegated to 

storage areas if they fail to provide either sufficient space or 

sufficient privacy r equired to support desired activities. Casual 

obs erv ations of many apartment complexes have resulted in the proposed 

areas noted above. These are suggested as minima and have not, them

selves, been e xtensively studied . 

ii . All units should have visual 

and physical access to private 

open space from inside the unit . 

In order to supervise or participate in activities in the private 

open space, visual and physical access is necessary . Visual access from 

the kitchen and livingroom is most valuable, a nd physical access from 

the kitchen or living/dining area maximizes the convenience of dining 

outdoors . 

iii. At least half of the private 

open space (yard or balcony) should 

be visually private from surround

ing areas. 
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Visual privacy is the most important component of privacy in 

individual courts or balconies (aural privacy is less important) . 

Residents wish to perform activities, such as sun bathing, unobserved . 

iv . All units should have visual 

and physical access to public 

open space from the private open 

space . 

It is important for residents (adults and children) to be able 

to see beyond their private open space into the public open space 

beyond. Therefore, the private space should be zoned into areas of 

complete and partial visual privacy. Parents want to supervise their 

children playing in the public space from their own yard or balcony; 

preschool children want to see their parents from where they are 

playing. Also, adult social interaction in the open spaces occurs 

most frequently, it seems, when one individual in an initial inter

action is on home turf . (See also 3 BUILDING/PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 

RELATIONSHIPS, d) Access Between Units and Public Open Space) 

3 BUILDING/PUBLIC OPEN SPACE RELATIONSHIPS 

a) Laundries and Play Areas 

Laundries should be designed adja

cent to an indoor seating/play 

area for mothers and children which 

could double as a small meeting 

room. These facilities should 

have direct access to a controlled 



open space immediately.· adjacent 

outside where children might 
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play while mothers do the laundry . 

Windows should be provided to 

allow fresh air to circulate 

(cooling the laundry room and 

seating/play area) and to give 

parents visual access to the 

outside play area. 

By enhancing the attractiveness and utility of laundries, for 

both adults and children, t he irimportance as centres of adult social 

interaction will be reinforced . 

b) Orientation of Units 

Apartment units and blo cks s hould 

be designed so that each unit has 

windows on at least two faces of 

the building, preferably opposite 

orientations (eg . east/west) . 

Natural ventilation across the interior of the unit resul ts 

from air flowing through windows on two faces of the building which 

are not being heated equally. The need for mechanical air- condit ioning 

is thus reduced. 

Variety of outlook from the units is another benefit of multiple 

orien tation, and one which gives a degree of individuality to each 

apartment. 
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c) Transition Zone at Entrances 

i . All entrances to units should 

incorporate a semi- private tran

sition zone from the public space 

beyond . 

Part of the private open space can provide this for an entrance 

(directly from the exterior) to a unit . 

Corridors and stairwells provide a transition to interior 

entr ances, but further transition should be incorporated at the 

entrance to the individual unit . (See ii. below. ) 

ii . Interiors should be designed 

so that persons coming into the 

units through the interior cor

ridor or stairwell do not enter 

directly into the living area. 

There should be a transition zone (for receiving visitore, 

hanging coats, paying for deliveries, etc . ) where the activity in the 

living area is not disturbed by each caller, and so that callers 

cannot see directly into the living area . 
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d) Access Between Units and Public Open Space 

Direct physical and visual access 

should be provided to link units 

on all levels with the public open 

space below . 

The use of public open space by preschoolers is conditioned upon 

pare nts' physical and visual access to the play areas. Lacking these, 

parents will keep their children in the units, even against their own 

wish that the children should play outside. It also appears to be 

psychologically important for the preschooler to be assured of a 

visual and physical link directly to home . 

Such outside access could be provided, for example, by an 

enclosed or semi- enclosed stairwell serving 6- 8 stacked units or by 

an exterior gallery with stairwells serving a horizontal grouping of 

apartments. 

This secondary but direct access from the unit to the ground 

would also ease the fears of upper floor residents concerning evac

uation of the building in case of fire . 

e) Storage of Outdoor Equipment 

A secure storage room with 

convenient access to adjacent 

open space at ground level 

should be provided for the 

safekeeping of objects used 

primarily outdoors such as 

baby carriages, bicycles, ~ 

t oboggans, wading pools, etc. 
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Use of open space is conditioned upon the ease of preparation for 

outdoor activity . The necessity of carrying bicycles, carriages, etc . 

up .and down stairs clearly reduces related outdoor activity. The 

lack of security, and consequent theft, of bicycles, etc . , places added 

hardship on families of limited means. 

4 BUILDING LAYOUT 

Buildings should be desi0~ed with 

groups of 6 - 12 units sharing common 

facilities such as laundries, 

entries , and storage facilities . 

It appears that residents make their initial and continuing 

relationships with the residents who share such facilities, and that 

the maximum number of acquaintances and friends from other units in 

the development is in the range of 6- 12. This figure is therefore 

suggested as a guide in planning stairwell and corridor layouts . 
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C. MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLES 

Based on the comments of r e sidents at both Pinehill and Sutton/ 

Rothesay, a consistent and responsive management with a positive atti

tude towards residents and regular maintenance would go a long way 

towards establishing a high level of resident morale and satisfaction 

with their environment. The consistent demonstration of the sincere 

concern of management for the well-being and comfort of r e sidents 

and for order in the physical environment would likely serve as a 

basis for feelings of pride to be enkindled in residents. 

The following principles stand out from r e sidents ' comments 

as being particularly important. 

1 Rt::S I DEN'I' MANAGER 

a) A manager commissioned to receive residents' complaints and 

requests for repairs, and to handle work orders, should 

reside in each development. 

b) The resident manager should also be commissioned to receive 

rent payments at his office in the development. 

These measures form the basis of a management service which is 

perceived as being approachable, rertdily available to listen, and 

responsive. 

2 MAINTENANCE OF PLAY EQUIPMENT 

a) Play equipment should be promptly repaired when broken, and 

play areas should be properly maintained for their intenaed 

purpose. 
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Since play equipment and the play area generally have been 

constructed for the benefit of children, they should be correspondingly 

maintained in a condition in which they can be well used. If repairs 

must be made continuously, then the appropriateness of the facilities 

should be evaluated and the equipment perhaps replaced. 

3 MAINTENACE OF EXTERIOR APPEARANCE 

a) A means of watering the lawns during the dry part of the 

summer should be established. 

Either an informal system of hose and sprinkler, or an under

ground irrigation system would soften the visual impact of lawns 

scorched during most of the summer. Such facilities could also 

serve as a source of water for children's play. 

b) Wastebaskets in the open spaces should be regularly emptied, 

and the grounds should be cleaned of loose papers, etc. 

before the lawnmowers cut the grass. 

