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ABSTRACT
Public participation continues to hold an uncertain position in professional city planning
practice. At the scale of the neighbourhood, planners are faced with a variety of options to
engage the public and key stakeholders. This case study will compare three public engagement
processes taking place in the South Point Douglas neighbourhood of Winnipeg. Each of the
processes will highlight differing approaches to the relationship between planner and public in a
neighbourhood context. Key stakeholder interviews are used at the conclusion of the study to
evaluate the relative strengths and weaknesses of these planning processes.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Public participation should be an indispensable element in human settlements,
especially in planning strategies and in their formulation, implementation and
management; it should influence all levels of government in the decision-making
process to further the political and economic growth of human settlements.

Delegate communique, United Nations Habitat 1 Conference. Vancouver, 1976.

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Contemporary planning practice is increasingly concerned with the role and function of public
participation in planning processes. Planning processes continue to evolve in response to
planning theory, public political pressure, and the practical realities of planning practice in the
field. The attitudes of the profession with respect to the appropriate role of the public in the
planning process varies considerably and continues to be a subject of debate, from public
participation as “tyranny” (Cooke & Kothari, 2002, p. 3), to a call for public action as a path to
community empowerment (Checkoway, 1984, p. 106). A consensus on the appropriate role of
the public in the planning process has not emerged in the profession. The involvement of the
public in the planning process holds an uncertain position between professional knowledge and
democracy (Day, 1997, p. 421). This is still true today even if the idea of “participation” no
longer holds the same radical connotation of political aspiration that it may have at one time
(Mosse, 2002, p. 17).
1

There are a variety of approaches that underlie the decisions planners make with respect to how
participation is used in planning. These decisions can be influenced by the position of the
planner with respect to the process, i.e. whether the planner is providing support from a public,
private, or not-for-profit context. Is the planner working within government, for a developer, or
in a university setting? Some planners operate within a planning authority, such as a municipal
government or other order of formal legal authority. Other planners may operate in an
academic context. Still other planners work directly with the public and other groups outside the
framework of government or the university. Each of these relationships between planner and
community may have advantages and disadvantages for the ability of a planning process to
influence policy outcomes or for the planner to follow good process.

Planners operating within government may have greater ability to influence the creation of
policy. The level of influence of any individual planner, or an entire planning department, within
government may differ from one jurisdiction to the next. The influence of planners within
government may also be influenced by political decisions outside their control. At the same
time, members of the public who wish to influence a planning process through participation
may hold certain attitudes about planners employed by government. These public attitudes may
negatively impact the ability of government planners to effectively engage the public. As well,
few government planners are trained in good participatory process, further limiting effective
engagement.

Planners who work in an academic setting have another set of possibilities when working with
the public. The university sector may be viewed as a less politically motivated agent in
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promoting community planning objectives when compared to government planners. The
planner in an academic setting may also be able to draw on the other resources of the
university, including students, to take on innovative projects. The university may also have an
interest, and freedom of action, in working with neighbourhoods and the public who have been
ignored or under-resourced by government planning schemes.

Activist planners who work outside the framework of government or the university represent a
third approach. Planners who work directly with the public may have the ability to amplify the
voice of a neighbourhood and support its efforts for local change. This type of planning may
offer an advantage of building a relationship of trust between a planner and a community. While
this direct connection to the goals of a community may provide a planner with a freedom of
action, this ability to act may come at the expense of meaningful influence on the planning
process. A lack of funding support for planning advocacy is an additional barrier to the practice.
The public may not be willing to commit time and energy to an activist process that holds no
guarantee of impacting policy-making. Not-for-profit organizations may also face barriers to
advocacy due to funding criteria.

This major degree project evaluates these three participation processes. In this case study, all
three processes are taking place concurrently in relation to the development of a secondary plan
for the South Point Douglas neighbourhood of Winnipeg. This traditional industrial area near the
city’s downtown is poised for major changes in land use and development patterns. Through the
review of existing academic literature and field research, these three processes are examined
for their impact in supporting quality public participation in this neighbourhood planning
exercise. A vital component of the evaluation of these processes is the input from the
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participants themselves, using methods of participant observation, action research, and key
informant interviews.

One scale where planners and the public can have a significant degree of interaction is the
neighbourhood level. The size of many urban neighbourhoods, both geographically and in
population, make direct interaction possible. Further, the scale of the neighbourhood can make
for effective community action on the part of neighbours who may have existing connections
and common interests. Unlike city-wide planning processes, or the development of new
neighbourhoods, planning in existing neighbourhoods can present some unique challenges for
planners. Long-time residents may in many cases have a considerable body of knowledge about
their own neighbourhood. This local knowledge may challenge the professional knowledge of a
planner. This may be particularly true when a neighbourhood is poised for change.

1.2 RESEARCH PROBLEM

Neighbourhood planning, what is called here a secondary plan, is a critical level of planning
practice for understanding the relationship between planner and public. In neighbourhood
planning, many approaches are used to engage the public. Often a single, formal process
conducted by a planning authority will be the primary means of gaining input from the public.
The use of a single process has limitations. Formal approaches sometimes rely upon activities
such as committees and public meetings that value the knowledge of individuals who are best
able to participate in these environments. Not all individuals are willing or able to participate in
this way. This practicum explores the use of various actors, methods, and motives in
participation processes toward the development of a secondary plan in the South Point Douglas
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neighbourhood of Winnipeg. This examination has included the participation of planners,
students, community activists, and the public at large. The methods used have included
observation, interviews, and action research.

How does a planner choose from the variety of methods available for public participation?
Every neighbourhood is unique, as is each specific planning problem. Various approaches can be
used and adapted to the specific community to be engaged. Determining the most relevant
information to inform planning choices can ensure that participatory processes are meaningful
for stakeholders and for the larger objectives of the planning authority. The choices that are
made in the establishment of the participatory process can influence the eventual planning
outcomes. Planning professionals can play a key role in determining the quality of participation,
including how information is gathered and used. Knowledge about the character of a specific
community will assist the design of a meaningful process of participation. Background research,
to reveal the qualities of a place, must be a major component of any planning process. In
neighbourhood planning, this step in the process is critical to ensuring the intent of engagement
is to value and fairly represent public knowledge.

Once a participatory planning process has been conducted, or in the course of the process, a
method for evaluation should also be determined. Passive approval of participants is not a
meaningful measure of success in a planning scenario that involves the public. Through the use
of evaluation tools, planners can understand how their planning processes support the aims of
the public. Other interests such as building neighbourhood capacity and fostering the
development of local leadership and organization can also be considered. With this in mind, this
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practicum examines the following questions in the context of the secondary planning process in
South Point Douglas:

1. What options are available to the planner in attempting to engage the public in a
neighbourhood planning process?
2. How can concurrent planning processes influence one another in positive or negative
ways?
3. How can planners identify the appropriate engagement methods, depending upon the
characteristics of a specific neighbourhood?
4. How are these engagement methods to be evaluated?

1.3 PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVE

The intent in documenting each individual process is two-fold. The first goal is to provide a
record of the work to better inform the secondary planning process in South Point Douglas.
From an academic perspective, this work is important in and of itself. Many people are
participating; to ensure a fair and accurate documentation of the events is critical to good
process. The second and perhaps the more important goal for future users of the document will
be an evaluative comparison of the participation techniques applied in the various processes--in
short, the lessons learned. Long after the South Point Douglas secondary plan is complete, this
case study may serve to assist future planners in understanding the options available within the
realm of planning practice to assist the public in engagement processes. While it is not possible
to completely replicate these processes in future work, the results may be informative to future
planning exercises. This study may demonstrate the outcomes that could be achieved through
each process and what combination of these processes may be most effective.

6

1.4 SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY

The study offers a view into a planning process from three different perspectives. It investigates
three planning processes in a single neighbourhood taking place nearly concurrently. In many
respects, each of the processes documented through this case study have an impact on one
another. The cross influence of each process upon the others will be a feature of the later
project analysis.

The first, an academic project, is a community engagement studio in the Master of City Planning
Program at the University of Manitoba. This studio project includes 14 graduate students under
the direction of two faculty members, seeking to undertake an intensive series of engagements
with various community groups in the South Point Douglas area. This work is an effort to build
literacy about secondary plans and draw out local knowledge that could be used to explore
future opportunities for neighbourhood change. The project uses background research,
teaching, workshop development, execution, and analysis taking place over the course of a
single academic term. In all, six distinct communities are engaged using of a variety of methods.
This method has an advantage of proactive engagement within the community. Stakeholders
are identified and sought out actively by the team. In effect, the planning process is taken to
them where they are. This technique requires a large team and a variety of methods.

The second stage is a formal process, conducted by the City of Winnipeg, Department of
Planning, Property and Development as a component of a larger secondary planning process.
The Secondary Plan Steering Committee includes a group of community members representing
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a variety of local interests in a role to advise the creation of the secondary plan. This process
requires the active engagement of a select group of key stakeholders. In this planning process,
individuals who wish to become involved in the development of the plan must make an active
effort to attend meetings outside the neighbourhood. Meetings take place at City Hall or other
locations outside the study area. Each individual in the process makes a commitment to become
involved. The selection of participants, being voluntary, raises questions about how such groups
operate in a planning context.

The third component of the project involves the development of a working relationship with
members of the emergent South Point Douglas Residents Association. This relationship evolved
over the course of the research, January 2009 – February 2010, to include research support,
document and map creation, participation in lobbying efforts, and other activities. This work is
hands-on and relies on a variety of skills from this researcher and members of the community.
This aspect of the research project contains the most variable types of activities. The role of the
researcher is intermingled with activism. This mode of activist planning can potentially produce
considerable results. The act of planning is combined with the act of doing.

In the City of Winnipeg, issues of neighbourhood renewal and infill of former industrial lands
have taken on new importance. Point Douglas, South Point Douglas in particular, has been a
focus of interest from the City, media and general public in recent years. As this area has
increased its profile, a study of planning processes in this neighbourhood is important to
document.
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1.5 LIMITATIONS AND BIASES

This study represents a snapshot in time. The planning processes that are documented here are
only a component of a larger project for neighbourhood redevelopment in South Point Douglas.
At the time of writing, the final secondary plan has not been completed. As the ultimate decision
for the neighbourhood plan will rest with Winnipeg City Council, it is not yet possible to know
how these planning processes will ultimately influence a final plan.

At the time of this study, the City of Winnipeg is undertaking a larger community-wide planning
process. This new community plan, Our Winnipeg, is an overall vision and planning document
impacting land use and policy across the municipality. The City of Winnipeg, through its Our
Winnipeg process, has made considerable efforts to engage the public through open houses,
workshops and a notable effort to include social marketing and crowdsourcing technology into a
traditional conventional process. The use of crowdsourcing to produce user-generated content
has included the use of Internet-based applications such as Facebook, Twitter, YouTube and
blogs to stimulate a digital dialogue between the public and the planning process. Brabham
(2009) asserts that, “The medium of the Web enables us to harness collective intellect among a
population in ways face-to-face planning meetings cannot” (p. 243). It is not yet clear what
these emerging technologies may hold for neighbourhood planning processes in the future.

A significant limitation to the research has also been found in the nature of studying an ongoing
planning process. Since the initial research plan was developed, unforeseen changes to the
timing of the planning process and deliverables have required alterations in this project. Not
least of these changes has been the indeterminate delay of the establishment of a secondary
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plan for South Point Douglas. The initial timeline set out by the City of Winnipeg would have
seen a plan come to City Council for consideration during the research period. This plan would
have allowed direct evaluation of the impact of public participation on the plan document. A
change in direction has required a modification to the evaluation process.

The study of the studio work also held limitations. The original research plan did not
contemplate the study of the work done in the studio. Perceptions of students, faculty and
participants were not tested prior to the commencement of the studio. Additional research in
the form of focus groups or interviews would be required to obtain this information. An
evaluation tool may also have been developed in conjunction with the studio project.

Upon the eventual passage of a neighbourhood plan, time will tell how resilient it will be to
development and neighbourhood change pressures. It will take many years and future
challenges for a picture to ultimately materialize of how strong community empowerment has
become to meet these challenges. As I enjoy working with community, I have an optimistic view
of this possibility. This interest in the way the public can shape the future of their
neighbourhoods has in many ways driven my interest in city planning and in the practicum. My
own personal bias is to view local democratic action as a benefit to decision-making in civic
affairs.

Another bias is created by the relationship-building between the researcher and the participants
in a long-term research project of this type. As so many of the individuals involved in the study
are sharing their time and have invited me into their homes, an inevitable bonding takes place.
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While this relationship-building is an important component of building trust between researcher
and participants, it could, potentially, result in bias.

1.6 ORGANIZATION OF PRACTICUM

This major degree project is divided into eight chapters. The first chapter provides an
introduction to the research project, including the identification of the research problem and
purpose of the paper. The second chapter outlines the various research methods that have been
employed in the study, including data gathering and analysis.

The third chapter is the literature review. This review examines the existing literature related to
public participation and evaluation processes. The fourth chapter provides background related
to this specific case study. In the case of this study, background material includes an overview of
the South Point Douglas neighbourhood and the context of secondary planning in the City of
Winnipeg.

The fifth chapter describes the tools used in the research. Data gathered through the research
methods, participant observation, and participatory action research are assessed in Chapter 6.
Chapter 7 provides an evaluation of the three primary participatory processes used in the study
using data from key informant interviews. The final chapter provides conclusions from the
research project. This concluding chapter identifies key aspects of the research in relation to the
literature review and provides commentary on future research directions.
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2.0 RESEARCH METHODS
2.1 SELECTION OF STUDY AREA

The North Main Street area of Winnipeg, including South Point Douglas, has been a source of
community discussion for decades. Whether the focus has been a lack of government
leadership, lack of co-ordination of services, racial discrimination, deterioration of buildings, or
crime, North Main has been the subject of considerable study (Institute of Urban Studies, 1990,
p. 3). Lack of community empowerment is viewed as holding back positive change in the North
Main area (Institute of Urban Studies, 1990, p. 4). The lack of influence by the public in the
neighbourhood may have two reinforcing outcomes. One, the inability of the public to attract
the attention of politicians and policy-makers ensures that issues of physical deterioration and
social issues are not adequately addressed. Two, the public who are unable to attract attention
to issues in their neighbourhood may lose an interest in attempting to raise issues in the future.
In this way, lack of community empowerment becomes a cycle that leads only to further
physical deterioration and social problems.

The selection of the South Point Douglas neighbourhood is based on a variety of considerations.
First, the researcher had the opportunity to become acquainted with the South Point Douglas
neighbourhood in autumn 2008 through a University of Manitoba City Planning studio. This
work provided a basic understanding of many of the planning issues that were developing in the
neighbourhood and an opportunity to meet some of the people who lived and worked in South
Point Douglas.
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Second, Point Douglas is a neighbourhood emerging as a site of potential change in the City of
Winnipeg. Major redevelopment proposals, including the construction of a new stadium in
South Point Douglas, have generated significant interest in the area. Although the stadium
proposal was rejected, in advance of this practicum, major redevelopment continues to be a
catalyst for public interest in the future of the community.

Third, the City of Winnipeg’s decision to undertake a secondary planning process in the
neighbourhood offers an opportunity to study a process in progress. The City of Winnipeg
planner for the district agreed to permit observation of the meetings of the Secondary Plan
Steering Committee. This allows data collection and provides further understanding of emerging
community issues. The development of a secondary plan further suggests the attention of the
City is becoming increasingly focused on this neighbourhood.

Fourth, at the time of writing this practicum, the City of Winnipeg is undertaking a larger citywide review of the long-term community plan, Plan Winnipeg, referred to as Our Winnipeg. This
review suggests an opportunity to conduct research during a period when the City’s interest is
more keenly focused on planning issues. Many individuals, familiar with the long-term planning
process, have suggested that a major change in land use from Industrial to Neighbourhood
designation was probable as an outcome of this review.

Fifth, a major infrastructure project in the study area, the Disraeli Freeway, is set for
reconstruction. This project impacts one of the City of Winnipeg’s major commuter routes to
downtown from the Northeast, suggesting the possibility of neighbourhood change. At the time
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of this study, a variety of options regarding Disraeli are being presented with significant
community debate.

2.2 RESEARCH TOOLS AND INSTRUMENTS

A variety of research tools are used in this case study project. The literature review seeks to
understand a variety of concepts and provides background to this study. These include:
1. The role of public participation in planning theory
2. The nature of neighbourhood planning processes
3. The role of the planner in neighbourhood planning
4. The costs and benefits of public participation in neighbourhood planning,
5. The means by which participation in neighbourhood planning can be evaluated.
6. The history of neighbourhood planning in the City of Winnipeg.

Second, participant observation is used to document every meeting of the City of Winnipeg
Secondary Plan Steering Committee, during the winter and spring of 2009. Third, Participatory
Action Research (PAR) is used in assisting the work of the South Point Douglas Residents
Association (SPDRA). PAR, in this project, consists of hands-on involvement with community
activities, including participation in SPDRA meetings, organizing work, and resource provision for
other activities. Finally, key informant interviews are conducted with a number of community
stakeholders involved in various planning processes in South Point Douglas. Taking place in
January and February 2010, these interviews engaged subjects ranging from residents to
business owners, organizational leaders, and planning professionals. Some of these processes
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are highly formalized while others are of a more open-ended nature. This allows for flexibility in
working with community members and adapting to changing events.