These measures will reinforce the use of the trash receptacles, 

will avoid the shredding of paper by the lawnmowers and will assist 

in establishing a sense of pride in the appearance of the development. 

4 FREEDOM TO PERSONALIZE Ul\iI'TS 

Residents should be free to decorate their apartments as long 

as the unit can be returned to a neutral state for the next 

tenant at minimal cost to the owner of the building. 

Given this freedom, residents are likely to invest energy, 

time and money in personalizing their unit, and will likely be less 

liable to move than if they did not have the opportunity to develop 

the atmosphere of their 'home'. 
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In fact, management of apartment complexes would do well to 

encourage this kind of creative expression, indoors and out. Such 

projects promote interaction amongst residents, add richness and div

ersity to the environment, and nurture the sense of proprietorship 

which lies at the base of resident surveillance and security, and 

extended residency. Allowing flower boxes, wind chimes, bird feeders, 

etc. outdoors, and carpets, wall decoration (paint, wallpaper, works 

of art, etc.) inside, are means of promoting creativity and giving 

residents a sense of usefulness. 

5 SECURITY OF ENTRANCES 

a) All entrances to buildings and individual units should be 

equippe d and maintained with secure doors and locking 

devices. 

This inc lude s main building entrances as we ll as sliding patio/ 

balcony doors and e ntrance s to each unit off corridors and stair

wells. It means that doors should be constructed to ma ke bre aking 

them extremely difficult or dangerous for the would-be entrant. 

b) All units should be equipped to allow r e side nts to ascer~ 

tain the identity of callers without opening their door. 

In some contexts, security systems with intercoms at the main 

entrance and remote-controlled locking devices activate d from each 

unit, may be feasible. In all contexts, each unit should have a pee p

hole equipped with a wide-angle lens. It should also be possible to 

open the door with the chain-latch intact and see who is calling. 

c) All security systems once installed should be maintained 

in functional order, and utilised in a scheduled manner. 

Where an intercom system is in place, ' it should be in use al 1 



the time, or always at the same times (for example, evenings and 

nights). Where doors are open during the day but locked at a 

certain time in the evening for the night, this should be done 
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consistently. It is critical to the functioning of such systems that 

back doors always be secure as well, and that it be impossible for 

them to be open or unlocked without the resident manager being 

aware of it. 
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D. FIN~L STATEMENT 

While pursuing their tasks, design professionals and government 

policymakers must constantly remind themselves that while their work 

may be oriented towards the physical elements of housing environments, 

ultimately it is the social relationships that these elements nurture 

or restrict which ought to be at the basis of their concern. 

"The long-range question is not so much what sort of environment 
we want, but what sort of man we want. 11 1 

From this point of view, the tired but still relevant question 

persists: Can our society afford to continue to compromise housing 

quality (especially for its low income citizens) and the long-range 

social costs which appear to be amongst the consequences of this kind 

of compromise, in order to fulfil the relatively short-term economic 

goals of a few of its members? 

If the response is "Yes!", then the housing (related to this 

study) which will be built will probably continue to serve a mobile 

market en route to or from a single-detached home in the suburbs, 

and/or low income people with no housing alternatives. Such residen

tial construction will likely have neither resolved nor even addressed 

the range of incongruities in open space design for low-income families, 

nor will it have dealt with the apparent general aspiration towards 

inefficient, typical suburban housing densities. As a result, little 

will have been accomplished where action is really needed, and the 

current situation will probably have been perpetuated. 

What is not needed are more, rigidly enforced standards that 

are self-defeating when applied to the letter rather than by their 

spirit. These restrict rather than liberate creativity, and are 

the parents of uniformity and expediency. 
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What is needed are more mode ls--well-de signed, well-built con

gruent e nvironments sufficient to demonstrate to skeptical bureaucrats 

and de v e lopers,and waiting residents, the possibilities and practical 

value of us e r-oriented, congruent d e sign. 

Howe ver, what is most needed is a change of heart, or an elevation 

of the consciousness, if you will, of those who build and manage housing, 

and those who live in it. 

Rather than perceiving residents as 'tenants' or 'clients', as a 

source of regular income or as a regular source of headaches, perhaps 

it is necessary for the landlord to think of himself as his residents' 

. servant--as one who is working on their behalf, striving to make their 

satisfaction the source of his own. Perhaps congruent environments 

would become commonplace if developers and government officials were 

sincerely motivated to see that their t e nants enjoy a degree of satis

faction with their homes similar to that which they--the landlords and 

bureaucrats--themselves enjoy. Indeed, does a t e nant not share equally 

with his landlord the right to satisfaction with the place in which he 

lives? 

Pe rhaps congruent environments would come even mor e quickly if 

united r e sidents, in a spirit of cooperation rather than confrontation, 

articulated their concerns for their children and their environments to 

their landlords with the clear purpose of bringing a highe r sense of 

order to their environments. To the extent to which they would be able 

to bring such order into their own lives and their own homes, surely 

they would be successful as a united voice. 

The ~ongruent alternative in housing design, to b e sure, implies 

a response fashioned as if the social health of soc iety we re dependant 

upon it. 

Coope r has indicated the unlike lihood of low- to middle-income 

families choosing apartments as permanent housing . This is probably 

correct. However, with the dramatic changes in housing r equirements 

brought on by change s in the family life cycle as children are born, 
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grow up, and finally leave home, no housing type appears to be perma·· 

ner,t--though the prefe rence for single-family dwellings by families with 

growing children persists. 

Walkup apartments have already demonstrated their value in respon

ding to the basic shelter needs of diverse population groups, including 

single people, childless couples, young families and older couples. 

The product of this practicum, then, is an articulation in design terms 

of what can be done to extend the satisfaction of residents (here, 

particularly families) with these basic walkup apartment developments-

that is, to respond to "the aspects of (residents') lives that are 

obsolete, incongruous or out of tune.,." with their residential situation. 

In their responses, designers must take care to synthesize the 

understanding they gain through studies of attitudes and behaviour, 

such as this, with the discoveries their own experience has afforded 

them, and then to apply this knowledge with courage and conviction. 
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APPENDIX A 

DATA-GATHERING PROCESS 

1 FAMILIARIZATION 

It was recognized from the outset of the study that the qua

lity of the data gathered was dependant in part upon the reside n t s' 

perception of the researcher and the project a s being at best con

structive, and at worst as unintimidating . These reactions could 

best be cultivated by the presence of the interviewer in the deve

lopment prior to the interviewing and structured observation phases 

of the study, and by a willingness on his part to respond warmly 

to the questions and c oncerns of both children and a dults. 

I 

Afte r this initial relationship was established and two 

days before interviews began, a notice (see APPENDIX C) was deli·

vered to each apartment unit in the developments, ---wh tch'' e &platn eG!., 

in very general terms the purpose of the study . It requested the 

cooperation of residents but clearly stated that they were not 

obliged to participate. It assured residents that any personal 

information would be kept confidential, that no one would be spe·

cifically identified in the study report, and that all partici

pants would be invited to a meeting at which the researcher would 

share the findings of the study upon its c ~nple t ion. 

The value of this introduction was obvious. Most residents 

welcomed the researcher warmly (some by name). A few had to be 

reminded of the purpose of the study (or that tllere was, in fact, 

a study being conducted). One asked for identification, then was 

very responsive, and four, all of whom were senior citizens, did 

not wish to be interviewed. Two Italian residents who did not speak 
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English were unable to give interviews. 

2 INTERVIEW PROCEDURE 

After the interview format h ad been established, a pre-test 

was run on four residents. Minor changes in word ing of some ques

tions were made before the bulk of the interviews were conducted. 

It was discovered during the pre-test that the next question in 

the interview could be given while the previous response was being 

taken down (verbatim wherever possible), and that in this way a 

comfortable pacing for the interview could be established. 

Whenever the situation with individual residents permitted, 

the researcher took several minutes prior to beginning the inter

view to chat, to repeat the purpose of the study in the general 

terms presented in the introductory letter, and to establish a 

conversational atmosphere that might encourage the resident s to 

present their feelings about the developments in as complete and 

spontaneous a manner as possible. 

record ed on prepared sheets. 

a) The Opening Questions 

Residents' commen ts were then 

The first question was open-ended. It sought to determine 

residents' perceptions of the environment and factors which they 

liked or disliked most. When their spontaneous responses were 

completed (5-10 minutes), .. a second question presented a list of 

environmental factors (see APPENDIX D). These factors were read 

one at a time with a pause between them for the resident to 

respond with whatever association the words brought to mind . 

Because some items on the list were duplications of factors which 

residents had already spontaneously given, these factors were 

excluded from the list as it was presented at this point. 

b) The Graphic Response Questions 
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In order to explore the importance of prox•.imi ty as a factor 

in determining social interaction patterns, Pinehill residents 
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were given a 22 cm. by 28 cm. (B½ in. by 11 in . ) plan of the 

development with a notation indicating the location of their apart

ment. They were then asked to show with an "F" and a floor number 

(1, 2 or3) the location of units where friends reside. For the 

study, a friend was defined as a person that the respondent knew 

well and visited frequently. Similarly, they were asked to locate 

the residence of acquaintances (people that a resident visited 

infrequently or just said "hello" to regularly) with an "A" and 

a floor number. The same means was later used to determine where 

parents felt that their children played. 

(At Sutton/Rothesay residents were asked to indicate ver

b.ally the apartment numbers of people that we re considered friends 

and people that were considered acquaintances, and to describe 

verbally where their children played.) 

c) Further Questio~S.'. , 

l, series of open- and closed-ended questions designed to 

bring out attitudes related to behaviour and aspirations was ·, t hen 

presented . 

INFORMATION DESIRED 

A sense of the homogeneity 
of residents: 
- in .terms of f amily 

structure and stage in 
the life eye le 

- in terms of social class 
based on regularity of 
employment 

QUESTIONS ASKED 

Are you married? 
How old are you/how old is 
your spouse? 
How many children do you have? 
How old are they? 

What kind of work do you do/, 
does your spouse do? 



INFORMATION DESIRED 

Where adults think children 
play 

Factors involved in assess
ment of the complex as a 
good/bad place to raise a 
family 

Adult perception of how well 
the place responds to the 
needs of teenagers 

The relative importance of 
relationships at Pinehill 
and in other places 

Proximity of Pinehill to 
the location of friends/ 
acquaintances elsewhere 

Social and physical factors 
related to social contact 
(homogeneity and the need 
for mutual aid) 

Assessment of the social 
atmosphere 

Attitudes regarding 
maintaining visual contact 
with residents' parked 
cars from apartment units 
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QUESTIONS ASKED 

Where do children play most of 
the time? (indicate on site 
plan) 

Is this a good place to bring 
children up in? 

What do teenagers that· live · 
here do? 

Eow many households do you 
visit regularly other than 
these apartments? 

Where do they live? 

How do you meet people in 
these apartments? 

Is this a friendly place 
to live? 

Can you see parked cars from 
your apartment? 
Your own? 
Do you ,1.lik.e being able to see 
your car from inside your 
apartment? 
Would you like to be able to 
see your car from inside your 
apartment? 
Why? 



INFORMATION DESIRED 

Input regarding the 
"trapped" condition of 
residents; an indication 
of affluence and values 

Winter problems created 
by design or maintenance 

Length of residency as a 
factor of satisfaction 

How previous housing 
relates to current 
satisfaction and future 
aspirations 

Future housing aspirations 

Effectiveness of management 
as a factor of satisfaction 

R~ntal rates as a factor 
of satisfaction 
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QUESTIONS ASKED 

Where do you spend vacations? 

Does winter here create any 
special problems for you? 

How long have you lived here? 
How long do you expect to 
stay here? 

Where did you live before 
coming here? 
What type of home did you 
live in before coming here? 
How does this place compare 
with where you last lived? 
Better or worse? 
How is it better/worse? 

What type of home would you 
like to live in if you didn't 
have to worry about the money? 
Would you like to own your 
own home? Why? 

How do you feel about the 
management here? 
Do they help when you have 
problems with the place? 

All tH.ings considered do you 
think the rent is too high, 
just right or low? 



INFORMATION DESIRED 

Principal factors in initial 
choice of residence 

Principal factors of current 
- s abisfaction 

- dissatisfaction 

Overall rating of development 
(is such a rating directly 
related to satisfaction with 
individual factors?) 

QUESTIONS ASKED 

Why did you choose to live 
here? 
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If you were recommending this 
place to a friend, what things 
would you mention? 

If you were to leave this place 
tomorrow, what would you be 
most pleased to leave behind? 

All things considered, how 
would you rate Pinehill as 
a place to live? Excellen t , 
good, fair , poor, or very poor? 

The duration of interv iews varied considerably . The maj ority 

las t ed from 45 minutes to an hour . However, a few lasted about half 

an hour and several more continued for severa l hours. 

3 OBSERVATION PROCEDURE 

The first technique used to obtain objective information was 

systematic observation. 

At Pinehill, observations were carried out generally every 

second hour from 8 : 00 A.M. to 7 : 00 P.M. on two selected weekdays 

and one Saturday during July, 1976. 

Each period began with fifteen minutes of observation from a 

third storey apartment in D block overlooking the north court area. 