2.2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review is a critical component of this research project. The review of the existing
academic discussion provides a context for the further development of study. Boote and Beile
(2005), assert, “A substantive, thorough, sophisticated literature review is a precondition for
doing substantive, thorough, sophisticated research” (p. 3). Boote and Beile (2005), indicate
researchers must use a literature review to understand the work that has been done in the field
to date, its strengths and weaknesses, and the gaps in existing work that guide new research
work (p. 3).

The use of a literature review provides the foundation for understanding elements for
investigation in a research project. The ideas examined in this literature review will frame the
discussion in later chapters. There are five primary issues examined through the literature
review, including the history and evolution of participation in the planning process, and the
costs and benefits of participation in planning. As well, the key elements of planning in a
neighbourhood context are examined, along with techniques for understanding the capacity of a
neighbourhood to participate in planning. Finally, trends within the City of Winnipeg that can
place this neighbourhood planning project into a community-wide perspective are reviewed.
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2.2.2 PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION

Participant observation is used as a means to gain an understanding of the role of public
participation in the City of Winnipeg’s secondary planning process. By observing the work of the
South Point Douglas Secondary Plan Steering Committee, during eight meetings from February
to May 2009, this researcher can gain an understanding of specific neighbourhood issues, both
from the perspective of the committee members, as well as City of Winnipeg planners and
related professionals.

This type of steering committee is established by the City of Winnipeg under the direction of
planning staff from the department of Planning, Property and Development. Proceedings of the
meetings are provided in summary to the general public via the City of Winnipeg website.
The participant observation method will have the benefit of allowing data collection to take
place without the filter of a third-party recorder. Direct observation of interactions between the
various interests is a critical component for understanding the issues and conflicts, as well as
providing a clearer direction for the research steps that follow.

Claster & Schwartz (1972) define five goals in successful participant observation. These goals
include, “Gaining access to data, evoking behavior, identifying psychologically with the people
being studied, connecting concepts with indicators, and formulating hypotheses” (Claster &
Schwartz, 1972, p. 67). Zeisel (2006) identifies four primary categories of differentiation with
respect to the observation of environmental behaviour. These include qualities of method,
observer’s vantage point, recording devices, and what to observe (Zeisel, 2006, p. 192).
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Building upon an existing relationship with the lead planner for the South Point Douglas
secondary planning process, established during the planning studio engagement process,
research will begin with documentation of the steering committee process. Researcher
documentation of the steering committee process will commence in February 2009, and
continue until the conclusion of the process in May 2009. Each session of the steering
committee has been designed by the City of Winnipeg to cover a specific area of policy
consideration. The choice of subjects is selected by the City and will not be influenced by this
research project. Each session is scheduled for an average of two hours in length.

2.2.3 ACTION RESEARCH

Action Research is an approach to research that seeks to bridge the gap between process and
action. As Westhues, et. al. (2008) describe, “*It+ can be characterized as ‘research with,’ not
‘research on,’ people” (p. 702). While Action Research (AR) has been given many names by
various practitioners in various settings (“Participatory Action Research,” “Community-Based
Participatory Research,” “Democratic Research”) many common core values exist between
these approaches. Greenwood and Levin (1998), describe action research as, “Social research
carried out by a team encompassing a professional action researcher and members of an
organization or community seeking to improve their situation” (p. 4).
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Several authors have attempted to understand the common elements that unite various
approaches to AR. Minkler & Wallerstein (2003), identify six elements common to action
research. These elements include:

1. A participatory method
2. Joint process with community members and researcher
3. Co-learning process
4. System development and local community capacity building
5. Empowering of participants
6. Balancing research and action (p. 5-6).

Public action can take place on many scales. For the purposes of this project an understanding of
such action at a neighbourhood level is most relevant. A neighbourhood-based civic group must,
by necessity, bring together people with different views in an effort to realize common goals
(Barry, 2000, p.132). Not all members of a public action group will agree on every decision.
Many will have different backgrounds and world-views that nevertheless lead them to collective
action. Barry notes that a key element of successful campaigns is to ensure that areas of
agreement can be sustained over an extended period of time with persistence and consistency
(p. 16).

The use of action research in this project will involve the cooperation between the researcher
and the South Point Douglas Residents Association. In keeping with the theme of action research
as participatory and a joint process, the specific work that may emerge will be determined in
discussion with the residents themselves. This work will include participation in Residents’
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Association meetings, assistance with the association’s research and activities, assistance in the
development of ideas and strategies to support their neighbourhood aims, and the sharing of
information held by the researcher with the association for their future use.

2.2.4 KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS

Interviews are to be conducted in January and February 2010, with individuals who participated
in the various planning processes under evaluation in this study. The interviews are based on an
instrument (APPENDIX A) designed to gain an understanding of participant views on each of the
processes in which they are involved. Due to the concurrent nature of the planning processes
under study, some individuals are involved in more than one process.

Interviews will be conducted in person or over the telephone. In each instance the setting for
the interview will be determined by mutual agreement between the researcher and the subject.
This could include private residences, offices and public locations. Serious consideration is given
to maintaining a balance between various interests in the neighbourhood when selecting
interview subjects. This includes finding a balance between residents, businesses, and other
stakeholders. The selection of interview subjects will also ensure the collection of data from
both men and women.

The interviews are semi-structured in nature. Consistent themes will be maintained across all
interviews. However, flexibility to adapt the questions to suit individual subjects is required, due
to the variable nature and extent of involvement represented by those subjects.
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Zeisel (2006) identifies five characteristics of successful focused interviews. These characteristics
include:
a. Persons being interviewed are known to have involvement in a particular situation.
b. The researcher has carried out a situational analysis to identify significant elements
and has arrived at a set of hypotheses.
c. The researcher has developed an interview guide based on analysis.
d. Interviews seek to gain knowledge about subjective experiences in relationship to an
already analysed situation.
e. The basic interview tool is the probe (p. 229).

The interviews are focused on four primary questions. The first three questions each seek to
understand the attitudes of the subject to each of the three primary engagements in the
neighbourhood, including the university city planning studio, the City of Winnipeg secondary
plan steering committee process, and community activism by the residents’ committee. The
fourth question seeks to understand subjects’ overall impressions of the future of the
neighbourhood, including their own personal vision. In conjunction with each question, probes
will be used to gather further details as appropriate. The use of interviews provides an
opportunity to examine, in depth, some of the shared experiences that may develop between
the researcher and the subject(s) over the course of the project. However, care will be taken to
ensure shared experiences will not be used as a device to direct responses.
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2.3 DATA ANALYSIS

Each research tool will produce specific data to be analysed in accordance with the means by
which it is gathered. This project will collect an extensive volume of qualitative data. Note
taking, recording, and observation are the primary means of data collection. Many observational
situations will involve multiple individuals over a period of several sessions, particularly in the
case of the secondary plan steering committee and residents’ association. Additional notes will
need to be taken to record the interrelationships between individuals and the evolution of these
relationships over time.

The data gathered over the course of the research project will be organized to draw
comparisons. As the data is collected over a period of more than one year, the need for careful
organization and collation is critical to effective analysis. Blank (2004), states that, “qualitative
data has always been time consuming to collect as well as difficult to analyse” (p.187).

The analysis of both the Secondary Plan Steering Committee and the South Point Douglas
Residents Association processes will be organized to draw out key themes. In the case of the City
of Winnipeg process, the themes are predetermined by the structure of the steering committee
process. In the case of the Residents’ Association, themes will emerge during the course of the
research. Upon the review of the data from these participatory processes it will be possible to
determine the key questions and interview subjects that will form the basis for the key
stakeholder interviews at the conclusion of this study.

21

The data itself, once collected, will be organized using a chart system. This method will track
issues emerging from each planning process. In the case of interview data, attention will be paid
to any divergence in responses based on factors such as neighbourhood residency and level of
participation in the three processes being evaluated. This method will allow the researcher to
assess the relative satisfaction each participant in the process has in relation to each of the
processes in which he or she was involved.

Additional data will be gathered using background studies produced prior to this research
project. Two studies were produced prior to the commencement of this project. Each of these,
The South Point Douglas Pre-consultation Study (Bridgman Collaborative & McKay Finnigan &
Associates, 2008), and South Point Douglas Neighbourhood Inventory (City of Winnipeg, 2008),
provide data that were used by the City of Winnipeg to determine key neighbourhood issues for
future study. These studies were produced as a component of the City of Winnipeg planning
process and reveal information about the South Point Douglas neighbourhood. The South Point
Douglas Neighbourhood Inventory focused on physical qualities of the area. These qualities
included heritage resources, existing land uses, environmental conditions, and demographic
information. The South Point Douglas Pre-consultation Study generated data from local
stakeholder consultations. These data from consultations helped to identify key local issues
requiring examination in a secondary plan. These data will be useful in providing a comparison
with qualitative data gathered through this project.

Altogether, the data from this study and previous background studies are compiled for analysis
by the researcher. Key topics, themes and opinions are identified through the use of tables onto
which raw data is plotted for comparison.
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This study was conducted in compliance with the ethics requirements of University of Manitoba.
Approval was sought from the appropriate university ethics control board prior to the
commencement of the study. An ethics consent form was developed and approved by the
University of Manitoba. (APPENDIX B and C) This consent form was provided to all direct
participants in this research project to ensure subjects were familiar with the nature of the study
and the purposes for which data would be used. Copies of signed consent forms were obtained
from all participants. A copy of the ethics consent form is included as an appendix in this project.

2.4 CONCLUSIONS

The review of the existing literature and the feedback from community participants
demonstrates a need for a larger study of local issues. Observation of participants, direct
involvement in the activities of the residents’ association, and interviews with key stakeholders
will yield significant data that can be used for the comparative purposes in this case study. Use
of a variety of methods, including participant observation, action research, and key stakeholder
interviews, is intended to capture a diverse set of data. Once the information is collected and
analysed, the Summary and Discussion (Chapter 7) and Conclusions (Chapter 8) will connect the
findings to ideas presented from the Literature Review (Chapter 3).
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3.0 LITERATURE REVIEW
3.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE LITERATURE REVIEW

This project seeks to understand the relationship and relative impact of various participant
engagements in a neighbourhood planning process. The literature review has been organized in
a manner to gain an understanding of the theory behind neighbourhood scale planning and the
means by which various types of engagement can be understood. The first of these sections
reviews the role of public participation in planning theory. This introduction offers a background
of the evolution of the theory from the Post-war period to the present. The second section
presents an overview of neighbourhood planning, including an introduction to theory and
practice. Neighbourhood planning, in contrast to community-wide, regional or other planning
scales, has its own strengths and weaknesses.

The third component, understanding neighbourhoods, explores the literature of neighbourhood
composition, social capacity, and characteristics using the frameworks established by a various
authors. This review will examine ways of determining the relative ability of different
neighbourhoods to collectively articulate a community vision and realize actions at a political
and policy-making level.

The fourth section explores approaches to the evaluation of neighbourhood planning processes.
This will include the characteristics of quality public participation at the neighbourhood level. A
review will take place of the relevant strengths and weaknesses of using participation to make
planning choices at the neighbourhood scale. Particular attention will be paid to literature
specific to university-community partnerships. This review of university-community partnership
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will seek to demonstrate the distinction between this practice and the work undertaken within
the scope of this research project.

A final component will review examples of planning literature relevant to the Winnipeg
experience. A body of important literature exists that documents past efforts to influence
neighbourhood planning through an engagement of the university sector with grassroots
community organizations. This work will provide a local context to the larger literature review
and help set this case study in a historical framework.

Gaps in the existing literature will be considered following the literature review. Finally, a series
of conclusions will be drawn from the review. These conclusions will inform the body of this
research project. This will include establishing key questions to be resolved through the
participant evaluation process.

3.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN PLANNING THEORY

Many planners have used participatory techniques as a means of gaining local knowledge or
empowering the public and communities. Empowerment has been defined by Kothari as a way
of “enabling the powerless” (Kothari, 2002, p.141). Kothari presents the issue of participation in
a moral framework where power lies in institutions far from the people who are impacted by
such projects. In such a system, the enabling of public participation represents a “moral good.”
In this way participation may represent to the profession an argument of “eating your
vegetables” (Arnstein, 1969, p. 221). Such a conception of moral good can be seen to extend to
more contemporary concerns of environmental sustainability. Modern economic systems and
the means that control the deployment of critical resources have become more concentrated
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than in earlier centuries. Some ideas in environmental economics suggest a need to, “restore to
local people and communities control of the productive assets on which their livelihoods
depend” (Korten, 1996, p. 227). Such action is seen as a prerequisite to any meaningful change
in the sustainability of local communities. Such ideas find life in many elements of the urban
sustainability movement from local energy, decreasing the reliance on oil, to food production
(Shuman, 1998, p. 235). Under such a framework, environmental considerations would become
one side of a triangulation of interests together with social justice concerns and economic
growth (Campbell, 1996, p. 437).

Ever present in participation theory is the issue of power: who has it, how is it exerted, and the
outcomes. While the “death of modernist planning [typical of many central planning regimes
and urban renewal schemes+,” (Sandercock, 1998, p. 170) has been described for some time, a
struggle continues between the value of the professional knowledge of the planner and the
everyday knowledge of the public. One method initially intended to address the limitations of
modernist planning, referred to as advocacy planning, sought to represent the interests of a
specific group in the face of power. Advocacy planning approaches have been based in the idea
that, “Policy in a democracy is determined through a process of public debate. The right course
of action is always a matter of choice, never of fact” (Davidoff, 1965, p. 546). While these efforts
in the direction of public involvement during the 1960’s civil rights movement quickly revealed
deeper issues related to the systemic lack of political power, particularly among marginalized
groups, the practice did reveal a need to provide opportunities for community empowerment
(Sandercock, 1998, p. 171). Further evolution of the practice can be found through the equity
planning model in North America. The equity planning model sought to ensure that
development, particularly in areas of the inner city with economically and politically
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marginalized populations, would benefit the people who lived there (Krumholz, 1999, p. 84).
Many core area improvement schemes of the 1980’s and beyond promised new jobs and
development in depressed neighbourhoods through public sector subsidy and partnerships.
While many mega projects were built, their impact on the resident population in terms of
quality of life was indifferent at best and negative in many cases (Krumholz, 1999, p. 86).

Other authors have advocated for an approach that tries to understand the planning profession
in a new way. Innes (2004), describes “consensus building” models as attempts to build on
shared mutual interests between parties in a planning situation (p. 7). Communicative planning
theory suggests the profession ought to reflect on the nature of power and influence through
communication in daily practice (Forester, 1999, p. 202). Many planning techniques today rely
upon the need for flexibility and the relationship between planning practice and everyday
decision-making (Hoch, 2009, p. 223). In all of these approaches, the planner plays a central role
in facilitating discourse within a community while respecting the interests of multiple
stakeholders.

3.3 INTRODUCTION TO NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING

Neighbourhood planning is one type of urban planning practice. The scale of a neighbourhood
offers an opportunity for a planner to engage with a manageable number of stakeholders in a
decision-making process. Rohe (2009) clarifies, “Neighbourhood planning involves public, nonprofit and private planning efforts that focus on the physical character of one or more
neighbourhoods” (p. 210). Such plans can be used in either new developments or in the
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redevelopment of existing neighbourhoods. In addition, neighbourhood plans may move beyond
the physical environment to address other areas of community concern, such as social,
economic, and environmental.

Rohe (2009), views neighbourhood planning as a method of working that has passed through a
variety of stages over time. He marks the origin of neighbourhood planning in the early 20th
Century with municipally sponsored plans (p. 222). Planning at the neighbourhood level broke
from the model of comprehensive city-wide planning that was typical of North American cities.
Following World War II, urban renewal schemes sought to make change in many inner city
neighbourhoods. These processes did not have a meaningful role for local knowledge in plan
formulation. Many urban renewal schemes of the post-war period focused on objectives such as
improved automobile movement from suburbs to the inner city. Low-income and ethnic
neighbourhoods near the city centre were demolished entirely or severely damaged by these
schemes. Such inner city neighbourhoods also fell to plans for new large-scale development
projects.

Community action campaigns in the 1960’s and 1970’s sought to reinsert local people back into
planning in their local area. Efforts to involve the community included the introduction of
community economic development-based decision-making to planning processes. This approach
placed value on working with local people to identify both problems and solutions to community
concerns. Although the nature of approaches to neighbourhood planning have taken may forms
and had evolved significantly by the 1980’s, some planners still viewed neighbourhood planning
as an area of “undeveloped practice” (Checkoway, 1984, p.102).
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In recent decades, community consultation has become an established component of planning
processes. Legal requirements for public hearings on land use matters have assisted in ensuring
that at least an opportunity for community input is available. In order to avoid, or at least
mitigate, the confrontational atmosphere of formal hearing processes, many planning
authorities have taken a proactive approach to community engagement. These engagements
may take many forms. In some instances, developers will be encouraged to seek input from the
community prior to proceeding with an approval process. At times the planning authority may
attempt to engage the public before any specific development proposal is made. Such efforts
may include activities such as neighbourhood plans. These neighbourhood plans will identify key
neighbourhood concerns and issues that can inform the types of development that would be
acceptable to existing stakeholders.