A preselected tour of the entire development was then followed and 

usually took from 20-30 minutes to complete . The period concluded 

with 15 minutes of observation from the maintenance man's office on 

the second storey of A block which faced the south court area . 



190 

In total, 12 tours we'l'.'e made on the weekdays and 6 on the 

Saturday. 
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Observation 'tour' at Pinehill 
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Notation of the number of people involved in outdoor activities 

and their age group, the location and nature of their activities were 

recorded on 22 cm . by 28 cm. (B½ in ,. by 11 in.) site plans similar to 

those used in the interviews. The time, date and weather conditions 

were also recorded . (See APPENDIX E . ) 

At Sutton/Rothesay, such detailed observations were not recor

ded . Rather, informal observations were noted during five casual 

tours between interviews on two August weekdays. 

4 SELECTIVE PHOTOGRAPHY 

The graphic record of observations was supplemented by sel

ective photography of typical and unusual behaviour or situations. 

A standard 50 mm lens was used for general shots or when subjects 
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were relatively close, and a 135 mm lens was used for most shots 

from observation points on the second and third floors of buildings . 

5 CHI LORENS' DRAWI NGS 

Childr en in the play area at Pinehill were provided with 

pencil-crayons and paper and asked to draw t wo pictures- -"Where 

I live" and "Where I play". Almost all of the children available 

were enthusiastic about participating. Some wa tch e d and later 

joined in, and some, who were observed on other occasions to function 

independantly, continued their play uninterrupted . After one child 

offered to exchange his artwork for having his picture t aken, all 

the children wanted to be photographed, and several group shots 

were taken when the task was completed . 

This procedure was followed on two separate occasions, and 

essentially the same children were involved i n e ach case . 

Casual conversations with the children about what they liked 

and didn't like about the playground also occurred while the 

drawings were being executed . 

At Sutton/Rothesay, the general absence of schoolchildren in 

the central play area precluded their involvement in this part of 

the study . 



APPENDIX B 

METHODS OF ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

1 DATA FROM INTERVIEWS 

a) Closed-ended Questions 

Frequencies of alternative responses were noted together 

with percentages attributed to each response. 

b) Open-ended Questions 

Since these questions generated a wide range of responses, 

it was necessary to classify the responses into categories which 

were then ordered according to importance. These ordered categ

ories were then inclusive of all individual responses they incor-, 

porated. 
I 

Example - The category 'Location' includ es individual res
ponses to the distance to schools, shopping fac-

ilities, transportation, parks, work, etc. 
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The frequency of responses within the categories was expressed 

both in absolute numbers and percentages of the total response. (See 

APPENDIX F RAW DATA.) Categories and individual factors were then 

corelated and compared as presented in PART TWO. 

c) Graphic Responses 

Two questions, regarding the location of the apartments of 

friends and acquaintances in the development, and where parents 

thought children played most of the time, were answered with felt

pen notations on the Pinehill site plan. 

i. Friends and Acquaintanc~s 
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Frequencies were determined separately for friends and 

acquaintances in relation to location of their units within the 

block, orientation of units (toward the street, alley or court), 

and numbers of friends and acquaintances. Separate composite dia- ,

grams of the locations of friends' and acquaintances' a partments 

were drawn . 

ii. Children's Play 

A composite diagram of where parents thought their children 

played was produced for comparison with the composite diagram of 

the observed locations of the play activities of different age 

groups . 

These questions were answered verbally at Sutton/Rothesay. 

The first with apartment numbers, and the second with the verbal 

descriptions of the locations of children's play activities being 

reco r de d by hand . 

2 DATA FROM OBSERVATIONS 

Information was extracted from the observation reports and 

separate composite diagrams were drawn showing the location of 

activity of preschool children (to 5 y e ar s) ., schoolchildren (6 - 12 

years), teenagers (13-17 years), and adults. Based on these 

diagrams, patterns of activity and sources of conflict are des

cribed. Alterations which residents have made to the environment 

were also recorded during these observations. 

The nature of the activities of the different age groups was 

noted according to their observed relative frequency and is inclu

ded in the discussions of adult social interaction and children's 

play activity. A comparison was made between the observed locations 

of children's play and the locations noted by parents. 



3 DA'l'A FROM PHOTOGRAPHS 

Photographs taken during the observation phase are used in 

the text to illustrate specific points. Often information appeared 

in slides which was useful for study but which was not part of the 

original intent of the photograph. The photographs were invaluable 

in .attempting to trace ways in which the environment may have con

tributed to the formation of behaviour patterns. 

4 DATA FROM CHILDREN'S DRAWINGS 

The children's works added a dimension of rapport between 

these 'artists' and the researcher. However, since the response 

was neither sufficiently extensive nor systematic, specific illu

strations are added to the discussions of children's activities 

simply as examples of the work done, without a detailed analysis of 

their meaning. 
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APPENDIX C 

INTRODUCTORY LETTER 

TO THE RESIDENTS 
OF PINEHILL APART.MENTS 

H • I 
1.. 

I am a university student studying how people use the open 
areas around their homes. 

During the next several weeks, I hope to call on some of you, 
to ask some questions about how you and your children (if 
you have any around) use the outdoor areas at Pinehill. I 
will also be wandering through the development making notes 
on various observations. 

The purpose of the study is to explore what can be done to 
make the best use of the open spaces at apartment develop
ments like Pinehill, and this information will be important 
in the design of housing for other people. 

The study is part of my thesis, and the information which I 
receive will be greatly appreciated. All of your responses 
will be kept confidential, and no one will be personally 
identified in the study report. Of course, no one is obliged 
to participate in the study if they do not choose to. 

When I have completed the research (hopefully in early August); 
I look forward to inviting you to a presentation showing what 
I have learned through the study.* This will provide another 
opportunity for you to voice your feelings and attitudes 
about the outdoor spaces at Pinehill. 

I look forward to talking to many of you in the next few 
weeks. 

Thanks'. 

John MacLeod 

* This took place in March, 1977 
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PINEHILL APARTMENTS. INTERVIEW 

Dl,TE! Intenview # --------
APARTMENT# ______________ _ 

TIME IN: -----------------

1. a) Most people find in the buildings and areas surrounding 

where they live things that they like and dislike. Could 

you comment on that please? 

b) Other people I have interviewed have commented on a number 

of other things as well as those you've mentioned. I'll go 

over a list of things, one at a time, and please make any 

comments that you have about any of them: 

Noise 

Storage 

Outside Appearance 

Play Facilities 

Safety and Security 

Maintenance 

Privacy of outdoor space 

Layout of the interior 

Public Space Outdoors 

Outlook from the Apartment 

Distance to shopping, transportation and work 

2. (Show respondent a plan of the development indicating with a 

the location of her/his apartment, then say - ) 

Please indicate on the plan with an 'F' and the floor number 

where people that you consider friends (that is people you 

know well and visit frequently) and with an 'A' and a floor 

number where acquaintances (that is, people that you visit 

frequently or just say hello to) live. 