3.4 UNDERSTANDING NEIGHBOURHOODS

The City of Seattle, Washington, produced a potential model for neighbourhood planning and
capacity building as part of their 1990’s planning efforts. Carmen Sirianni (2007) documents five
key principles from this process, identified as an early example from an American city, that led
to a successful planning and capacity building exercise in 37 Seattle neighbourhoods (p. 374).
This process utilized planning offices in different city neighbourhoods, along with a co-operative
approach to the use of city resources. Building a “web of trust” between the planner and the
community was seen as a vital component of success (Sirianni, 2007, p. 376). Final plans were
reviewed and outcomes evaluated within neighbourhood units.
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Not all neighbourhoods come to a planning process with the same concerns or capacity for
change. Broadly speaking, neighbourhoods may be considered to be in one of three broad
stages of development, based on an assessment by Temkin & Rohe (1996): stability, decline, or
upgrading (p. 159). They identify these three general categories as a starting point for the
further assessment of the challenges that may be encountered in a planning process.

Once the general characteristics of neighbourhood development have been identified, a further
evaluation can be made to discover the capacity of any given community for effective political
action. Every neighbourhood has some resources and capacity for action; however, the extent of
this capacity can vary greatly between neighbourhoods. Rick Downs (1979) uses a framework
that identifies five stages of capacity for political activism within a neighbourhood. Downs’
stages of political development provide a useful overview for understanding the level of activism
and political capacity any neighbourhood may be able to bring to bear on a planning process (p.
348). Consideration of the stage of political development in a given neighbourhood is required
to determine the appropriate types of community engagement that will achieve planning goals.
Downs’ (1979) five categories are:

1. The Disorganized Neighbourhood: This neighbourhood is characterized by a lack of
local leadership and effective civic institutions. Such a neighbourhood lacks political
influence within the larger community.
2. The Primary Institutional Neighbourhood: This neighbourhood may lack an ability to
influence community-wide issues but has an organization capable of addressing issues
of a local nature.
3. The Civic Neighbourhood: This stage of development sees a neighbourhood capable of
addressing a wide range of local civic issues but with a limited base of active
supporters. Such a neighbourhood may not be seen by institutions outside the
neighbourhood as being a legitimate representative of local interests (p. 352).
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4. The Networked Neighbourhood: The networked neighbourhood enjoys strong support
from its neighbourhood membership. Such a neighbourhood is an example of a well
developed political organization that is able to address a wide range of issues. A high
level of identification will exist with the neighbourhood membership and
representative organizations, such as residents’ associations, and will be able to deal
effectively with larger political structures to address local aims (p. 354).
5. The Mass Communal Neighbourhood: This neighbourhood represents the highest
stage of political organization. Such a neighbourhood is characterized by ongoing civic
action at the local and city-wide level (p. 355).

While Downs’ framework for understanding levels of political development in a neighbourhood
is only one way of understanding community power, it is instructive in clarifying the relationship
between activism, organization and power. The extent of a neighbourhood’s capacity for
collective action is one important measure of the health of a community (Larsen et al., 2004,
p.64). Further, such capacity can be a measure of a community’s ability to play a meaningful role
in representing its legitimate collective interests in a planning process. This relationship can help
a planner understand where various types of planning processes may be most effective, what
methods should be used to gain meaningful results and what obstacles may stand in the way of
effective public participation.

3.5 EVALUATING NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING

In participatory planning, the effectiveness of public impact on a planning process should be a
key area of evaluation and assessment. There are many issues to be considered in a process
evaluation. This section will attempt to identify many of the key issues that should be
considered in the evaluation of the participatory process. In addition to some of the general
considerations found in the literature, a special consideration should be given in the context of
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this study to unique characteristics of the university-community planning context. This
relationship between university and community can be of a formal or informal nature. While the
relationship in this project did not represent a true partnership, it did represent elements of cooperation. These distinctions and analysis will be explored further in this study.

3.5.1 DEVELOPING THE FRAMEWORK

Whatever the specific motivations for participation among stakeholders, a process must be
designed to ensure that the most meaningful outcomes for community goals can be achieved.
Agger & Lofgen (2008) provide a framework for establishing democratic criteria in a
participatory process. This framework, which seeks to ensure a fair mediation between various
interests, focuses on six elements (p. 147):
1. Ensure representation from all relevant stakeholder groups.
2. Ensure that all participants are able to freely express opinions.
3. Enforce an environment of respectful discussion between participants.
4. Ensure that all participants have access to all relevant information for discussion and
decision-making.
5. Allow opportunity for participants to challenge the assertions of other participants.
6. Ensure that the consultation process will have a meaningful impact on the eventual
outcomes (Annika & Lofgen, 2008, p. 147).

Every planning process will place the public in competition with other interests trying to exert
control. Arnstein presents a framework, using the analogy of the rungs of a ladder, to rank eight
levels of public involvement in decision-making (p. 234-244). These levels run a full spectrum
from a bottom rung representing a process of “manipulation” through various stages to a final
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top rung of “citizen control” (Arnstein,p. 236). The key categories within this framework include
an understanding of the differences between non-participation, tokenism and citizen control.

Robert Aleshire (1970) suggests the drive to increase public participation should be a key
element of a program to improve American communities (p. 369). In a similar vein to the work
of Arnstein, Aleshire (1970) presents five frameworks for understanding the planner/citizen
relationship in a planning process (p. 369-370).

The first model values public input as a front line of information-gathering in a planning process.
In this model the public are seen as having the “cleanest, and perhaps most accurate perception
of community needs” (Aleshire, 1970, p. 370). In this framework a planner should work with the
public as an organizer and collector of information while leaving the public free to make their
own decisions - even “bad” choices.

The second approach is likened to an “Uncle Tom” model where pre-packaged choices are given
to a community from a planning process that does not include local input (Aleshire, 1970, p.
371). Such yes/no choices by the community do not value the input of local residents but allow
them to make selections from a set of criteria that are not transparent. Public input in this way
may provide for the odd bit of local insight here and there, but not truly value local knowledge
as a key component of plan-making. The third approach views the public as not really knowing
what they want. In this framework, the public should be studied and analyzed by a professional.
The true needs of the community are a “riddle to be unlocked” through the skilled observation
of a professional practitioner (Aleshire, p. 371).
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The “shotgun behind the door” model views the public as being in agreement with the work of
planners until citizen actions suggest otherwise (Aleshire, p. 372). Such an approach views public
involvement as a potential hazard that must be addressed as part of the larger political process.

Finally, Aleshire presents an “elite view” of planning where professional knowledge is viewed as
the only viable solution to community planning problems (p. 372). Such a view would suggest
that the public would have already found solutions to their local problems, if they held the
answers themselves. In addition to the work of Arnstein, Alshire’s models present further
examples of how planners view the role of the public in the planning process.

Consensus-based planning processes are an alternative means of engaging the public. As Innes
(2004), notes, not all consensus-building processes are created equal (p. 7). Innes outlines eight
criteria which must be present in a consensus-based planning process. If any of these features
are not present, then the outcomes may be deficient and the process itself is not a true measure
of consensus-building.
1. Inclusion of a full range of stakeholders;
2. A task that is meaningful to the participants and that has promise of having a timely
impact;
3. Participants who set their own ground rules for behavior, setting agendas, making
decisions and many other topics;
4. A process that begins with mutual understanding of interests and avoids positional
bargaining;
5. A dialogue where all are heard and respected and equally able to participate;
6. A self-organizing process unconstrained by conveners in its time or content which
permits the status quo and all assumptions to be questioned;
7. Information that is accessible and fully shared among participants;
8. An understanding that “consensus” is only reached when all interests have been
explored and every effort has been made to satisfy these concerns (Innes, 2004, p. 7).
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3.5.2 COSTS AND BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATION

When a process is being designed that includes participation of the public, a discussion of the
relative costs and benefits can be a valuable tool for decision-making. Various authors, including
Aleshire (1970), Corburn (2003), Innes (2004), and Van Herzle (2004) have presented a listing of
the various benefits and costs associated with participatory methods. Some of the key costs and
benefits identified in the literature are outlined here.

Participation can slow down a planning process. Democratic decision-making processes are
time-consuming. To ensure that various voices are heard requires that stops be made along the
way to gather input and report back on findings (Alshire, p. 372). In a planning process, time is a
valuable commodity. It should be noted, however, that this time spent up front in ensuring
quality input from community stakeholders may save more time and effort down the road
(Corburn, p. 427). A planning process that has sought to gain quality input from stakeholders
may be more resilient to changing circumstances.

Planners need to be honest about the impact that a participation process may have on the
eventual planning outcomes (Alshire, p. 372). Participation can raise community expectations
for change. While this process can be empowering for those involved, positive attitudes can
quickly change if people’s voices are not being heard by decision-makers.
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The involvement of local people in a planning process may lead to recommendations for
changes that a planner may not feel are supported by the available data. Such conflicts present
the challenge of political versus rational decision-making in a planning process (Aleshire, 1970).
There are many situations where anecdotal evidence from local stakeholders may not
correspond with available data derived from other sources of information. Such situations may
breed conflict if planners are unable to reconcile such differences in a participatory process.
Planners may also have difficultly operating in an environment where the demands of the public
participants are not always supported by rational argument (Van Herzele, p. 200). The political
nature of many planning decisions is encouraging some planners to seek refuge behind the work
of community organizations who can broker comprise among themselves (Innes, p. 15). While
not every opinion will make its way into a final product, every individual must be given the tools
to understand why certain choices were made.

As Larsen et al. (2004) assert, the bonding tie between individuals, “contributes to the likelihood
that individuals will move beyond their diverse self-interests toward mutually beneficial
collective action” (p. 64). In other words, the motivations of individuals are important to
understanding the likelihood of broader community action. What are these motivations? How is
a planner to understand the various motivations that may compel individuals to give of their
time and resources to participate in a process for the betterment of their neighbourhood?

Amy Rader Olsson (2009) poses just this question. The process of neighbourhood planning has
come to depend upon the participation of willing volunteers for a variety of engagement
processes. Olsson attempts to understand why people volunteer their efforts toward:
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Those forms of communicative planning perhaps most vulnerable to free riding: [are]
voluntary, comprehensive plans for metropolitan areas, producing a publicly available
plan offering recommendations but not mandates. In other words, planning whose
tangible outputs are non-excludable, where participation is costly [to those who
participate] (transaction costs of time) and where there are no reprisals for defection or
non-compliance [for non participants] (Olsson, p. 264).

In short, what’s in it for them? Olsson suggests that voluntary participation may assist
stakeholders in gaining access to “fine grained” knowledge not be available to non-participants
(Olsson, 274). Such information, including access to a wider network of community connections,
may be of high value to participants in the planning process. Other actors in the planning
process may be motivated by an attempt to build a sense of community through communication
and networking. Indeed, planners themselves may seek to use a planning process as a means to
generate social capital in a neighbourhood (Talen, 2000, p.171). Actors will also be motivated by
specific vested interest or a desire to advance a particular view.

3.5.3 COMPARISON TO UNIVERSITY-COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS

A component of this research project involves the relationship between the university and
community in the planning process. The work conducted in this research project differs in its
substance and intent from university-community partnerships. Reardon (1999) describes the
need for university-community planning models to use an additional degree of local control to
build trust with residents. In describing his work with university students in East St. Louis,
Reardon worked with the local community to establish four key principles that would be
required of the university before study in the neighbourhood could begin (p. 21). These
principles included:
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1. The residents of the neighbourhood would determine the issues to be addressed by the
university
2. Residents would have a role in every step of the planning process
3. The University would make a minimum five-year commitment to working in the
community
4. The University would assist the community in finding funding and other support to
achieve planning goals established through collaboration (Reardon, p. 21-24).

Dewar & Issac (1998), examine another example of community/university partnership through
the Detroit Community Outreach Partnership Center. This partnership has brought University of
Michigan students into relationships with Detroit’s inner city neighbourhoods. Dewar & Issac
indicate that a “clash of cultures” in terms of approaches to work and the commitment of
students to realize social change can be barriers to planning (p. 337-339). In the work of
Reardon (1999), and Dewar & Issac (1998), racial differences between predominantly white
students and largely black neighbourhood populations feature in the need for careful
relationship-building between university and community.

3.6 CHARACTERISTICS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING IN WINNIPEG - THE CASE OF THE INSTITUTE OF
URBAN STUDIES.

Literature exists in the Winnipeg context related to public participation in inner city
neighbourhood planning. The Institute of Urban Studies (IUS), operated at arms-length from the
University of Winnipeg, has played a critical role in the development of this literature. From its
early development in the 1970’s, IUS has played a key role in promoting public participation in
the City of Winnipeg. As a crossover between the university and community sectors, IUS has
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been able to engage in a unique set of interdisciplinary research projects. The Institute was
developed to focus on action research projects in planning, housing and communications
(Axworthy, 1972, p. 154). A number of papers were published during the 1970’s related to
public participation in Winnipeg in the context of urban renewal initiatives. The IUS Director,
Lloyd Axworthy, published a collection of various papers on this subject in 1972. Axworthy
(1972) is critical of the traditional attitude of planners and other professionals in their collective
impatience and resistance regarding public participation initiatives. In a theme rooted
throughout much of the work at IUS during the period, Axworthy presents the following
contention:
The involvement of people in the planning process gives them the opportunity to
express their needs, as they see them, to take responsibility for the improvements in
their own community, to acquire a stake in what is done. Without effective participation
in urban planning, the outcome is often an ill-suited solution to the problem
(Axworthy, 1972, p. 11).

In keeping with a desire on the part of IUS to engage community in a meaningful fashion, the
guidelines of “action research” *as used by IUS+ were applied to neighbourhood problem-solving
(Axworthy, 1972, p. 72).

Residents’ associations are a common feature of many urban neighbourhoods. Democratically
elected and serving the needs of their members directly, such associations can be effective
agents for community empowerment and self-help. In 1972, during the establishment of
Winnipeg Unicity, the amalgamation of metro councils into the Greater City of Winnipeg,
residents’ organizations played a key role in the formal decision-making process (Thomas, 1998).
One objective of the Unicity concept was to promote public involvement in municipal decisionmaking and ensure grassroots participation at a community level (Selinger, 1998). Residential
Advisory Groups (RAGs) were a primary vehicle for such public involvement. The establishment

39

of RAGs in the formal legal structure of the City of Winnipeg was an innovation (Helgason,
1998). However, over the course of the evolution of the Unicity concept, the role of such RAGs
has deteriorated significantly (Thomas, 1998). Whatever the ultimate reason for their
diminished influence on politics and decision-making in Winnipeg, residents continue to seek
opportunities for involvement in the future of their neighbourhoods. The lack of a formal
residents’ association in the South Point Douglas area at the time the secondary planning
process began was a challenge residents had to overcome on their own.

3.7 GAPS IN LITERATURE

A wealth of academic literature exists with respect to participation processes. A gap appears to
exist, however, in the study of ongoing participatory processes that involve a researcher
evaluating multiple aspects of a process at one time. Many case studies provide evaluation of a
formal planning process or of a community-based process in isolation. There is little literature
that seeks to understand the fuller picture of a neighbourhood planning process involving
activities taking place at the academic, grassroots and civic levels on a concurrent basis. This
larger picture from the point of view of the planner is a unique perspective that speaks to the
impact a professional, or in this case an emerging professional, may have in navigating between
processes.
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3.8 CONCLUSIONS

Public participation in a planning process must have rewards for all participants. For the public,
meaningful and respectful processes can provide the opportunity to have a meaningful impact
on their future of their community. For planners and the institutions they represent,
participation can provide a valuable source of information and gauge of public sentiment. These
goals are not always met.

A critical element in determining the type of participatory process to use will be an assessment
of the neighbourhood, based on its characteristics. Such an evaluation will help in a
determination of the social capacity of a neighbourhood to participate in a planning process.
This evaluation will help the planner to understand the nature of the civic institutions available
as resources and the capacity of individuals to become involved. This type of evaluation will
require fieldwork and background research by the planner to be done effectively.

The planning process must be honest and upfront about the realistic expectations of
participation. The limitations placed on the input of a community should be stated early in the
process to avoid future disappointment or misunderstanding. Clear agendas should be used to
identify the scope of work that can reasonably be accomplished through a planning process.
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4.0 CASE STUDY
4.1 INTRODUCTION
South Point Douglas is a neighbourhood with a history that dates back before the foundation of
the City of Winnipeg itself. This long and rich history can help people to understand the
evolution of the current status of this neighbourhood, the origin of its challenges, and the
potential source of solutions. A short historical summary of the evolution of the Main Street
portion of the South Point Douglas area can be found through in the work of Cheryl Shindruk
(1990). Shindruk’s overview presents a periodization of the historical evolution of the uses of
the district in respect to the City of Winnipeg (p. 38-49).

4.2 HISTORY

In Winnipeg’s early history, Main Street and the Point Douglas area were a centre for business
development. As the transportation hub for the Canadian Pacific Railway, Point Douglas was
home to hotels and commercial activity, as well as to existing single-family and multiple-family
homes. The area served as an attractive location for new immigrants and business. Large
industrial users sought the location near rail service. The build-up of the area continued through
Winnipeg’s “golden years” until the outbreak of the First World War (Shindruck, 1990, p. 39).

Main Street and the Point Douglas area began a slow and steady decline in commercial
importance through the mid- to late 20th Century (Shindruck, p. 40). Shindruck identifies the
decline of warehousing in the city centre as truck transport gained importance over rail, a
shifting of retail activity to Portage Avenue, and the relocation of industry to suburban locations
as factors in the decline of the area (pp. 40-42). In 1978 the Canadian Pacific Railway Station on
Higgins Avenue was decommissioned, followed by the demolition of the Royal Alexandra Hotel.
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The 1961 construction of the Disraeli Freeway required demolition of a vast area of South Point
Douglas. A significant portion of residential and commercial activity was lost during this period.
Additional changes such as the construction of the Centennial Centre Complex, comprised of
City Hall, the Concert Hall and Manitoba Museum, have further altered the character of this
area. The population of the South Point Douglas area declined steadily during this period. The
entire Main Street area lost 68% of its resident population from 1961-1986 (Shindruck, 1990, p.
45).

The 1975 Core Area Report produced by Axworthy & Christie was one of the first to provide a
comprehensive evaluation of the status of many of Winnipeg’s depressed inner city
neighbourhoods (as cited in Johnston, 1979). The initial assessment provided in the report
included deterioration of the physical environment, income disparities with other parts of the
City of Winnipeg, in-migration of First Nations people, and a lack of social services. The difficulty
that some potential homeowners had during this period in obtaining mortgage financing
supported an increase in absentee landlords and poorly maintained rental housing stock
(Johnston, 1979, p. 3-6). Census data from the 1970’s indicated that income levels in Point
Douglas, north and south, were the lowest in Winnipeg’s inner city (Johnston, 1979, p. 221).

Post-Disraeli Freeway plans for revitalization of the core included the installation of new
transportation routes and parks systems. Many of these plans converged on South Point
Douglas to complement the existing Disraeli Freeway project. The 1968 Conceptual Downtown
Redevelopment Plan prescribed a central district expressway system to converge on Point
Douglas along with Disraeli and routes southeast to St. Boniface. A river front park was also a
component of the strategy, lining both sides of the Red River (Lyon & Fenton, 1984, p. 179).
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More recent efforts at neighbourhood revitalization have continued to focus on wholesale
redevelopment of the neighbourhood. The 2008 proposal to construct a new Winnipeg Stadium
and associated commercial and condominium developments in South Point Douglas would have
resulted in the demolition of all existing housing and businesses in the area east of Disraeli
Freeway. While this project did not proceed, it was another example of South Point Douglas
being treated as a blank slate for complete redevelopment, without regard for existing residents
and businesses.

Today, the area has been experiencing renewed interest from the City of Winnipeg and the
community at large. The development of nearby Waterfront Drive as a catalyst for condominium
development and the slow but steady increase in population in the Exchange District have
focused attention on the future potential of SPD as a strategic location for investment. Following
an extended period of decline, South Point Douglas may now be on a course for significant
change. The potential for impact on the remaining residential population and commercial base
are critical issues to consider in any redevelopment plans.

4.3 SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS SECONDARY PLAN

A common type of plan required in many municipal jurisdictions in Canada is an Official Plan, or
as it is known in Manitoba, a Development Plan. Such plans present a broad outline for the
development of land uses in a municipality or a collection of municipalities. Each plan can vary
from community to community as needs require, but some common elements are often
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required by law. While such plans are often required to address a narrow range of issues related
specifically to land use, many go much further. Development plans today often address issues
related to social, economic and environmental considerations (Hodge & Gordon, 2008, p. 204).
These plans may also address issues of future infrastructure investment and other public assets.

4.4 SECONDARY PLANNING IN WINNIPEG

The secondary planning process is a bridge between an overall community vision and the zoning
and land use policies that impact individual properties. In the City of Winnipeg, secondary plans
fit between Plan Winnipeg (the City of Winnipeg development plan) and policies and by-laws.
The City of Winnipeg Charter Act (2002) makes provision for the establishment of secondary
plans. Such plans may be adopted by City Council in order to address local planning issues. As
defined by the Act, Council may adopt secondary plans:

To provide such objectives and actions as council considers necessary or advisable to
address in a neighbourhood, district or area of the city, any matter within a sphere of
authority of the city, including, without limitation, any matter dealt with by Plan Winnipeg;
or pertaining to economic development or the enhancement or special protection of
heritage resources or sensitive lands. (City of Winnipeg Charter Act, 2002, section 234[1]).

In all cases a secondary plan must be consistent with the general provisions of Plan Winnipeg.
Prior to final adoption by City Council, a public hearing process must be held. While such
secondary plans are binding upon council when passed, no provisions of the secondary plan are
required to be carried out by the City. The requirement of the secondary plan is that the City
shall respect provisions and not carry out activities in direct opposition to policies approved in
the plan. Secondary plans are by-laws of Council.
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The City of Winnipeg has used secondary plans in other neighbourhoods as a tool to engage
community stakeholders and create a long-term vision to guide development for a specific area.
The secondary plan steering committee for South Point Douglas was provided with a variety of
previous secondary plans used in the City of Winnipeg. These examples were used to familiarize
participants with the secondary planning process and the scope of previous plans.

In the case of South Point Douglas, a secondary plan was commissioned by City Council in
September 2008. Formal community consultations began in December. The contents of this
report are a component of the pre-consultation process intended to inform the more formal
processes to come. As a comprehensive and long-term plan, the secondary plan will evaluate
current land use, future pressures and demands, infrastructure needs, and other issues in the
plan area. Through a combination of consultation, research and development demands, a plan
will be established to guide land use and neighbourhood needs into the future. A twenty-year
horizon would be common. The proposed secondary plan for South Point Douglas may take
between 12 and 18 months to complete, from initiation of the project through final approval of
the plan by City Council, following a public hearing process. Once passed by Council, the
secondary plan will become a by-law. Future development must conform to the plan, or
amendments will be required.
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4.4.1 WEST ALEXANDER AND CENTENNIAL NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

In May 2008, a secondary plan was established for the West Alexander Neighbourhood in
Winnipeg. Another inner city community, West Alexander was a model for engagement and
policy-making that could guide a process in South Point Douglas. In the case of West Alexander,
growing demand for land use by two neighbouring institutions, the Health Sciences Centre and
Red River College Princess Street Campus, put pressure on a mature residential neighbourhood.
The future expansion needs of both institutions were vital to the City of Winnipeg. The need to
strike a balance between existing residents and these institutions was a key component of the
purpose to initiate the secondary plan process.

In a similar process to the eventual South Point Douglas Plan, a background study was
completed to gain an understanding of the current patterns of land use and important area
assets. The planning process included a comprehensive consultation with area stakeholders that
took place over a three year period. Outcomes of the process included policies related to
residential, commercial, and institutional needs. In form and process the West Alexander Plan
could be viewed as a model for secondary planning in Winnipeg.

4.4.2 BACKGROUND STUDIES

Prior to the start of the South Point Douglas secondary plan steering committee, two
background studies were commissioned. These background studies were made available to
members of the committee, along with other information in the form of a resource binder. A
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graduate student from the University of Manitoba, Department of City Planning, gathered
research on the historical, geographical and socio-demographic aspects of the South Point
Douglas area for the production of the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood Inventory (City of
Winnipeg, 2008). This work also included some preliminary consultation with a small sample of
area residents to test basic assumptions and to establish a general sense of the interest in
further positive change through a planning process.

SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS NEIGHBOURHOOD INVENTORY (APPENDIX D)

Published in April 2008, the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood Inventory provided a key
resource to understand the current status of the neighbourhood. Census data, along with other
available information, including locations of heritage properties and contaminated lands, were
compiled in the report. A short sample of case studies from other urban areas provided some
precedents for future consideration. The inventory provided three key recommendations,
including a review of Plan Winnipeg, with regard to the current industrial designation of the
South Point Douglas area. In addition, the City was encouraged to consider a review of the
neighbourhood in relation to the Employment Lands and Residential Lands Strategies. The
report indicated that South Point Douglas may no longer be a viable location for future industrial
operations. In addition, the proximity of the site to the downtown may encourage future
residential uses.

SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS PRE-CONSULTATION STUDY (APPENDIX E)
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BridgmanCollaborative Architecture and McKay Finnigan and Associates authored a report for
the City of Winnipeg in April 2008, providing further information to support a secondary
planning process. Select stakeholder groups within the South Point Douglas area, including
businesses, artists, residents, and aboriginal organizations were consulted, to understand basic
goals and impressions. These findings reflected a general sense of community optimism for the
future and a desire to see new activity in the area. Specific recommendations included the
commencement of a secondary planning process and future amendments to Plan Winnipeg to
permit and encourage mixed-use development.

4.5 SECONDARY PLAN ESTABLISHMENT

Following the presentation of preliminary background research, the City of Winnipeg Standing
Committee on Property and Development placed South Point Douglas on the list for secondary
planning on October 2, 2008. This neighbourhood was assigned with priority status for a
secondary planning review. Work began formally by the City of Winnipeg in the months
following, to initiate the necessary steps to begin the planning work. The Standing Committee
cited several key reasons for undertaking the secondary planning process for this
neighbourhood including:
1. The need for amendments to Plan Winnipeg to address current industrial land
designations in the area.
2. Study and address rapid decline in the resident population.
3. Examine the growing pressure for alternative land designations not currently
permitted under Plan Winnipeg and the City of Winnipeg Zoning By-law.
4. Gain an understanding of the physical and economic barriers to new development in
the study area. These limitations were to include municipal infrastructure, land
contamination, and riverbank stability.

49

5. Study the existing cultural and historical assets in the area and understand how any
future development may impact these sites
(City of Winnipeg Planning, Property and Development Committee, September 2008).

The planning process was presented with specific objectives to be included in the secondary
plan. These included:
1. Building consensus among stakeholders related to land use and development
policies.
2. Providing a comprehensive review of existing and emerging planning and land use
issues in the neighbourhood.
3. Establish a process for managing neighbourhood change with greater certainty and
predictability.
4. Allow public and private sector investments and resources to be deployed
strategically.
5. Develop parameters to support and guide new development over a future twentyyear time horizon
(City of Winnipeg Planning, Property and Development Committee, September 2008).

The City of Winnipeg established a study area (APPENDIX F) for the South Point Douglas
secondary plan. This boundary extends from Main Street in the west, going south to the Disraeli
Freeway and Galt Avenue, along the Red River to the end of the Point, with the northern
boundary being the Canadian Pacific Railway Main Line. In addition to this traditional boundary,
the area between Sutherland Avenue and the CPR Main Line was also included in the study area.
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5.0 RESEARCH TOOLS
Four research tools were used in this project. Each tool produced a large volume of data. The
following chapter provides an overview of three of these four tools. The first, a University of
Manitoba City Planning Studio project, brought together work from a term-long class project in
the South Point Douglas neighbourhood. The second describes the engagements of the City of
Winnipeg secondary planning process. The third describes the work of the South Point Douglas
Residents Association. The effectiveness of these tools is discussed on a thematic basis in
Chapter 6.The fourth tool, key informant interviews, is summarized in Chapter 7. Of special
note, these three planning processes were not independent from one another. The timing of
each of these processes ensured they had influence upon one another (APPENDIX G). The
chronology of each of the engagements was as follows:

City Planning Studio - September 2008 through January 2009
The majority of work in the community took place in mid-October through December 2008. The
final components of the project, a newspaper publication and Report to the Community, each
described in greater detail below, were produced in January 2009.

City of Winnipeg Secondary Plan September 2008 – Present
The City of Winnipeg Planning, Property and Development Committee approved a secondary
planning process in September 2008; however, substantial community engagement did not take
place until December 2008, initiated by an open house session. The work of the Secondary Plan
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Steering Committee was conducted over a period from January - May 2009. The process for the
development of a secondary plan has not formally concluded, although substantive engagement
with the community has not taken place since the end of the Steering Committee process in
May 2009. At the time of writing it was unclear how this process may finally conclude.

South Point Douglas Residents Association - January through November 2009
The work of the residents’ association continued to go on as of this writing; however, active
engagement through this research ended in 2009. Initial work between the researcher and the
association began prior to the start of the City of Winnipeg Steering Committee process and
continued during steering committee meetings.

Interviews – January through March 2010
Interviews took place at the conclusion of the other engagements. This timing was used to allow
the researcher and interview subjects to have a larger perspective on the developments in the
neighbourhood for the purposes of reflection.

5.1 ORGANIZATION OF FINDINGS

Each section is organized in a consistent manner to aid later comparison. The first component of
each section provides an introduction and context to the process. This background information
section provides a history of how the specific process was established. The second section
describes techniques used to gather information from participants. In instances where more
than one group was engaged, each of these group experiences will be described separately. A
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third section draws conclusions about each process, including any deliverable outcomes to the
community from the process. This includes the production of reports or other material that
could be of aid to a future stage in the neighbourhood planning process.

5.2 CITY PLANNING STUDIO

From September 2008 through January 2009, a first year masters program class at the University
of Manitoba, Department of City Planning undertook a neighbourhood planning and education
process in South Point Douglas. The primary intent of the process was to inform local
constituents of the upcoming secondary planning process, inform them about the value of
planning and the intent of secondary plans, and to draw out their initial concerns and ideas for
future change. The fourteen students who began the studio were under the direction of two
faculty members. The studio provided an introduction for students in neighbourhood planning
techniques through hands on experience and training. Over the course of the studio, students
worked individually and in groups to execute a variety of tasks ranging from research through
public engagement and report writing.

The city planning studio was originally conceived as a partnership with the Manitoba Métis
Federation (MMF) to explore opportunities for the redevelopment of their South Point Douglas
area property. Following efforts in the early weeks of the studio to develop this relationship with
MMF, it became clear that the initial partnership was not going to proceed as envisioned. A
change of direction was made to the studio program that directed the work of students to a
broader community education and engagement effort in the South Point Douglas area.
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Prior to the commencement of the community engagement processes, a series of short
background studies was prepared by students to gain a greater understanding of the South
Point Douglas area. This background work helped to identify neighbourhood stakeholders and
key issues for further examination. Upon the completion of the background research, students
created a series of presentations. Highlights from these presentations formed a basis for
identifying and adapting tools to inform the neighbourhood about the coming planning
engagements.

Small teams of between two and four students were assembled to organize and deliver an
engagement process with a focus on a specific constituency group in the neighbourhood. In all,
six constituencies were identified for targeted engagement sessions. These constituencies were
identified as representative of the variety of interests in the neighbourhood. The six
constituencies included the Aboriginal Centre, artists, businesses, Manitoba Métis Federation,
local residents, and shelter residents. First, the Aboriginal Centre is a major institution in the
neighbourhood providing educational, administrative, and other services to Winnipeg’s
Aboriginal community. Second, artists were engaged as a unique constituency in the
neighbourhood due to their high concentration in the area. Third, business owners, both
industrial and commercial, were invited to participate. Fourth, the Manitoba Métis Federation
(MMF) were engaged as stakeholders reflecting their desire to consider new possibilities for
their own building site, as well as the larger neighbourhood context. Fifth, residents located in
small pockets within the neighbourhood were consulted. Finally, residents and management of
the three major shelters in the South Point Douglas area were a distinctive part of the
consultation process. Due to their location and operations, shelters were considered to have
issues and concerns different from those of other resident groups in the neighbourhood.
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5.2.1 ENGAGEMENT PROCESSES

Each engagement process used was designed to be unique. Based on the research conducted
through the studio, workshop tools were selected and adapted that were thought to best enable
constituencies in the neighbourhood to participate. Each workshop is described in this section.

5.2.1.1 ABORIGINAL CENTRE

The Aboriginal Centre at Higgins Avenue and Main Street played host to the largest workshops
of the stakeholder engagement process. Prior to the start of workshops, two graduate students
attended classes in the Centre to explore the value of urban planning with, and introduce key
vocabulary to, potential participants. Following this, over the course of a full-day engagement,
approximately 110 people participated in six distinctive, concurrent workshops. Participants
ranged from Aboriginal Centre students and staff to general building users.

A collage exercise encouraged participants to select images from magazines and other sources
that spoke to issues in the neighbourhood. Other tools focused on storytelling. The path
mapping exercise sought to gain an understanding of the routes that people used in the
neighbourhood, where they were coming from, and where they were going. A model was used
in a similar fashion to identify problem areas in the neighbourhood through local stories.
Students would encourage participants to elaborate on stories from their own experience.
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Other exercises attempted to understand community priorities. The Priority Chart exercise
allowed participants to add neighbourhood issues such as housing, safety, and recreation to a
list; they were then prioritized by those in attendance. A flip chart exercise also asked
participants to provide likes and dislikes of the local area. All the workshops ran simultaneously
at individual stations. The project team encouraged participants to take part in as many stations
as they wished and respected the variety of skill levels of those in attendance.

5.2.1.2 ARTISTS

Three sessions were held with stakeholders from the arts and cultural community. The first of
these sessions saw 29 students from Argyle Alternative High School participate in an “Earth
Island” exercise. During this session participants imagined what life might be like if South Point
Douglas were the only place on earth. This activity was initiated by a short
sustainability/planning quiz to build knowledge among the students involved.

The second workshop attracted eight participants who self-identified as members of the arts
and cultural community. Five workshop stations were used to draw out stories from those in
attendance including a station focusing on CPTED principles, a storytelling corner, two mapping
exercises, and a final station to discuss recent media coverage of the area.