3. How many households do you visit regularly other than these 

apartments? 

4. Where are they? 

5. How do you meet people in these apartments? 

6. Is this a friendly place to live? 

7. How many children do you have? 



8. How old are they? 

9. Where do your children play most of the time? 

10. Is this a good place to bring children up in? Why? 

11. What do teenagers that live here do? 

12. Where do you spend vacations? 

13. Does winter here create any special problems for you? 

14. Can you see parked cars from your apartment? Your own? 

15. Do you like being 
or 

Would you like to be 

16. Are you married? 

able to see your car from inside 
your apartment? Why? 

17. How old are you? (If applicable ask--) How old is your 

spouse? 
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18. Do you work? (If a;;licable, ask--) What kind of work do you 

do/does your spouse do? 

19. How long have you lived here? 

20. How long do you expect to stay here? 

21. Where did you live before coming here? 

22. What type of home did you live in before coming here? 

23. How does this place compare to where you last lived--is it 

better or worse? 

24. How is it better/worse? 

25. What type of home would you like to live in, if you didn't 

have to worry about the money? 

26. Would you like to own your own home? Why? 

27. Why did you choose to live here? 

28. How do you feel about the management here? 

29. Do they help you when you have problems with the place? 



30. All things considered, do you think the rent is too high, 

just right, or low? 

31. If you were recommending this place to a friend, what things 

would you mention? 

32. If you were to leave Pinehill tomorrow, what would you be 

most pleased to leave behind? 
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33. All things considered, how would you rate Pinehill as a place 

to live: excellent, good, fair, poor, very poor? 

TIME OUT: ----------------------------
CONDITION OF APARTMENT: --------------------
RESPONSIVENESS OF RESPONDENT: 

Alterations in the Pinehill Interview when used at Sutton/~othesa~ 

2. Respondents were not shown a plan, but rather asked 

to indicate apartment numbers or approximate locations 

of friends and acquaintances. 

9. Respondents gave verbal indications of where their children 

played. 

23, 33. "Sutton and Rothesay" replaced "Pinehill". 
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TYPICAL OBSERVATION RECORDING SHEET* 
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*Reduced from the original--22 cm. by 28 cm. (8½ in. by 11 in.) 
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APPENDIX F 

RAW DATA 
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TABLE 4 

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLDS SAMPLED 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothe say 
Structure Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Families 
with one child 

two children 
three children 

Childless couples 

Pairs of single men 
or single women 

Individual men or women 

SEX 

16 52 
7 23 
2 6 

3 10 

2 6 

1 3 
31 100 

TABLE 5 

OF RESPONDENTS 

Pinehill 

Sex Number Percentage 

Female 18 58 

Male 4 13 

Both 9 29 

31 100 

Sutton/Rothe say 

Number Percentage 

8 62 

1 8 

4 30 

13 100 
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TABLE 6 

AGE OF ADULT RESPONDENTS 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothe say 

Age Number Percentage Number Percentage 

20 - 25 37 65 7 35 

26 - 32 10 18 4 20 

33 - 40 3 5 4 20 

41 - 50 5 9 2 10 

over 50 2 3 3 15 

57 100 20 100 

TABLE 7 

MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothe say 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Married or Common Law 48 84 12 60 

Divorced or Separated 4 7 4 20 

Widowed 4 20 

Single 5 9 

57 100 20 100 
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TABLE 8 

EMPLOYMENT OF FEMALES IN SAMPLE APARTMENTS 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothe say 
Job Type Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Unskilled 4 13 3 21 

Skilled or semi-Skilled 2 6 2 14 

Homemakers (Housewives) 8 26 8 58 

Secretaries 4 13 

Medical 2 6 

Apartment Super-
intendants 2 6 

Part-time 6 20 

Community Development 1 7 

30 100 14 100 

TABLE 9 

EMPLOYMENT OF MALES IN SAMPLE APARTMENTS 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Job Type Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Unskilled 7 26 

Skilled or Semi-Skilled 6 22 3 50 

Trades 4 15 

Supervisory 3 11 

Sales 3 11 

Teachers 2 7 

Clerical 1 4 

Medical 1 4 

Unemployed 3 50 

27 100 6 100 
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TABLE 10 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS VISITED 
REGULARLY OTHER THAN IN RESPONDENT'S DEVELOPMENT 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Households Visited Number Percentage Number Percentage 

0 
0 0 1 8 

1 - 3 
15 48 5 38 

4 - 6 
9 29 4 31 

7 - 9 
3 10 0 0 

10 + 4 13 3 23 

31 100 13 100 

TABLE 11 

LOCATIONS OF HOUSEHOLDS VISITED 
REGUILARLY OTHER T:r-:IAN .IN RESPONDENT·' S . DEVELOPMENT 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothe say 
Location Number Percentage Number Percentage 

East and North 
Kildonan, Elmwood 52 40 14 40 

T.r.anscona 21 17 

North End 11 8 8 23 

Downtown 10 7 1 3 

St. Boniface 10 7 1 3 

St. Vital 8 6 

West Kildonan 7 5 5 13 

Fort Garry 6 5 

Fort Rouge 3 2 2 6 

West End 3 2 2 6 

St. James 2 6 

.Bi~ds Hill 1 1 

132 100 35 100 
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TABLE 12 

NUMBER OF FRIENDS OF RESPONDENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Number Percentage Number Percentage 

0 19 63 5 38 

1 - 3 10 30 6 46 

4 - 6 2 7 1 8 

7 - 9 

10 + 1 8 

31 100 13 100 

TABLE 13 

NUMBER OF ACQUAINTANCES OF RESPONDENTS 
IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

Number Number Percentage Number Percentage 

0 7 23 5 31 

1 - 3 14 45 4 31 

4 - 6 7 23 2 23 

7 - 9 3 9 

10 + 2 15 

31 100 13 100 
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TABLE 14 

LOCATION OF FRIENDS OF RESPONDENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

Numbdr 
Pinehill Nu~tion/Rothesay 

Location Respon 1ng Number Percentage Responding Number Percentage 

Next Door 0 0 0 4 4 13 

Across the Hall 3 5 17 0 0 0 

Elsewhere Same 
Floor 4 6 20 8 18 56 

Other Floors 3 4 13 3 8 25 

Other Block(s) 
Same End 8 11 37 N/A N/A 

Other Block(s) 
Other End 4 4 13 1 2 6 

20 30 100 16 32 100 

TABLE 15 

LOCATION OF ACQUAINTANCES OF RESIDENTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