The third workshop ran in conjunction with the annual general meeting of the Graffiti Gallery.
This one- hour session included map visioning and brainstorming exercises. Emphasis was placed
on creating a future vision and imagining how it could be turned into reality.
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5.2.1.3 BUSINESS

The project team organized one primary workshop session for area business owners. With the
co-operation of the Downtown BIZ (Business Improvement Zone), a luncheon was provided to
participants that offered an opportunity for input into the secondary planning process. Over the
course of a two-hour session, the 14 participants representing businesses, business
organizations, and other associated stakeholders participated in an open-ended brainstorming
and visioning session.

The project team developed three discussion themes for the sessions. The first, “Current
Business Climate,” examined the realities associated with doing business in the South Point
Douglas area. The participants were split into two groups of 6 to 8 people for this session. These
smaller discussion groups allowed everyone to present his or her point of view in the 20 minutes
allotted for each session. A second round of brainstorming continued with two distinct
workshop themes. The first, “New Vision for the Main Drag - Main Street Vision” was designed
for Main Street area businesses. This workshop sought to identify issues specific to Main Street.
The second, “Mixing Residents with Industry - Shotgun Wedding” workshop explored
opportunities and challenges associated with bringing new residential development into a
traditional industrial district. As with the first set of workshops, each group was facilitated by a
member of the student team. Other students provided support in recording the information
gathered.
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5.2.1.4 MANITOBA METIS FEDERATION

Three workshops were facilitated by the project team with a total of 16 stakeholders from the
MMF Home Office. These workshops used a variety of engagement techniques to gain an
understanding of the organization and its environment.

The first workshop consisted of a SWOT analysis along with mapping and modeling exercises.
These exercises were intended to serve as an initial component of a broader engagement with
MMF stakeholders to establish the key issues and themes to be considered in the next two
sessions. The second workshop built on the themes that emerged from the first. A focus was
placed upon drawing out the vision of workshop participants and looking at potential solutions
to issues identified previously. Workshop participants were provided with “play money” to
allocate to their own priorities. The final workshop was an opportunity for participants to
interact hands on with models and maps for the building site and neighbourhood. This
workshop identified tangible improvements that could be made in the MMF building, and
between their building site and the larger neighbourhood.

5.2.1.5 RESIDENTS

A workshop for residents was held at MAWA gallery where the project team facilitated 13
participants in a variety of information gathering sessions. Three separate workshop
engagement tools were used. A SWOT analysis was used to gain an understanding of
perceptions about the present and future in the neighbourhood. Planning for Real solicited a
wide range of comments and suggestions from participants. The quantity and variety of
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comments provided during the workshop reinforced the high level of awareness among
residents about planning issues in their neighbourhood. The images selected for the Photo
Analysis workshop proved to be out of touch with the views of the neighbourhood held by local
residents. Many images were far removed from the residential area of the Point and not very
useful for stimulating relevant discussion about local concerns. The selection of some images
was seen as reinforcing negative views of the community.

5.2.1.6 SHELTERS

The three major shelters in the study area - the Salvation Army (Booth Centre), Main Street
Project and Siloam Mission were each engaged independently in an effort to obtain their input
into the secondary planning process. Consultation began with government officials, followed by
shelter management and finally residents themselves when possible.

Initial discussions with Salvation Army management produced important ideas for consideration
in the workshop sessions. Shelter stakeholders had not traditionally been engaged by planning
efforts in the past and were eager to participate and provide assistance to the project team. The
residents’ workshop included a morning session for long-term residents and an afternoon
session for any residents who wished to attend. The morning workshop employed a variety of
engagement tools, including photo analysis, “planning for real”, memory mapping, model
mapping and area positives and negatives.
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Other shelters in the South Point Douglas area were also targeted for consultations. A meeting
was held with Siloam Mission management to gain an understanding of their specific concerns
for a secondary planning process. The Siloam Mission completed a report in 2008 that
addressed many of the issues of interest to the project team. Conclusions from the Siloam
Mission Report were included in this analysis and no further workshop sessions were held. An
initial meeting was held with management of the Main Street Project to discuss key areas of
interest for their organization. A workshop was not conducted with this group due to time
constraints.

5.2.3 CONCLUSIONS

The University of Manitoba Studio processes produced a vast quantity of data. With fourteen
students and two faculty members involved in the engagements, it was possible to work with
many different groups in a hands-on fashion. Individual students were available to conduct oneon-one sessions with individual participants during larger workshops and hold multiple activities
at one time. The size of the team also made it possible to conduct all of these activities in a short
period of time.

The studio produced deliverables to assist with the larger planning process for the
neighbourhood. Each student produced a short report outlining the information collected from
his or her own workshop sessions. These reports were later used to produce an overview
document in the form of a “Report to the Community” (APPENDIX H). This report outlined the
general outcomes of the workshop sessions and brought together key themes emerging from

60

the studio process altogether. This document was printed and made available electronically for
online distribution.

A community newspaper, the “South Point View” (APPENDIX I), was also produced by the studio
at the conclusion of the project. This newspaper outlined material gathered during the
workshops, along with editorials from contributors around the community. Maps and other
images were used to highlight recommendations from the neighbourhood. One thousand copies
of this newspaper were distributed around the neighbourhood to homes and businesses, and it
was also made available electronically, with the report, on the University of Manitoba,
Department of City Planning website.

A final presentation based on the findings of the project was given at a public open house
hosted by the City of Winnipeg, as a component of its launch of the secondary planning process.
This presentation, including a PowerPoint slideshow, was delivered by members of the studio
team.

The studio engagements were the first in the three processes that took place over the course of
the research project. Many of the ideas that came from the engagements were new to the
project. Key themes that emerged from the process included the desire to establish an arts hub,
artists’ live/work spaces, and a First Nations and Metis culture zone. Transportation issues
featured prominently in the findings, including the future of truck traffic, major arterial
roadways, and bike and pedestrian paths integrated into public parkland. Safety and
neighbourhood image were also considered critical. The theme of housing was a final significant

61

issue from these engagements. Many of the ideas that first emerged during the studio
engagements appear in later neighbourhood planning exercises.

5.3 CITY OF WINNIPEG SECONDARY PLANNING PROCESS (APPENDIX J)

The City of Winnipeg established a formal secondary planning process for South Point Douglas in
October 2008. Department of Planning, Property and Development staff developed a process for
the establishment of the plan that included input from stakeholders and the general public. This
was accomplished through a variety of means with an emphasis on the work of the secondary
plan steering committee comprised of local stakeholders.

The secondary plan steering committee was only one component of a larger group of individuals
involved in the secondary planning process. Three distinct groups of individuals, representing
various components of the planning process, were engaged to gather information and resolve
issues leading to the creation of the plan.

First, the planning team was designed to be the lead group for the secondary planning process.
This team was led by City of Winnipeg staff from the department of Planning, Property and
Development. This group provided the overall co-ordination of the planning activities and
assumed responsibility for the drafting of the secondary plan document. Staff within this group
assisted in the co-ordination of the steering committee and ensured that the information
gathered was used in the completion of the study.
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Second, technical expertise beyond the department of Planning, Property and Development was
provided by other City departments including Parks, Public Works, and Transit and Utilities.
During the steering committee process, members of this technical advisory team made
presentations to brief participants on the most recent activities within the various City of
Winnipeg departments. This information was critical, as it allowed members of the steering
committee to gain a larger picture of the state of infrastructure and the context of the South
Point Douglas area in the broader city. Members of the technical team were also able to act as a
resource to the other plan groups in answering questions about specific City of Winnipeg
operations.

Third, the secondary plan steering committee was the primary vehicle for ongoing engagement
with community stakeholders. The secondary plan steering committee (also known as the
Stakeholder Advisory Group) was the group intended to represent community interests.
Through regular meetings, these individuals were to work in concert with the other groups in
the planning process to help shape principles and priorities for the neighbourhood. This process
was also a public element of the planning process. Members of the steering committee included
representatives from across the community, including residents, artists, businesspersons,
agency representatives, and property owners.

Over the course of eight meetings, committee members discussed a wide range of issues
concerning the neighbourhood. Committee meetings were facilitated by staff from the
department of Planning, Property & Development. All meetings were documented, with regular
meeting notes being distributed to members of the committee prior to each subsequent
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meeting. This researcher participated in the meetings of the steering committee only as an
observer.

5.3.1 ENGAGEMENT PROCESSES

The City of Winnipeg’s secondary planning process used a number of tools to engage members
of the community. The first was the use of a public open house in December of 2008. This open
house provided information to the neighbourhood about the process established by the City of
Winnipeg to create a secondary plan. The second was a questionnaire developed to gather data
from individuals in the neighbourhood. The third was the use of a secondary plan steering
committee. This steering committee, composed of community members, held regular meetings
during the winter and spring of 2009.

5.3.1.1 PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE

A public information meeting was held on December 2, 2008 as a kick off to the City of
Winnipeg’s formal process of engagement for the secondary plan. The meeting held at Argyle
School drew 63 individuals to an evening session of presentation and discussion. As noted
earlier, some of the initial University of Manitoba studio work was shared with the group in the
form of a student presentation. The City of Winnipeg staff in attendance laid out the process for
consultation and engagement with the community over the course of the planning process.
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A PowerPoint presentation by the City of Winnipeg provided an overview of the secondary
planning process, including the role of the secondary plan in the context of other City plans and
by-laws.

This session allowed participants to formulate a set of initial priorities for the area. Images and
descriptions of potential developments were presented to workshop participants. Working in
groups, participants were asked to give feedback on the types of development that were most
desirable and assign priorities to each. The options ranged from residential, commercial and
recreational uses for the area. Issues of density and building form were also addressed through
this process.

5.3.1.2 QUESTIONNAIRE

A questionnaire (APPENDIX I) was used at the public meeting to gather a set of data for use by
the steering committee and planners in developing areas of interest for the plan. The survey
used eight questions to collect data. Thirty-eight responses were generated. A combination of
multiple selection and open- ended questions were used. In all, eight questions were posed
through the questionnaire. These data were compiled by staff of the City of Winnipeg to aid in
establishing future priorities for the planning process. This information was shared with the
secondary plan steering committee and the general public through the City of Winnipeg
website.
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5.3.1.3 STEERING COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Following initial public consultation with the South Point Douglas neighbourhood in December
2008, key individuals were identified to participate in this portion of the secondary planning
process. An effort was made to select members for the steering committee who would be able
to commit to an ongoing consultation process. This process would include bi-weekly meetings of
the committee to discuss various aspects of the secondary plan process.

Steering committee meetings began in January 2009 and concluded in May 2009. In total, eight
meetings were held. During the meetings, a general format of presentation followed by
questions and brainstorming was used. Maps and background information were available for
members of the committee to use for reference and to capture key ideas. Planning staff also
made use of flip charts to capture key ideas from participants.

There was no formal structure to the meetings of the steering committee. While the planning
staff of the City of Winnipeg would lead discussion groups, the style of discussion was free–
flowing, without a chairperson’s role to redirect discussion to enforce particular themes.
Planning staff would use questions to solicit information from participants to gain a fuller
picture of any given planning problem.

Often during the discussion participants would redirect topics of conversation back to areas that
they wished to examine. This drifting of discussion was permitted during the sessions. In each
meeting, notes were taken and distributed to members of the committee, and also shared with
the community through the City of Winnipeg website.
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5.3.3 CONCLUSIONS

The combination of a community questionnaire, open houses, and a steering committee as
engagements provided a strong basis for understanding many neighbourhood issues. The
secondary plan steering committee added an element of ongoing participation to the planning
process. The regularity of meetings, bi-weekly, provided a measure of continuity to the process
without placing too great a burden on the time of participants. The number of meetings was
also appropriate to examine the key issues identified from the background study. By the final
scheduled meeting, the steering committee members themselves indicated that it was time to
move beyond this portion of the process to the drafting of a document for review. The request
of the steering committee to reconvene upon completion of a draft document would further
suggest that the process was seen as having enough credibility to warrant the further use of
committee members’ time. There was skepticism by some participants as to whether or not all
the recommendations that were made during the steering committee process would make their
way to the final report.

The methods employed to engage the steering committee did not display considerable diversity.
Alternative methods might have been used to engage participants. Photographs and maps were
used in a very limited fashion to assist committee members in understanding local issues. At no
time did the committee engage in a tour of the neighbourhood. On-the-ground assessment by
committee members may have helped to bridge the gap in understanding between some
members of the steering committee.
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The participation of some members of the committee was irregular. It was unclear why some
members did not regularly attend committee meetings. The core group who did attend
meetings became dominant voices in the discussions around the table. Some members of the
committee appeared to have a greater level of comfort with the committee process than others.
Members of the committee were not explicitly offered an opportunity to provide comments and
concerns directly to staff engaged in the process.

The City of Winnipeg process is notable for its lack of deliverable results. After months of
consultation with residents through the steering committee, background work by staff, in
addition to the questionnaire and open houses, no publicly available results were delivered. The
initial timeline for the secondary plan sought to produce a draft plan for consideration by the
steering committee in the fall of 2009. As of the date of this practicum (2011), no results have
been delivered. No formal reason has been provided to the community to explain the lack of
further work on a neighbourhood plan. It is unclear what further work may be done to establish
a secondary plan, using the public input gained through the City of Winnipeg process.

The steering committee process allowed many new issues to emerge, building upon the work of
the studio engagements. Specific land use and urban design issues featured prominently in the
discussions of the committee. Heritage preservation also emerged as a topic brought forward by
the City of Winnipeg facilitators. Major issues for the steering committee continued to be
housing and transportation.
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5.4 SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION

Residents’ associations have been used in many communities to put forward local aims and
promote neighbourhood values. In South Point Douglas an informal association had existed for
much of 2008, as issues such as a controversial stadium proposal had forced residents to rally
together. Many of the residents who were members of the arts community already held
informal relationships that made for relatively easy organization among a small group of likeminded individuals. As time passed, the need for formalization of the organization grew. The
secondary planning process was one reason to formalize the association as a legitimate
representative of community views.

5.4.1 ENGAGEMENTS

The South Point Douglas Residents Association (SPDRA), used a number of means to create
community cohesion and engage public officials in an understanding of local issues. The first was
an annual general meeting to realize the establishment of a formal residents’ association with
by-laws. The second was a series of regular association meetings that sought to bring
community members together. The third type of engagement saw members of the association
meet with key elected officials and administrators to put forward the aims of the association.

Members of the SPDRA were approached by this researcher to participate in this study in winter
2009. In exchange for access to SPDRA activities for the purposes of research observation and
documentation, it was agreed that this researcher would participate in and assist the association
where appropriate in conducting work associated with its activities. The SPDRA was identified by
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the researcher as a critical component of the overall neighbourhood planning process due to the
ongoing activist activities of their organization. In each of the sections below, the role of the
researcher respecting individual engagements will be summarized.

5.4.1.1 ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING

The South Point Douglas Residents Association achieved formal establishment on July 9, 2009
during its first annual general meeting (AGM), held at Argyle School (APPENDIX J). Invitations to
attend the AGM were produced and distributed to households throughout South Point Douglas.
Association by-laws were drafted prior to the meeting for approval by residents in attendance. A
founding board was also elected, comprised of neighbourhood residents. It is important to note
the people who initiated the SPDRA began their organizing during a session of the University
engagement process in autumn 2008. The need to formalize the organization of the SPDRA as a
residents’ association was reinforced by the City of Winnipeg planning process.

The SPDRA included a section of “Guiding Principles” in its incorporation documents. Of
particular note was the inclusion of a provision as follows:

The SPDRA (South Point Douglas Residents Association) is committed to create a model
community. A model community is a community that considers and prioritizes green,
holistic, environmentally sustainable and efficient planning and growth. The SPDRA will
consider the impact decisions made today have on future generations.

A further decision was made by the SPDRA to make membership in the association exclusive to
residents of the neighbourhood. In total, twelve individuals attended the AGM.
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This researcher assisted the SPDRA through the production of the invitations to the general
meeting and participation in the discussions during the event itself. The researcher also
supported the AGM by helping to summarize activities of the City of Winnipeg steering
committee process and how the discussions there may have an impact on the activist
components of the association. The meeting covered issues such as the Point Douglas Provincial
Park concept. The researcher provided advice to the SPDRA as to how a campaign of support
might be launched through letter writing and personal contact with elected officials.

5.4.1.2 REGULAR ASSOCIATION MEETINGS

The SPDRA held regular monthly meetings of its board during the research period at various
locations in the neighbourhood. Members of the association were provided with notice of
meetings via email and any permanent resident of the South Point Douglas Area was welcome
to attend. Typical attendance at these meetings was between eight and ten people. The agenda
was established by the chairperson of the association. Meetings were documented and key
issues passed by motion in a democratic manner.

Meetings of the SPDRA were related to many ongoing projects of interest to the community.
Regular updates were provided to the board on the activities of the City of Winnipeg Secondary
Plan Steering Committee. Members of the Secondary Plan Steering Committee, who were also
members of the SPDRA, would seek input from the association on key issues to bring forward to
the steering committee for consideration. The SPDRA would also report on the outcomes of
meetings held with public officials. As ideas for moving forward a neighbourhood agenda were
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proposed, members of the association would volunteer their time and efforts to organize
meetings with appropriate government officials.

The regular meetings of the SPDRA were also used as brainstorming opportunities to create
ideas for neighbourhood improvement. Members of the association presented ideas for
neighbourhood improvement as a means to stimulate conversation during meetings. On two
occasions, these brainstorming sessions were extended into a visioning process. Using the
assistance of this researcher, members of the SPDRA would use maps, photos and models to
create concepts for the neighbourhood. This information was captured by this researcher for
the production of future tools to use in meetings with public officials. This research also included
providing advice to the association on how momentum that had been generated through the
SPDRA’s activities could be maintained.

5.4.1.3 MEETINGS WITH PUBLIC OFFICIALS

Meetings with public officials were an important component of the work of the association.
During the course of the research, members of the SPDRA gained access to a variety of key
officials to discuss neighbourhood issues. These meetings would build on the work accomplished
through the regular meetings of the association and present neighbourhood positions to
representatives from the City of Winnipeg and the Province of Manitoba, along with other key
community groups.
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During the course of the research project, the SPDRA met with elected officials, including
Manitoba Premier Gary Doer, Winnipeg Mayor Sam Katz, and City Councillor Mike Pagtakan, as
well as senior government officials, including Winnipeg CAO Glen Laubenstien, Community and
Economic Development Cabinet Committee of Cabinet Secretary Angela Mathieson, City of
Winnipeg Public Works Director Brad Sacher, and Director of Planning, Property and
Development Deepak Joshi. These meetings were held at the request of the residents’
association. The role of the researcher in these activities was to act in a supporting role, assisting
with meeting preparation. This researcher was in attendance at some of these meetings held
with officials but not all. For some meetings, the meeting held between the SPDRA and Mayor
Katz for example, the role of the researcher was to debrief with association members to
consider the next steps in the process. In the instance of the meeting with Premier Doer, the
role of the researcher was more comprehensive. In addition to attending this meeting, the
research support extended to include the preparation of meeting documents and follow-up
discussions with the Premier’s staff that lead to a further formalization of ideas such the Point
Douglas Provincial Park.

5.4.3 CONCLUSIONS

By working together, members of the association were able to use a variety of avenues to
promote their vision for the neighbourhood. The association understood the importance of
being politically relevant to achieve their goals. As such, priorities were selected and strategies
adapted to find support from other individuals and organizations.
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Deliverables were critical to the SPDRA’s strategy for addressing neighbourhood concerns. Three
major tools were used by the association to help individuals and organizations understand the
goals of the neighbourhood. The first tool was the creation of a concept map of South Point
Douglas. Second was a Six-Point strategy for improving South Point Douglas.

5.4.3.1 NEIGHBOURHOOD CONCEPT MAP (APPENDIX M)

A major component of the plan for neighbourhood redevelopment was the creation of a
concept map that laid out some key features of the Residents’ Association agenda. Developed
from brainstorming sessions with association members, the map combined a variety of features
into a tool to promote a neighbourhood vision. The map was produced with the assistance of
this researcher, using the input and ideas provided by the SPDRA. The map began as a means to
illustrate alternative transportation strategies for the Point Douglas area. Over time, however,
additional concepts were added to the map, including ones that had been developed by the
SPDRA during its work throughout 2009. The ideas that came together in the concept map had
multiple origins in the planning processes that had taken place to date. The ideas expressed as
the vision of the SPDRA may have been influenced in whole or in part by previous planning
engagements documented in this project. The innovation of the concept map was that it had, in
the form of the residents’ association, a champion with the desire to advocate for these ideas on
a political stage.

The map included a number of specific features. One, an alternative transportation plan was
developed, proposing a re-routing of the Disraeli Freeway to draw it down to street level, and
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the closure of the Louise Bridge to vehicle traffic, converting it to a pedestrian bridge. This
included the identification of lands opened up for development through the Disraeli re-routing.
Additional intersection improvements and new links to North Point Douglas under the CPR Main
line were also included.

Two, a greenbelt along the Red River was proposed, to integrate existing parklands and green
space into an overall vision. The basic model identified the potential for a contiguous strip of
public land that extended around the point allowing the development of paths and trails. The
map demonstrated the vision of the SPDRA in establishing a greenway as a continuation of the
recreational lands that begin at the Forks site in the South.

An Artist’s Village is outlined as a defined district along with the Neeginan First Nations site and
Manitoba Métis Federation property. The Artist’s Village concept is centred on the intersection
of Higgins Avenue and Annabella Street. This site is presently designated as a component of the
Winnipeg trail system and has the potential for significant active transportation upgrades.
Heritage properties and other key landmark buildings were also identified. These were used to
indicate at a glance the number of quality properties that exist for reuse in meeting both local
and city-wide needs.

This concept map became an important tool in the lobbying efforts of the SPDRA throughout
2009. The map was produced in colour copy and distributed to a wide range of public officials
over the course of the association’s lobbying efforts. The map was also posted on the University
of Manitoba, Department of City Planning website where it was available for public download.
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The researcher was able to support the goal of the SPDRA through the production of the map.
This map, as a visual element, was viewed by the researcher as a significant element to bring
focus to the various ideas that had been discussed in the neighbourhood planning context. This
map was refined in preparation for the meeting with Premier Doer as a visual aid for the
meeting.

5.4.3.2 THE SIX-POINT PLAN (APPENDIX N)

A single-page flyer was produced that outlined a six-point plan for the South Point Douglas
neighbourhood. These neighbourhood elements, including the riverbank greenway,
transportation infrastructure, Artist’s Village, LEED Neighbourhood Development, affordable
housing, and the Multicultural Village, were each described in a user-friendly format. This sixpoint plan was designed as a flyer and used along with the concept map as a set for distribution
to public officials. The researcher developed the initial draft of the six-point plan based on the
concepts generated by the SPDRA. This document was prepared in advance of the meeting with
Premier Doer to use as a visual aid and provide clear documentation of the intent of the
Association respecting the future of the neighbourhood.

5.4.3.3 LOBBYING EFFORTS

South Point Douglas Residents Association members took their case for a comprehensive
transportation plan to City Council. On March 10, 2009, association members appeared with
Point Douglas City Councillor Mike Pagtakan at the Public Works Committee of City Council to
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present the alternative vision for the Disraeli project. The use of maps presented by the
association members assisted in helping to create the visual appeal of an alternative vision. The
appearance before the committee generated media interest, as the issue of the Disraeli
redevelopment had been a controversial one during a series of local by-elections. Shortly after,
the effort to stop the Disraeli project was eventually defeated upon hearing by City Council on
March 25.

More recently, the City of Winnipeg is internally reconsidering the matter of a transportation
study. Residents’ Association members hosted a meeting with Premier Gary Doer in July 2009 to
discuss the priority items proposed by the residents’ committee. The issue of the Red River
Greenway stimulated considerable discussion. The Premier indicated his desire to advance
waterfront preservation. These initiatives were supported by other initiatives such as the Forks
Market, Canadian Museum of Human Rights and Upper Fort Garry Historic Site. The idea of a
provincial park for the Red River area was proposed at that time, as a product of the discussion.
The residents committee were extremely enthusiastic about the potential for official recognition
for their proposal. In July 2009, the idea of a Point Douglas Provincial Park gained public
attention through a story in the Winnipeg Free Press. A short burst of public attention on the
issue followed with a mix of opinions for and against the project. The City of Winnipeg continues
to consider options regarding transportation and its relationship to planning in South Point
Douglas at the time of this writing through its Transportation Master Plan.
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5.4.4 CURRENT STATUS

A sense of some optimism has developed in the South Point Douglas community. Meetings with
elected representatives and other senior government officials provided a glimpse into the mood
for change and innovation shared by many people. The South Point Douglas Residents
Association was an active agent in the neighbourhood planning process. The association was
active as an informal neighbourhood group in the months prior to the establishment of a
secondary planning process for the neighbourhood as they challenged the proposed stadium
development for the area. However, during the University of Manitoba studio project and the
City of Winnipeg Steering Committee, the residents became increasingly organized. A SPDRA
member provided an evaluation:
It’s not just refreshing to listen to elected visionaries share their ideas, it’s inspiring…To
hear lofty proposals from bona fide officials reassures me and the community that we’ve
got something going on here and that it’s not going to go away. This could mean that
the new optimism prevalent in South Point Douglas may manifest as the new jewel in
this prairie crown that we call home. (Resident C)

The South Point Douglas Residents Association built upon the discussions that had been
developed over the course of other engagement processes. Artists’ concerns such as the
availability of studio space featured with prominence in these discussions but had been
introduced at previous sessions in studio engagements. The SPDRA developed many concepts
around transportation alternatives for the neighbourhood that informed some of the discussion
during the steering committee process. One major innovation of the SPDRA was to bring
forward the concept of the riverfront greenway.
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6.0 KEY THEMES EMERGING FROM ENGAGEMENTS

Three engagement processes spanning more than a year in time and engaging a large number of
individuals and organizations from around a diverse community produced a great deal of data
for analysis. Many of the processes produced redundant information. This was due in part to
processes engaging many of the same individuals. The similarity of themes could also be
attributable to issues representing shared concerns in the community. These issues of shared
concern, ideas and concepts that appeared in multiple engagements are identified in this
section as key themes. Each one of these themes is addressed in some detail. The following
sections will combine comments and information from multiple engagements in an attempt to
organize the data in a manner that allows for understanding of major neighbourhood issues.

6.1 TRANSPORTATION ISSUES :

This (the process) is really frustrating; the transportation people come with ideas to just
go straight through the middle of the city; let’s instead flip it and say these routes aren’t
coming through--now what? If this is going to continue to be the standard process I
should just stay home. Right now this is a standard process. I think you can fight City
Hall. If our ideas get laughed out, then OK, but it’s our vision.
(Secondary Plan Steering Committee Member A).

Transportation issues emerged very early in the planning process for South Point Douglas. Point
Douglas is impacted by the location of two of Winnipeg’s major transportation links to
Downtown, the Disraeli and Louise Bridges. These two routes bring large volumes of traffic
through Point Douglas, as vehicles use these routes to cross the Red River and CPR Main Line.
South Point Douglas residents and other groups expressed a desire to see changes made to the
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current configuration of these routes in their neighbourhood. Transportation changes were
targeted at reducing the volume of heavy truck traffic, seen as critical by residents to the
transformation of South Point Douglas from an industrial to neighbourhood area.

The discussion about the redevelopment of the Disraeli Freeway began during the course of the
studio project. At the time of the studio engagements, the City Winnipeg was considering
options for the reconstruction of the Disraeli Freeway. The Disraeli Freeway was completed in
1960 by the City of Winnipeg as a link between Downtown and Northeast Winnipeg. Concerns
over the condition of the Disraeli system (by this time 50 years old) had resulted in a decision by
the City of Winnipeg to make structural improvements. The proposal, eventually adopted by City
Council in 2008, saw the existing Disraeli configuration remain in place with four traffic lanes
and a sidewalk on one side of the bridge. Construction began in 2010 with vehicles required to
use alternative routes for a 16-month construction period.

This issue was debated in the media and arose as a component of the engagements with
stakeholders. In engagements with the MMF and residents, the issue of Disraeli as a barrier to
neighbourhood development emerged. For residents of Point Douglas, the Disraeli Freeway was
a serious barrier to neighbourhood improvement and quality of life. The overpass and freeway
portions of the corridor have dislocated the original street grid in the area and made pedestrian
crossings hazardous or impossible in many areas. As a part of the secondary plan process for
South Point Douglas, residents were recommending that final decisions on major infrastructure
projects such as Disraeli be delayed until the secondary plan was completed.
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Not all stakeholders in the planning studio processes identified Disraeli Freeway directly. Some
engagements, such as the Aboriginal Centre stakeholders, addressed the issue indirectly as it
impacted traffic and pedestrian safety. The South Point View newspaper was a significant
contribution to the overall discussion of the transportation issue. Studio students developed an
alternative South Point Douglas map that incorporated many of the ideas from the
engagements, including an alternative routing of Disraeli Freeway that explored a possible
restoration of a key portion of the neighbourhood’s historical street grid, existing prior to the
original freeway construction.

The Secondary Plan Steering Committee and the Residents’ Association both took up the Disraeli
Freeway issue as a component of their agenda. The Residents’ Association gave particular
attention to the issue of an alternative transportation plan for the entire Point Douglas area. The
SPDRA, in particular, felt that the impacts of Disraeli Freeway and Louise Bridge on future
planning should be considered as part of the engagements. Residents in the area were seeking
to understand how these changes may impact their neighbourhood and if alternatives existed to
redevelopment proposals that could meet the needs of all stakeholders.

As the work of the SPDRA and the secondary planning steering committee took place
concurrently, the agenda of residents took on a form that sought to address local issues through
its representatives on the steering committee. This desire to articulate a neighbourhood vision
for transportation produced the first significant collaboration between the researcher and the
residents’ association to have an impact on the overall planning process.

81

A Transportation Report (Appendix O) was produced by this researcher in conjunction with the
SPDRA in winter 2009 as a direct result of a brainstorming session conducted with association
members. This study examined the potential future use of the Disraeli and Louise Bridges and
their associated road networks. A combination of concept maps, area photographs and text
descriptions were combined in this report. Highlights of the report included a re-routing strategy
for the Disraeli Freeway that would use a street-level road network along Higgins and
Sutherland Avenues to connect vehicle traffic with Main Street in place of the existing overpass.
The closure of the Louise Bridge to vehicle traffic was also proposed with the existing bridge
being retained for the use of pedestrians and cyclists. Potential improvements to intersections
on both sides of the Red River associated with these changes were also identified. Electronic and
printed copies of this report were made available for use in meetings between the SPDRA and
public officials in support of lobby efforts. The transportation map and report were printed and
distributed to members of Winnipeg City Council’s Infrastructure Renewal and Public Works
Committee.

The Secondary Plan Steering Committee began its discussion about transportation issues in the
context of an organized resident effort to influence policy. The transportation session included
presentations, followed by discussions between the steering committee members and city staff.
The first presentation of the session on Winnipeg’s transportation network gave information
about the categorization of streets, street openings and closures, as well as future infrastructure
projects that may have an impact on Point Douglas.

Discussion and questions from the steering committee began with the issue of dead end streets
in South Point Douglas. Both the Manitoba Métis Federation and local residents wished to see a
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review of the existing street grid in the neighbourhood. Some participants felt that some dead
end streets and other “streets to nowhere” (Steering committee member B) could be closed and
either converted into green space or redeveloped for other purposes. Henry Street was
specifically mentioned as an opportunity to make better use of space.

In spite of the efforts of the City to sideline discussion of the Disraeli and Louise projects, these
continued to be raised by committee members throughout the process. Resident members of
the steering committee were concerned over what was perceived as a lack of clarity on the
future of the Louise Bridge and the process for redevelopment of Disraeli. Members of the
steering committee were puzzled that the Disraeli discussion process, still ongoing at the time,
was not integrated with the secondary planning process for the neighbourhood. One resident
(steering committee member F) inquired about how future transportation plans for the area
could be made, while a decision about changes in land use had not been made in the
neighbourhood. The change of land uses from industrial to residential in South Point Douglas
would require a change in transportation infrastructure, as well as addressing the issue of
existing trucking routes. The closure of the Louise Bridge as a vehicle bridge was also discussed
at this time. No member of city staff was able to make a definitive statement about the future of
the bridge. The only indication given was that the replacement of the Louise Bridge was a part of
the City of Winnipeg’s long-term capital plan. The route the bridge would take and its capacity
(two or four lanes) had not yet been determined.

While major roads were dominant topics of discussion, the issue of future rapid transit
development in Point Douglas was also considered. City staff gave an overview of future plans
for rapid transit that would include a link across the Red River to the neighbourhoods in East
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Winnipeg. Two possibilities to link the eastern portion of Winnipeg to Downtown were
discussed. One option was a link through St. Boniface and the second a Point Douglas route. Of
the two options, the Point Douglas route was considered to be the less expensive route as it
could use existing rights of way either along the CPR line or Higgins Avenue. It was also revealed
that the Point Douglas route may also be desirable, as it would have greater opportunity for land
development along the rapid transit line. The potential for rapid transit development in Point
Douglas was received favourably by residents both at the Steering Committee and Residents’
Association level.

The final transportation theme discussed involved active transportation. The City presented its
current action on expansion of active transportation opportunities through using “sharrows” for
bike traffic and improvements to the North End Trail system. Steering committee members
wanted to see more rapid action by the City on the issue of active transportation. Major streets
in the South Point Douglas continue to be difficult to navigate on a bicycle.

Higgins Avenue was seen as a busy street, accommodating a great deal of heavy truck traffic.
Residents felt that the street was very difficult to cross. Waterfront Drive was also considered to
be a major hazard. This route was used by cargo trucks in spite of the traffic circles used to calm
traffic flow. It was noted that trucks often rolled over curbs and presented a hazard to
pedestrians and cyclists. Industrial stakeholders indicated they felt the city did not undertake a
meaningful consultation with businesses to determine their needs when designing Waterfront
Drive. There was disagreement on this matter. There was an opinion among some committee
members that local people who wished to walk or use bicycles for transportation should not
have to sacrifice their safety for the convenience of motorists using their neighbourhood as a
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route to get downtown. As one member indicated, “South Point Douglas can be so much more
than just a thoroughfare” (Steering committee member A). The City, it was felt, should
encourage active transportation modes for those living near the centre of the city.