Numbar 
Pinehill ~tton/Rothesay 

Location Number 
Nu er 

Respon 1ng Percentage Respon 1ng Number Percentage 

Next Door 5 7 9 3 3 3 

Across the 
Hall 6 6 7 3 3 3 

Elswhere 
Same Floor 13 20 25 8 42 48 

Other Floors 6 9 11 3 34 40 

Other Block(s) 
Same End 11 

28 
34 N/A N/A 

Other Block(s) 
Other End 6 11 14 1 14 16 

47 81 100 18 86 100 



TABLE 16 

HOW RESPONDENTS MEET PEOPLE IN THE DEVELOPMENT 

In Laundry 

Through Children 

At Tenant's Association 

Being Friendly In Halls 

*Around Cars, Pushing in 
Winter 

*Being Asked to lend 
Things 

Sitting Out on the Lawn 

At the Mailboxes 

*Making Complaints 

*Looking for a 
Babysitter 

Waiting For a Bus 

*Helping With Moving 

*Factors of Mutual Aid 

Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

13 

13 

N/A 

10 

6 

4 

3 

3 

2 

1 

1 

56 

TABLE 17 

23 

23 

N/A 

18 

11 

7 

5 

5 

4 

2 

2 

100 

Sutton/Rothesay 
Number 

9 

5 

5 

3 

2 

1 

1 

26 

Percentage 

34 

19 

19 

12 

8 

4 

4 

100 

RESPONDENTS PERCEPTION OF DEVELOPMENTS AS FRIENDLY PLACES 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Friendly 22 71 4 31 

Okay 9 29 7 54 

Not Friendly 2 15 

31 100 13 100 
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TABLE 18 

AGES OF CHILDREN IN SAMPLE APARTMENTS 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Age Number Percentage Number Percentage 

To 5 27 75 8 44 

6 - 12 7 19 6 33 

13 - 17 2 6 4 23 

36 100 18 100 

TABLE 19 

ADULT PERCEPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT FOR CHILDREN 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Good 16 52 5 39 

Adequate 4 13 

Bad 8 25 6 46 

No Answer 3 10 2 15 

31 100 13 100 

Good Place Because Good Place But 

S, P * Lots of children, S, P Apprehension about cities 
and apartments generally 

p 

s, p 

s, p 

p 

all ages, opportunity 
to share, co-operate 

Physical Environment 

Ease of assistance with 
supervision 

Friendly parent, then 
friendly children 

Reasonable rent - can 
afford other things for 
kids 

P Others children fight 

P Not so good as children 
grow older 

P Lack of Parental supervision 

P Lack of nearby childcare 
facilities 

P Distance to schools a 
problem 

P Not as good as house in 
country 

... continued 
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s, p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

Bad Place Because 

Restrictions on children -

- open space too small, children can't run loose 

- no privacy, no open space of their own, can't have 
swings, etc. 

- can't have pets 

- must be supervised whn outside 

- can't perform activities that children in house can 

Dangers -

P ditches, ice in spring, water 

P - roads, lanes 

p 

p 

s, p 

s 

s 

s 

s 

Difficulties with buildings -

- stairs to climb, heavy doors to open 

Children don't seem to want to play with new children 

Children pick up bad habits 

Parents don't have time to spend with their children 

No chance to get out of the low income out 

Other parents tell children what to do 

Don't learn right from wrong 

* S - Sutton/Rothesay; r - Pinehill 
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TABLE 20 

ADULTS' PERCEPTION OF TEENAGERS' ACTIVITIES 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Activity Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Hang Around 6 15 4 20 

Fool in the playground, 
wreck equipment, harrass 
young children 6 15 3 15 

Loud parties 4 10 2 10 

Games' room activities N/A N/ A 4 20 

Organized sports 3 15 

Ride bicycles 2 5 2 10 

Jobs: babysitting, etc. 3 8 1 5 

Play with young children 3 8 

Make noise, squeal tires 2 5 

Nothing to do 5 13 1 5 

Don't know 8 21 

39 100 20 100 

NOTE: One Sutton/Rothesay resident noted that there is nothing 
specifically for girls to do. 
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TABLE 21 

PROBLEMS CREATED BY WINTER 

Problem 

Parking lots not cleared of 
snow 

Frost & condensation around 
windows 

Walkways not cleared of 
snow/ice 

Access to public transport 

Nothing for children to do 

Thermostats not accurate 

Main floor residents can't 
see because of snowpiles and 
can't open their windows for 
a breeze 

Children slide down 
snowpiles into parking lot 

All of children's parapher
nalia must be carried up 
and down stairs 

You don't meet anyone 

No problems 

Not yet here a winter 

Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

11 

4 

2 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

4 

10 

40
1 

27 

10 

5 

8 

8 

3 

3 

3 

10 

23 

100 

1. Some residents gave more than one answer. 

Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage 

4 

2 

2 

1 

25 

13 

13 

6 

13 

30 

100 
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TABLE 22 

WHERE RESPONDENTS SPEND VACATIONS 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothe say 
1 

Location Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Manitoba, North West Ontario 
and North Dakota 17 50 3 23 

Long trips in Canada, United 
States 10 29 3 23 

Abroad (Europe, Caribbean) 1 3 

Stay at home 6 18 7 54 

34
2 

100 13 100 

TABLE 23 

RESPONDENTS' PERIODS OF RESIDENCE 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Period Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Up to 6 months 11 35 3 23 

6 - 12 months 7 23 2 15 

1 - 2 years 7 23 1 8 

2 - 3 years 4 13 4 31 

3 - 4 years 2 6 1 8 

4 - 5 years 2 15 

31 100 13 100 

1. Five Sutton/Rothesay residents said that this year's 
vacation was the first they had taken in many years. 

2. Some residents gave more than one answer. 
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TABLE 24 

RESPONDENTS' ANTICIPATED PERIODS OF CONTINUED RESIDENCE 

Period 

Up to 6 months 

6 - 12 months 

1 - 2 years 

2 - 3 years 

3 - 4 years 

indefinitely 

Will move as soon 
as possible 

Owns Car 

Doesn't Own Car 

Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

5 16 

13 41 

7 23 

3 10 

3 10 

31 100 

TABLE 25 

AUTOMOBILE OWNERSHIP 

Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

28 

3 

90 

10 

Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage 

1 8 

9 69 

3 23 

13 100 

Sutton/Rothe say 
Number Percentage 

7 

6 

54 

46 
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TABLE 26 

NUMBER OF RESIDENTS WHO (WOULD) LIKE TO 
SEE THEIR CARS FROM INSIDE THEIR APARTMENTS 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