The Louise Bridge was also revisited as a route for cyclists. The north foot of the Louise Bridge
ends in a confusing intersection. Two steering committee members indicated there was no way
to use the intersection or the bridge on a bicycle, unless a cyclist used the sidewalk. This made
the bridge a very difficult barrier for active transportation. Views differed about how the bridge
could be shared by trucks, commuter vehicles and cyclists. A bike sharrow was proposed for the
Louise Bridge and Higgins Avenue. Bike sharrows are existing roadways with a painted lane to
indicate shared use by cyclists. Committee members, who currently cycled this route, felt the
curves in the roadway and the speed of traffic made a shared lane with traffic, particularly heavy
trucks, an extremely unsafe situation.

On the whole, the transportation issue, one of the earliest discussions of the steering
committee, proved to be a matter where various needs and interests began to compete with
one another. Industrial users on the steering committee saw truck access as vital, for as long as
their operations remained in the area. Resident members wanted to see traffic calming efforts
to be made through a redesign of the streets with active transportation in mind.

The debate over transportation in South Point Douglas was an area of resentment for Steering
Committee and SPDRA members throughout the planning process. Committee members wanted
to ensure that the work done around the table would have an ultimate impact on the policies of
the city. Community recommendations were made at the committee table to include a
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transportation vision in the secondary plan. City staff were unable to give assurances to
members of the committee that any of their recommendations for transportation would
become a component of the secondary plan.

6.2 RIVERBANK GREENWAY

The development of a vision for the Red River waterfront along South Point Douglas was
another example of idea-sharing from one planning process to the next. The largely inaccessible
waterfront running along the southern boundary of the Point was identified at a very early stage
as a critical foundation to anchor decision-making in other planning areas. During studio
engagements, the idea of developing a stronger relationship between Point Douglas and the
river was brought forward by residents, artists and the Manitoba Métis Federation. The studio
process identified potential opportunities such as the construction of a pedestrian bridge
between Point Douglas and Whittier Park in St. Boniface. These ideas were reflected in the
South Point View newspaper and final community report.

Along with transportation, the potential to establish policy for the waterfront was an initial area
of collaboration between the researcher and the SPDRA. An informal brainstorming session was
held between the researcher and members of the SPDRA to consider possibilities for
establishing formal river access for the public, along with a trail network that runs around the
entire Point. Winnipeg has developed a significant system of riverfront trails along both the Red
and Assiniboine Rivers. Many of these networks are improved trails allowing the public to enjoy
the river and access major destinations such as the Forks and the City park system. Point
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Douglas is one of the few portions inside the City of Winnipeg where a trail system has not been
developed along the river. Considering the proximity of South Point Douglas to existing
recreation infrastructure and trails, such as Stephen Juba Park, Alexander Docks, The Forks, and
Whittier Park, the opportunities for such a trail network are substantial.

Historically, industrial portions of South Point Douglas have restricted access to the Red River
waterfront. In spite of the underdeveloped waterfront in this portion of the Point, some local
recreational uses exist. One of the valued features of the Point Douglas waterfront has been its
relatively natural state. Residents have indicated that the waterfront is a quiet and well
preserved area of natural vegetation and a preserve for wildlife. Deer and other animals use
these naturalized waterfront areas as habitat. Those familiar with the area were astounded by
the access to nature to be found so close to the centre of the city.

The desire to preserve public access to the riverfront led to the consideration of formal
protection for the area. The association promoted the idea of creating a greenway along the
length of the Point Douglas waterfront. Such a greenway would connect the existing park
system, from the Forks and Waterfront Drive in the south to Norquay Park in North Point
Douglas. This greenway would provide a connected system of trails along the entire length of
the Red River corridor.

The SPDRA saw the idea of a greenway around the Point as having a dual objective. First, the
idea would help the rest of the City of Winnipeg to perceive Point Douglas in a new way. The
image of South Point Douglas, in particular, has traditionally been of industry and a run-down
environment. The greenway concept was seen as a way to introduce a new concept into the
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discussion, building on the waterfront. Second, the establishment of a greenway was considered
to be an issue that could bring together residents of both North and South Point Douglas in
common cause. The large residential population of the North Point provided an opportunity for
cooperation on a common agenda for the two neighbourhoods, something that was generally
lacking in the past.

The idea of a greenway had been discussed at the Steering Committee level. The SPDRA
continued to develop their proposal and get the attention of political leaders. In the summer of
2009, the SPDRA, at their request, secured a meeting with then Premier Gary Doer to discuss
the greenway concept and the overall vision for the neighbourhood. The Premier was viewed by
the SPDRA as an ally in the efforts of the community to achieve their goals. This led to a proposal
to establish a portion of Point Douglas as a provincial park (Winnipeg Free Press, July 16, 2009).
A provincial park designation would assist in the acquisition of lands from private holdings in
instances where property title extends to the river’s edge. Residents have proposed a park
concept that would include enough land to allow active use of the river front. Such a concept
would include playground, trails and other features to allow the public to enjoy this piece of
nature in the heart of the city.

During the annual general meeting of the SPDRA, the membership of the association gave
approval for their board to pursue the concept of the provincial park. The North Point Douglas
Residents’ Association was also an ally in the realization of this proposal. This neighbouring
association passed a similar resolution to support the creation of a provincial park, in general
terms. Additional support for the concept came from the Winnipeg Trails Association, who
developed their own plan for a Red River trail system through the City of Winnipeg. The present
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vision for the trail would see Annabella Street used through the Point Douglas area due to a lack
of public access to the waterfront. A provincial park would resolve this issue by allowing access
to the entire length of the river front for an all season trail. The issue of establishing a provincial
park in Point Douglas remained unresolved at the time this project concluded

6.3 HOUSING AND AFFORDABILITY

Housing issues featured prominently in all three engagement processes. In the studio
engagements, all constituencies had opinions about the types of housing and other
developments that could take place in South Point Douglas. Three key issues emerged around
the theme of housing. One, local members of the arts community were concerned about
availability of live/work space for artists. Two, concerns were raised about the affordability of
new housing, including the potential development of condominiums for higher-income
households. Three, residents wished to ensure multicultural diversity was preserved in the
South Point Douglas area.

Artists and residents in the studio engagements welcomed new development in their
neighbourhood. However, these groups indicated new development must respect the needs and
lifestyle of existing residents. As many of the individuals consulted lived and worked in the South
Point Douglas area, a dramatic transformation of the neighbourhood in favour of higher-income
housing would jeopardize both their homes and livelihoods. All participants recognized that
artists were taking on an increasingly prominent role in the character of the South Point Douglas
community. Rising property values and other considerations in traditional arts neighbourhoods
in Winnipeg, such as West Broadway and the Exchange District, were seen as causing the

89

displacement of artists. One reason for the influx of artists to Point Douglas included the
availability of inexpensive buildings suited to adaptive reuse as studio space. Another reason
was the perception among some residents that the area is isolated enough to have been
sheltered from development pressures taking place in other parts of the City.

Fine artists in particular have special requirements for live/work space. With its abundance of
older buildings, South Point Douglas has proven to be an ideal location for many of these artists
to settle and work in close proximity to studio space. The artists of the neighbourhood
expressed tolerance for the movement of new people into the community. The SPDRA sought a
vision of an Artists’ Village as the articulation of this inclusivity. The type of development was
critical to the artists’ village concept. Housing combined with, or in proximity to, studio and work
spaces was critical to this vision. Affordability and adaptability of space was considered vital to
the success of art space. They believed many of the older buildings in Point Douglas could be reused to permit various types of arts operations and live-work spaces.

Commercial activity would also be a component of the village. The early workshops at the
Aboriginal Centre and Manitoba Métis Federation both identified a desire from these
stakeholders to see new businesses in the Point Douglas area. Existing businesses also wished to
see new activity along Main Street. Residents and artists believed the creation of a community
of the arts would support a variety of basic services, thereby improving the quality of life in the
area. Small shopping facilities, coffee shops, and retailers specializing in art sales and supplies
could create a local service centre, along with becoming an attraction for visitors from around
Winnipeg. Vancouver’s Granville Island was cited as an example of what such an Artists’ Village
could someday become.

90

Fear of high-rise condominiums and gated communities had created a mood of suspicion in the
neighbourhood. Residents wished to ensure that if new housing was developed in South Point
Douglas it should maintain the principles of affordability and mixed-use. The waterfront
component of South Point Douglas was viewed by some members of the steering committee as
having its own set of planning realities. With the recent establishment of Waterfront Drive along
the Red River, a series of high-income condominium developments had taken place over the
preceding decade. This development was acknowledged by the steering committee as being of a
different character to the majority of housing activity taking place in South Point Douglas. The
steering committee members held different points of view as to whether the waterfront
condominiums should be considered in isolation from the rest of the neighbourhood.

One member of the committee felt the development of higher-income condominiums along
Waterfront Drive could create the critical mass needed to support commercial services in the
area so desired by existing residents. Two contradictory views were expressed with regard to
the provision of service needs. One view held the market would sort out the demand for
commercial services in the area. As one member (Steering committee member E) of the steering
committee summed up the relationship between residential and commercial development, “…If
you want to see coffee shops and grocery stores down here, they are going to be attached to
condominiums.” The high vacancy rate of existing commercial spaces incorporated into the new
condominium developments on the waterfront have demonstrated there is not enough demand
for services. Another view expressed a need to take a longer-term view and set aside lands for
future expansion of services to what will someday be a larger residential community.
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Some committee members looked to the revitalization of existing buildings as a source of
housing for artists. Committee members who had first-hand experience in building renovation
noted that under current market conditions there was very little margin to be realized in the
retrofit of heritage buildings. Existing tax credit schemes used by the City were not long enough
in duration or lucrative enough to support conversion projects for low-income housing. There
was a view that the existing heritage inventory of buildings in South Point Douglas would be an
asset to build on. They believed the design guidelines that played a prominent role in the
revitalization of the Exchange District could be adapted for use in Point Douglas. Design was
acknowledged by everyone as a quality that would lead to the long-term success of the
neighbourhood and provide the greatest likelihood of supporting investment. Some of the
guidelines used along Waterfront Drive, including height restrictions, specifications for building
materials, mixed-use criteria, and parking at the rear of buildings should be applied elsewhere in
the Point.

Residents wished to ensure that future plans for the area would be inclusive of people at all
income levels. The affordability of the area was seen as one of its major advantages. The new
development along Waterfront Drive was viewed by some as a potential threat to this
community advantage. Members of the SPDRA hoped new development of housing would
include affordable housing options. Many residents were pessimistic that new development
would be inclusive of people who had traditionally lived in South Point Douglas, specifically low
income people. Residents hoped South Point Douglas could be established as a neighbourhood
where mixed-income housing developments could take place, and cited the existing amenities
such as the Aboriginal Centre as important locations to cluster housing for families and students.
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One of the fears outlined by resident members of the steering committee included the ability of
long-time residents, including shelter residents to remain in the neighbourhood if land prices
increased with new development. The City of Winnipeg indicated that the average house price
in the neighbourhood was approximately $80,000. Tools to maintain housing affordability for
homeowners and renters were discussed as a way to protect current residents from price
changes. As one member of the steering committee indicated, “Where is the fairness for the
low-income residents who have kept the neighbourhood alive for years? Where would I go and
live in a house like I *have+ had now for the money I pay?” (Steering committee member A)

Housing topped the list of concerns for shelter stakeholders, as well. The quality, availability,
variety, and affordability of housing were major concerns of shelter management and residents
alike. The poor living conditions afforded by shelters were seen as perpetuating a cycle of
poverty for many. There were few options for shelter residents seeking to find alternative
housing in the area. In general, affordable transitional housing is often unavailable to residents
who leave shelters, causing many to return. The stories captured by the university project team
helped in gaining an understanding of the circumstances that cause individuals to turn to shelter
housing. Each story was unique. Workshop participants encouraged flexible, affordable housing
as part of any development plan for the neighbourhood, including the reuse of buildings such as
the Bell Hotel for single room occupancy (SRO) accommodations.

Inclusive zoning was presented by several members of the steering committee as a tool to
promote mixed-income living in South Point Douglas. Inclusive zoning could help to achieve
community targets for affordable housing, by instituting building requirements for a certain
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number of housing units to reach affordability targets in any development project. However,
there was not a clear consensus about the applicability of inclusive zoning as a viable tool for
ensuring affordable housing was developed.

The South Point Douglas area was not part of the City of Winnipeg Housing Improvement Zone.
These zones, located throughout the city, were designated as a target for housing stock
improvement. While many neighbourhoods around South Point Douglas were so designated,
the industrial zoning of the neighbourhood precluded it from this designation. If a major push
were made to improve the quality of existing housing stock (65 existing housing units were
identified in the South Point Douglas area*1), the district could be included as a part of the
Housing Improvement Zone. This designation would make it easier for projects to gain access to
funding and other programs to assist with housing improvements.

Steering committee members were becoming more aware of recent developments in the
purchasing of land in the area. The Gateway Industries property at the east end of the Point was
in the process of being purchased during the time of the housing discussion. This began to
prompt speculation about the future intentions for housing development in the area.
Committee members were told that although the secondary planning process was proceeding,
there was nothing in place at present to prevent any type of permitted developments from
taking place under current zoning.

* The number of 65 housing units was given by City of Winnipeg staff. There was some debate over the
exact definition of a housing unit for this purpose. It was indicated that these numbers reflect census data
and do not include shelter and single-room occupancy housing. The inclusion of these housing types would
increase unit numbers substantially.
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6.4 MULTICULTURAL COMMUNITY

The SPDRA wanted new development to promote Point Douglas as an inclusive neighbourhood.
As an area of Winnipeg in close proximity to many of the City’s historic ethnic neighbourhoods,
Point Douglas development could build on its heritage. The strong First Nations presence in the
area was viewed as a theme that could direct investment into cultural amenities for this
neighbourhood. The Aboriginal Centre, Manitoba Métis Federation, nearby Chinatown and the
historic residential area of North Point Douglas were viewed as assets for developing a
neighbourhood vision. The SPDRA hoped to see a combination of the Artists’ Village concept and
the multicultural community vision used to promote Point Douglas as a part of Winnipeg
inclusive of all people.
Diversity emerged as a theme from the outset during the university studio workshops. As a hub
for First Nations culture, education and employment, the participants in the Aboriginal Centre
workshop wished to see a celebration of diversity in the neighbourhood. Corresponding to the
original Neeginan Village concept that brought the Aboriginal Centre into being, some wished to
develop a “Little Italy” type of village feel with a First Nations focus. It was hoped this would
encourage the development of new services and commercial activities such as coffees shops.

Aboriginal Centre stakeholders saw the challenges of promoting their neighbourhood. High
priority was given to improving the image of this community while continuing to make it a place
of gathering. Workshop participants observed panhandling and addiction seen on the streets
nearby were obscuring the good work of the Aboriginal Centre and the programming available
there. They recommended a new image, including preservation of heritage along with improved
park space and new activities as a positive vision for the future.
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The vision for a multicultural community was also articulated by the SPDRA. In their own
visioning exercise, the SPDRA developed a concept for a multicultural village that would build
upon the diversity of the community. While significant detail was not associated with the SPDRA
proposal, the concept of the multicultural village did appear in its concept map for the South
Point Douglas area. (APPENDIX M)

6.5 LOCAL CONTROL OF LAND USE

The issue of local control in planning was a consistent theme throughout the study and
extended to the future land uses in the neighbourhood. Many of the participants in the
engagements held strong views on issues of land use. One steering committee member wanted
to know how the City could assist in the process of ensuring the plan will be enforced once it is
in place. As one member of the committee asked, “...People in the area have invested
considerable time and resources. How can development be facilitated while assurances are
being made that the process will be transparent and the vision from the group be protected and
move ahead with the times?” (Steering committee member C)

The issue of stewardship raised a number of questions and helped to draw out many ideas. It
was suggested that a local business improvement zone (BIZ) could be established to help
maintain local control over some elements of decision-making. There was a view shared by
many committee members that the plan would need to be able to have flexibility to change as
future needs changed. It was seen as vital that these changes be made with the involvement of
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local people and not just made by City Council alone. Some resident members looked to the
possibility of establishing a neighbourhood renewal corporation to assist in directing and
accessing resources for the South Point Douglas area to provide more local control over
decision-making. A staff person working in the community was also mentioned as a possibility to
maintain momentum in the community.