(Would) like to 
see car 23 74 1 8 

Don't (wouldn't) 
like to see car 1 3 6 46 

Makes no difference 4 13 

No answer 3 10 6 46 

31 100 13 100 

TABLE 27 

REASONS WHY RESIDENTS (WOULD)LIKE TO 
SEE THEIR CARS FROM INSIDE THEIR APARTMENTS 

Fear of vandalism or 
theft 

Closer, more convenient 

Fear of assault of wife 

Would rather be able to 
see children playing 
than the car 

Don't care if it is 
stolen 

No reason given 

Would like to see car, 
but not parking lot 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

21 

3 

1 

1 

2 

28 

74 

11 

4 

4 

7 

100 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

7 

14 

14 

14 

44 

14 

100 
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TABLE 28 

SUMMARY OF ATTITUDES TOWARD MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 

Positive Neutral Negative 
Factor Comments Comments Comments Total 

Public Open Space and Play 
Facilities 

Pinehill 8 4 3 17 
Sutton/Rothesay 5 6 5 17 

Aspects of Apartment Interiors 

Pinehill 4 1 4 9 
Sutton/Rothesay 0 0 4 4 

- Storage 
Pinehill 3 2 2 6.5 
Sutton/Rothe say 6 1 1 8 

- Layout 
2 3 1 6.5 

Pinehill 
4 3 1 8 

Sutton/Rothesay 

Location 

- Proximity to Shopping 
Pinehill 5 2 0 6.5 
Sutton/Rothesay 6 1 1 8 

- Proximity to Transportation 
Pinehill 

4 2 0 6.5 
Sutton/Rothesay 

3 4 2 8 
- Proximity to Work 

Pinehill 
3 3 0 6.5 

Sutton/Rothe say 
1 3 2 8 

Appearance and Maintenance of 
Exterior 

Pinehill 4 3 3 10 
Sutton/Rothesay 1 3 4 8 

Noise 
Pinehill 1 2 5 8 
Sutton/Rothesay 1 1 6 8 

Lack of Private Open Space 
Pinehill 0 2 4 6.5 
Sutton/Rothesay 3 1 5 8 

... continued 



Factor 

Outlook 

Pinehill 
Sutton/Rothesay 

Safety and Security 

Pinehill 
Sutton/Rothesay 

Social Atmosphere 

Pinehill 
Sutton/Rothesay 

Parking Lots and Drives 

Pinehill 
Sutton/Rothe say 

Rent 

Pinehill 
Sutton/Rothesay 

Positive Neutral Negative 
Comments Comments Comments Total 

2 5 0 6.5 
2 3 3 8 

1 1 4 6.5 
1 3 4 8 

0 0 1 1 
1 0 1 2 

0 0 1 2 

0 0 0 0 

1 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 

38/33 32/38 30/39 100/100 

NOTE: All figures are expressed as percentages of the total number of 
comments for the relevant housing complex. Those for Pinehill 
are based on a total of 476 comments, for Sutton/Rothesay on 160 
comments. 
Because many figures have been rounded off,the total percentages 
for individual factors do not necessarily equal the sum of positive, 
neutral and negative percentages. 
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TABLE 29 

REASONS FOR CHOICE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Rent 19 27 9 39 

Location 29 41 4 18 

The Apartment 10 14 2 9 

Had To Move 2 3 3 13 

No Choice 3 13 

Playground 7 10 

Offered Job 1 1 1 4 

Friends There 1 4 

Allows children 2 3 

Hate Looking 1 

711 100 23
1 

100 

1. Most residents gave several responses. 

TABLE 30 

REASONS WHY RESPONDENTS WOULD RECOMMEND THEIR DEVELOPMENT TO A FRIEND 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

The Apartment 26 32 

- General 2 

- Good Size 5 

- Storage 5 1 

- Main Floor Access 4 2 

- Laundry On Each Floor 3 

- Good Kitchen 2 

- Carpets 2 

- Large Bathroom 1 

... continued 



Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

- Layout 

Location 

- General 

- Close to Shopping 

- Close To Buses 

- Quiet Area 

1 

5 

6 

4 

3 

- Close To Bird's Hill Park 1 

- Close To Schools 

- Close To Wading Pool 

Social Atmosphere 

- Nice Type Of Place 

- Friendly People, Nobody 
Bothers You 

- Good For Kids, Lots of Them 

- Good For A Couple 

Good For A Single Person 

Play Facilities 

Management 

- Reasonable Rent 

- Maintenance 

- Laundry Availability (hours) 

- Parking and Services Included 

- Security System 
1 

Wouldn't Recommend To Anyone 

(Pinehill - 2 individuals; 
Sutton/Rothesay - 4 indi
viduals) 

1 

1 

6 

6 

2 

1 

1 

14 

6 

4 

1 

1 

6 

92 

23 

17 

15 

13 

6 

100 

Sutton/Rothe say 
Number Percentage 

6 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

10 

34 

20 

9 

3 

6 

30 

100 
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1. The percentages calculated are adjusted to reflect the average value of 
the comme~ts of two (2) individuals at Pinehill and four (4) individuals 

at Sutton/ Rothesay, which are greater than the value of two (2) or four (4) 
comments, respectively. 



TABLE 31 

FACTORS RESPONDENTS WOULD BE MOST PLEASED TO LEAVE BEHIND 

Noise 

- Highways 

- Between Walls 

- Play Equipment 

The Apartment 

- General Dislike of 
Apartment 

- Stairs 

- Ventilation 

- Storage 

- Laundry 

- Rooms Too Small 

Garbage 

In Halls 

- Around Bins 

- On Grounds 

Other Tenants 

- Children's Language, 
Behaviour 

- Adults 

Distance To Schools, Buss 

Nothing To Do 

No Privacy, Even Inside 

No Complaints
1 

(P. , S-2) 

(Pinehill - 7 individuals; 
Sutton/Rothesay - 2 indi
viduals) 

Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

7 

4 

l 

2 

3 

2 

2 

l 

2 

2 

2 

l 

1 

l 

1 

9 

41 

29 

24 

10 

7 

3 

3 

3 

21 

100 

Sutton/Rothesay 
Number 

l 

4 

6 

1 

l 

2 

l 

l 

1 

1 

3 

22 

Percentage 

23 

14 

9 

5 

5 

14 

100 

1. The percentages calculated are adjusted to reflect the average value 
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of the comments of seven (7) individuals at Pinehill, and two (2) 
individuals at Sutton/Rothesay, which are greater than the value of seven 
(7) or two (2) comments, respectively. 



TABLE 32 

RESPONDENTS' ATTITUDES REGARDING THE MANAGEMENT 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothe say 
Number Number 

Number Percentage Downtown Resident Percentage 

Good 11 35 4 3 46 

Bad 8 26 5 1 42 

Indifferent 8 26 1 6 

Don't Know 4 13 1 6 

31 100 10 5 100 

TABLE 33 

RESPONSIVENESS OF MANAGEMENT TO TENANTS' PROBLEMS 

Yes, Help Cornes 

- Quite Promptly 

- Not Promptly 

No, Help Doesn't 
Corne 

Repairs Not Well 
Done 

Difficult To Get 
Painting Done 

No Problems So Far 

Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

10 

6 

6 

2 

2 

5 

31 

33 

19 

19 

6 

6 

17 

100 

Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage 

3 

3 

3 

2 

13 

23 

23 

39 

15 

100 
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TABLE 34 

ATTITUDES OF RESPONDENTS TO COST OF RENT 

High 

Just Right 

Low 

Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

4 

24 

3 

31 

13 
1 

77 

10 

100 

Sutton/Rothe say 
Number Percentage 

13 100 

13 100 

1. Five (5) Pinehill residents who considered the rent 
'just right' now felt it would be 'too high' when it 
was increased with the next lease. 

TABLE 35 

LOCATION OF RESPONDENTS' PREVIOUS RESIDENCE 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothe say 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Same Area 4 12 7 54 

Downtown (Urban) 4 12 3 23 

Suburbs 19 64 3 23 

Towns 3 9 

Other Cities 1 3 

31 100 13 100 
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TABLE 36 

PREVIOUS HOUSING TYPE 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Single-Family 
Detached 14 39 2 15 

Semi-Detached 5 14 

Suite In Converted 
House 5 14 2 15 

Rowhouse 1 3 1 8 

Walkup Apartment 8 22 6 47 

High-Rise Apartment 3 8 2 15 

36
1 

100 13 100 

1. Variation from n=31 due to responses from singles and 
young married couples that have just left their family's 
residence. 

TABLE 37 

COMPARISON OF CURRENT AND FORMER HOUSING 

Current Housing: 

Better 

Worse 

Same 

Pinehill 
Number Perce ntage 

17 47 

11 31 

8 22 

36
1 

100 

Sutton/Rothe say 
Number Percentage 

9 70 

2 . 15 

2 15 

13 100 

1. Variation from n=31 due to responses from singles and 
young married couples that have just left their 
family's residence. 
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TABLE 38 

HOUSING TYPES RESPONDENTS WOULD CHOOSE IF THEY 
DIDN'T HAVE TO WORRY ABOUT MONEY 

Single-Family 
Detached 

Rowhouse 

Farmhouse 

Mobile Home 

Don't Know 

Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

28 91 

l 3 

1 3 

1 3 

31 100 

TABLE 39 

Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage 

10 77 

1 8 

2 15 

13 100 

ATTRIBUTES OF HOUSING RESPONDENTS WOULD CHOOSE 
IF THEY DIDN'T HAVE TO WORRY ABOUT MONEY 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Described Rooms 38 53 

- Bedrooms 17 9 

- Full Basement, 
Storage 10 6 

- Kitchen 6 7 

- Bathrooms 5 

- Living Room 5 4 

- Recreation/Family 
Room 5 

- Den/Library 4 

- Laundry 4 

- Dining Roon 2 2 

Described Outdoor 
Amenities 37 28 

- Big Yard With 
Fence/Privacy 25 8 

... continued 

222 



Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Described Outdoor 
Amenities (continued) 

- Lots of Trees 

- Garden & Flowers 

- Garage 

- Sunporch/Verandah 

- Patio 

- Greenhouse 

- Side Drive/No 
Lane 

- Swimming Pool 

Described Location 

6 

6 

5 

3 

1 

1 

1 

- In The Country 4 

- On The Outskirts 3 

- Quiet Residential 
Area 3 

- Close to Schools 3 

- Close toStores 2 

- Nice Area 2 

- Close to Play
ground 

- Along The River 

Described Qualities/ 
Atmosphere 

- Nothing Fancy 

- Beam Ceiling/ 
Curved Stair 

- Fireplace 

- Not Necessarily Big 

- Comfortable 

- Older 

- Brand New 

- Friendly Atmosphere 

- Could Have Pets 

1 

1 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

129 

15 

10 

100 

2 

2 

3 

1 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

3 

3 

69 

6 

13 

100 

2 2 3 



TABLE 40 

RESPONDENTS ATTITUDES ABOUT OWNING THEIR HOUSING 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Would Like To Own 28 90 10 77 

Would Not Like To 
Own 2 7 2 15 

Already Owns (else-
where) 1 3 

Don't Know 1 8 

31 100 13 100 

TABLE 41 

REASONS FOR HOUSING OWNERSHIP PREFERENCES 

Would Like To Own Because: 

- Security of Ownership 

- Can Fix Up As You Like 

- Privacy 

- Not Responsible To Anyone 

- Better For Children 

- No Waiting For Repairs 

- Investment Value 

Pinehill 
Number Percentage 

16 38 

11 26 

7 17 

5 12 

3 7 

42 100 

Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage 

10 45 

4 18 

3 14 

2 9 

2 9 

1 5 

22 100 

... continued 
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Pinehill Sutton/Rothe say 
Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Would Not Like To Own Because: 

- Cost of Services and Taxes 3 60 

- Maintenance To Be Done 1 33 1 20 

- Like Apartment -
Surrounded With People 1 20 

- Free To Leave 2 67 

3 100 5 100 

NOTE: Most Residents gave more than one response. 

TABLE 42 

GENERAL RATING OF DEVELOPMENTS AS PLACES TO LIVE 

Pinehill Sutton/Rothesay 
Number Percentage .Number Percentage 

Excellent 6 19 2 15 

Good 18 58 7 54 

Fair 7 23 4 31 

Poor 

Very Poor 

31 100 13 100 



APPENDIX G 

THE PINEHILL APARTMENTS RAG* 

Good good afternoon ma'm! 
I see we've got a sunny day, 
I'm working my way through college--
Cashing in on what I hope you'll have to say. 

You see, I've got some high-priced professors 
Waiting !;iack at the U, 
And they're just as excited as I am 
To see i f what you say 
Is really very much like what you do. 

I've noticed that, on the average, 
You're bound to have no friends at all 
And I know that your 1.1 kids 
Are out there in the playground 
Looking for the sandbox 
Trying to find a wading pool 
Riding on their tricycles 
Carving up grafitti 
And generally, it seems, they're having a 
Summertime brawl. 

Now, if you'll kindly just draw a few lines 
On this map so they'll know I was here-
Yes, thanks, two sugars, and a bit of milk 
Oh, no thanks, I don't drink beer ... 

Well, good good afternoon ma'm 
I see we've got a sunny day, 
I'm working my way through college--
Cashing in on what I hope you'll have to say, 
Cashing in on what I hope you .' 11 have to say. 

,*Words and music by the author-1976 
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