During the steering committee process, residents on the committee indicated that by-laws for
the South Point Douglas Residents Association were being finalized and an annual general
meeting of the organization was to take place. This development was greeted with positive
response from other committee members as a means to continue to include public involvement
in the process. The Manitoba Métis Federation and Salvation Army agreed they would like to be
a part of a process to maintain stewardship over a plan, along with the Aboriginal Centre,
residents and businesses. One participant felt the meetings had helped to establish connections
in the community to build upon: “This process has been important in getting people in the
community to get to know each other. The right players are around the table and good will is
being built up. Now is the time for a vision.” (Steering committee member B)

6.6 URBAN DESIGN

Urban design issues were popular issues for discussion during many workshop sessions. The
location of the neighbourhood in proximity to downtown, the existing architecture of the area,
and its potential for higher density were all components of this discussion. Views and access to
the Red River were considered to be valuable features of the South Point Douglas area during all
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the planning processes. A series of guidelines for development that preserved public waterfront
access while continuing to allow for appropriate development were discussed at the steering
committee. One consideration was building height. The issue of building heights played a role in
the discussion of waterfront access. It was suggested by many exiting residents that building
heights should step back from the waterfront. Under such a policy a maximum building height
would be set at those properties closest to the river front with buildings being allowed to
become progressively taller further away. Such policies had been put into effect in other plans,
to ensure important views are not impacted by large or tall buildings. In addition to the height of
buildings, the setback of buildings from the water’s edge was also discussed. Preserving access
to a walk along the river was to be set into policy. Accessibility to the water’s edge was also to
be maintained. A “wall” of buildings and private land holdings should not be permitted whereby
public access points would be limited. At present it is possible to access the river walk from
many points, including the dead end of many streets. These points could be preserved and
improved and new ones created. The concept of the waterfront as a public domain was critical.
The Gateway industry site was a property of special interest. The current property owner barred
access to the end of the Point. Steering committee members believed any future development
of this property should ensure public access to the river on this site, in line with other parts of
the riverfront. As the Gateway property is the largest single development site in the Point
Douglas neighbourhood, its future use could set the stage for similar development elsewhere.

Urban design issues were addressed by a breakdown of the secondary planning area into various
districts. The first of these was the Main Street area east to the Disraeli Freeway. This portion of
South Point Douglas was part of the Downtown Zoning By-law, providing a variety of land use
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implications for properties. The scale of buildings permitted was larger and taller than other
parts of the neighbourhood. Buildings were also permitted to build out to the sidewalk. As a part
of this process, the three major institutional groups operating in the Main Street area, the
Aboriginal Centre, the Manitoba Métis Federation and the Salvation Army, who were part of the
steering committee, were encouraged to share their future plans for land development. These
three institutions occupied high-profile properties in the downtown zoning area of Point
Douglas. Their future development plans could have had a significant impact on the future land
use options for this district. None of the groups were forthcoming about future plan details.

The area between Sutherland Avenue and the CPR tracks contained the historical Vulcan
Ironworks building, which the North Point Douglas Residents’ Association wanted to re-use as a
community facility. The steering committee believed historic preservation could be supported
through the creation of amenities such as a labour history museum at the Vulcan site, which
played a critical role at the beginning of the 1919 Winnipeg General Strike. As well, they
identified other opportunities for recreation in under-utilized buildings to serve a
neighbourhood lacking such opportunities. The area around Maple Street could potentially
connect to the Aboriginal Centre and the Neeginan development project. The intention to
construct further housing on the site could make a reopening of Maple Street desirable for the
sharing of amenities between South and North Point Douglas residents.

Members of the committee suggested the City of Winnipeg make efforts to acquire properties
with a potential strategic use ahead of any area development. Securing important buildings and
development sites could assist in orderly development in the future. Several committee
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members shared the view the City should be more active in identifying emerging
neighbourhoods where there will be a future need for public facilities and acquire lands in the
early stages. CentreVenture was seen as being a potential partner in this type of enterprise. If
the City were to wait too long, the property would only increase in value and end up costing the
taxpayer more money to achieve the same goals. If planning is to be comprehensive, it should
seek to influence land acquisition policy along with other land use considerations.

6.7 THE ENVIRONMENT

The existing brownfield properties in the Point Douglas area were seen as presenting another
challenge for development. Issues surrounding brownfield clean-up and sustainability were first
identified in the studio workshops. The steering committee was provided with information
relating to the current status of impacted and contaminated lands in the South Point Douglas
area. Due to the past industrial uses of many properties in the neighbourhood, the number of
impacted lands was relatively high. The neighbourhood inventory developed by the City of
Winnipeg provided a listing of the various known sites that could be classified as brownfields. A
distinction was made between two classes of land contamination. One, contaminated lands
were designated lands under order of the Province of Manitoba. Such properties, having
undergone a comprehensive background assessment, site testing and evaluation, were placed
on a register of lands across Manitoba that are contaminated. Such properties would have
various restrictions placed on them prior to further development. The other classification was an
impacted site. Such lands were not formally labeled as contaminated under legislation.
However, given their past use and/or known contaminants, they were considered to have
impacts that may restrict development. In many such cases, comprehensive site assessment has
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not been completed. The distinction between contaminated lands and impacted ones was
largely a legal distinction. Impacted lands may, at some late date, be designated as
contaminated. In either case, site remediation would likely be required prior to any further
development. Manitoba Conservation may oversee such a clean-up effort and may not permit
intensive uses of the site, such as housing, until various criteria are met. In most cases such
remediation plans require impacted soils to be retained on site for longer-term management of
contaminants and long-term monitoring will be required. The full extent of land and ground
water contamination in the South Point Douglas was not fully understood. The impact such
issues may have on future land development may not be clear until development activity begins
to take place and could be triggered by a development application.

The steering committee gave consideration to how such costs might impact development
choices in the neighbourhood. There was a lack of clear consensus on the costs of clean-up.
Such costs can vary considerably, depending upon the types of contamination involved and the
degree to which such materials have migrated to impact neighbouring properties or
groundwater. It was believed a secondary plan may need to consider strategies to evaluate the
total cost of a clean-up, based on the development goals of the community. These strategies
may include various levels of government becoming involved at the front end to purchase and
remediate sites for future sale and development.

Sites with heavy contamination that could not be economically remediated with current
technology may be designated for less intensive uses, such as parks and open areas. Housing
and other uses may or may not be economical at such locations unless higher densities were
permitted. One committee member with development experience suggested density and height
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restrictions could mean that some sites would be very difficult to develop. “Height restriction is
a way of devaluing property, as it restricts the amount of revenue available from development.”
(Steering committee member E)

Environmental sustainability was a key element of the residents’ association’s desire for
community change. Residents in the group frequently walked and used bicycles to get around
the neighbourhood. Environmentally friendly building and design was desirable as a way of
showing leadership and setting South Point Douglas apart from traditional development types in
the city. Residents shared the views of other community stakeholders such as the MMF and
Aboriginal Centre in their desire to achieve a high level of sustainability in the community.

LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Neighbourhood Design (LEED ND) is the
most recent of a growing number of certification standards developed by the U.S. Green
Building Council. This concept emerged during residents’ committee discussions as a way to
articulate the desire of the neighbourhood to inject the highest level of environmental
stewardship into a plan. Like other rating systems developed by the U.S. Green Building Council
for individual building design, LEED ND is a points-based system that applies a variety of
sustainability principles to development projects.

LEED ND is in its pilot stage in Canada through the Canada Green Building Council. The SPDRA
were encouraged by the opportunity that may exist to make Point Douglas a component of a
larger strategy in Winnipeg to promote sustainable community building. The major principles
associated with LEED ND were shared with the SPDRA by the researcher. The use of LEED ND
was identified by the researcher as a way to connect the aspirations of the neighbourhood with
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an existing branding strategy, LEED, that held currency with political leaders. LEED ND also
shared many of the environmental and design principles that the SPDRA had sought to advance
through the planning process.

One principle, Smart Location and Linkage, seeks to ensure new development is located to take
full advantage of existing urban infrastructure and mitigate environmental impacts. As an inner
city location, South Point Douglas is close to transit and existing employment centres. As a
former industrial area, it could benefit from an opportunity to remediate contaminated lands
with new residential development. Two, Neighbourhood Pattern and Design, is supported by
using the existing street grid in Point Douglas to promote walkability and active transportation.
The reintroduction of pedestrian elements could be combined with mixed-use development to
promote compact design features. Three, Green Infrastructure and Buildings, could be
promoted through the re-use of existing heritage buildings in the area. The SPDRA also wished
to promote green building methods in the construction of new buildings. Four, Innovation and
Design Process, was seen as promoting cutting-edge design features and seeking the active
participation of the community in the design process.

6.8 KEY THEMES CONCLUSIONS

The three processes under study were closely related to one another. Key themes emerged
early that were built upon in subsequent engagements. The number of individuals who
participated in the neighbourhood planning process was significant. Some workshops, such as
the studio workshop at the Aboriginal Centre, were able to engage over one hundred people in
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one day. Other activities such as the steering committee and residents’ association engaged a
smaller number of people in a more intensive and sustained way. Many of these individuals
involved in the processes had relationships outside of the engagements as neighbours, coworkers and friends. Ideas that were brought forward during early engagement sessions
developed and progressed over time. As a concept passed from one process to the next and
many people had an opportunity to collaborate, vision turned into plans for action. For example,
an idea such as environmental protection turned into a tangible objective such as seeking to
realize a riverfront greenway. Some of these ideas are likely to circulate in the community and
become further refined in time.
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7.0 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
7.1 INTERVIEW RESULTS

The interview process revealed a variety of key themes from the secondary planning process.
Each interview sought to understand the impressions of participants to the three processes
under study. A series of open-ended questions were posed to each respondent in the process.
Probes were used in order to reveal greater detail in each response. The subjects selected for
interview may have participated in one, two or three of the planning processes in this project. A
majority of the interview participants were affiliated with the South Point Douglas Residents
Association, but not all. Three interview subjects had not participated in SPDRA activities but
had been involved in other processes.

7.1.1 STUDENT INVOLVEMENT

All interview participants were aware of some aspect of the work conducted by University of
Manitoba students, in fall 2008 during the planning process. The extent of knowledge varied
based on the level of interaction that individuals had with the student research team. All
interview subjects were familiar with at least some aspect of the studio project conducted in fall
2008.

Responses to the studio represented a range of views. In all cases, the general attitude to the
work of the students was seen as positive. No respondent felt that the students were a negative
influence on the process of neighbourhood planning. Views differed greatly on three key issues:
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first, the issue of student competence and understanding of the needs of the neighbourhood
and the project; second, the level of commitment of students and the university to the
neighbourhood and the larger planning process; third, the degree of influence that the student
work had on the larger planning process.

7.1.2 STUDENT UNDERSTANDING

The issue of student competence and understanding was raised in the majority of interviews. A
common theme was that students working in the studio setting and within the neighbourhood
brought new ideas and energy to the process. Interview subjects used terms such as
“enthusiasm” (Sub. A) and “optimistic” (Sub. F) to describe the work done by students. Many of
the ideas presented by students, such as LEED Neighbourhood Development, were seen as a
positive addition to the planning process. Interview subjects expected that students, actively
engaged in research, would be able to bring ideas to the table that may not have otherwise
been presented.

Three interview respondents felt that students in the project were “naive” (Sub. E) or
“unrealistic” (Sub. G) about the neighbourhood. One respondent described the students’
approach as looking at South Point Douglas as a “blank canvass” (Sub. H) upon which any
number of design ideas might be applied. The same respondent had seen many efforts over the
years by University of Manitoba students to conduct research in his neighbourhood. This
respondent felt that as “kids from the suburbs” (Sub. C), many of the students lacked a
grounding in the realities of inner city life that would have assisted in an improved
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understanding of the neighbourhood. Another respondent felt that students held unrealistic
expectations about what could be accomplished in the neighbourhood. This respondent
indicated that students “didn’t understand how development worked” (Sub. D) and that this
lack of understanding resulted in students failing to make the appropriate links between issues
such as housing affordability and development costs.

7.1.3 STUDENT COMMITMENT

The issue of student commitment to the project was raised during the interviews. Views were
mixed as to the importance of students and the University maintaining a long-term relationship
with the neighbourhood. Six of eight respondents felt that a longer-term commitment to
working with a community should be a part of the University process. One respondent said that
new students coming into the neighbourhood for research gave him a feeling of being “in a fish
bowl” (Sub. C) as a subject for academic study. Another respondent felt that while the student
work was comprehensive in engaging many people in the community, this work “did not
amount to much” (Sub. B) in the end. Attitudes of most respondents affirmed that while they
were happy to participate in a research project, in the future it would be important to show
greater results from the efforts of both participants and students.

As an intensive four-month process that engaged hundreds of stakeholders in over a dozen
workshops; the studio was recognized as having placed a high degree of importance on public
participation. One respondent characterized the efforts of students as “sincere” (Sub. C) and an
“honest effort” (Sub. C) to engage the neighbourhood. Participants did not come to the studio

107

workshops with a view that a commitment would be long-term in the neighbourhood. However,
several respondents encouraged the University to consider creating a more formal, long-term
commitment to neighbourhoods where they study in the future.

7.1.4 STUDENT INFLUENCE ON PROCESS

Interview subjects held mixed attitudes regarding the influence of the students’ work on the
overall planning process. All respondents agreed that the work of the students helped to raise
the profile of the planning process. The extent of the impact, however, was seen differently
between stakeholders. Two respondents who were less familiar with the student projects were
unable to make a clear distinction between the work being done by the students and the later
work undertaken by the City of Winnipeg. One of these respondents thought that the two
processes were very closely related.

The South Point View newspaper was one of the prominent deliverables from the studio project.
This one-time publication provided a summary of the work conducted by the students, along
with input from residents and stakeholders. Over 1000 copies of the paper were distributed in
the neighbourhood in January 2009. All respondents were at least aware of the production of
the South Point View newspaper. One respondent felt that the newspaper, “...gave the
impression that something was happening.” (Sub. C) This same respondent felt that the
newspaper was especially useful outside the neighbourhood in meetings with public officials
and civil servants. The paper was viewed as influential in giving an impression of
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“professionalism” (Sub C.) and “organization” (Sub. D) to the ideas and recommendations of the
residents.

7.1.5 CITY OF WINNIPEG STEERING COMMITTEE

Six of the eight interview participants were engaged in the City of Winnipeg’s secondary plan
steering committee process. These individuals represented a variety of stakeholders including
residents, artists, businesses and organizations. The two interview participants who were not
also participants in the steering committee were aware to some extent with of the nature of the
work being done by the City of Winnipeg with respect to the secondary plan. All interview
subjects had attended at least one formal engagement session conducted by the City as a
component of the planning process.

Three key themes emerged from the interview process related to the City of Winnipeg. The first
theme was the agenda of the City, with respect to the future of the neighbourhood. This
included the history of the relationship between stakeholders and the City regarding a variety of
ongoing municipal issues. The second theme was the quality of the participatory process as
conducted by staff through the steering committee. The third theme was the degree of
importance that the City of Winnipeg places on neighbourhood planning in general.
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7.1.6 THE “CITY AGENDA”

All stakeholders felt the City of Winnipeg had an “agenda” (Sub. C) with respect to the
secondary planning process. Opinions differed on the acceptability of the perceived agenda to
the interests of the stakeholders in the neighbourhood. Views were widely divergent. One
respondent representing a property interest in the neighbourhood was pleased to see the City
finally begin some meaningful discussions about the future of the area. The respondent felt
South Point Douglas represented, “...one of the last best places (for development) in the City.”
(Sub. E) This individual expressed the importance of active involvement of residents and artists;
in particular, who he felt had played a “key role” in the emergence of the neighbourhood into a
desirable development site. This individual likened the process taking place in South Point
Douglas to one he had witnessed in Winnipeg’s Exchange District.

The majority of respondents took a more cynical view of the City’s intentions. Residents in
particular held the view the City wished to see the type of developments that had emerged
along Waterfront Drive continue along the Point. Previous events, in particular the proposed
stadium development and Disraeli Freeway issue, were considered to be major turning points in
the relationship between the City and neighbourhood. The stadium proposal specifically, which
would have seen the total redevelopment of the South Point Douglas for a new mixed-use
development, was recognized by the majority of participants as a key moment in framing the
discussion about the future of the neighbourhood. This proposal was seen by one respondent as
a moment when the neighbourhood “woke up” (Sub. A) and they realized their community may
be next in line for major redevelopment.
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7.1.7 QUALITY OF THE PROCESS

Participants in the steering committee were able to provide valuable feedback regarding the
engagement process. Views on the quality of the process were varied. First, all participants were
pleased the City made an effort to bring together a group of individuals representing a variety of
interests in the community. No respondent felt any major changes were required to the
composition of the steering committee itself.

Participants had mixed views about the structure of the committee meetings. Each session was
dedicated to a specific area of policy. One participant described the City’s process as “formulaic”
(Sub. C) and based on processes used in other neighbourhoods, but not adapted to meet the
needs of South Point Douglas. Another participant stated the process afforded no opportunity
for committee members to build on the discussions that took place. This same individual felt
information came quickly from City staff at the beginning of each committee meeting and
participants had little time to reflect before providing feedback.

Each meeting was structured to address a different policy area with respect to the secondary
plan. Meetings would usually begin with a presentation from City staff describing recent
initiatives and providing a context for discussion. Interview subjects who were members of the
steering committee felt the City made a strong effort to educate and share information about
policies and programs. One participant stated that the presentations, “...provided a good look at
the work the city had been doing and was realistic about what could be accomplished.” (Sub D)
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7.1.8 PLANNING AND THE CITY OF WINNIPEG

All interview participants held a highly negative to neutral position with respect to the
importance the City of Winnipeg placed on planning in general. One participant felt the City had
a tendency to conduct “planning on the cheap,” (Sub C) while another was critical of the City’s
reliance on outside consultants in place of in-house staff. Still another participant felt “the City’s
(planning) processes were not connected to action.” (Sub. F) This lack of connection between
planning exercises and eventual outcomes was viewed as fuelling cynicism about the value
placed on input from the public.

The eventual outcome of the steering committee process was viewed negatively by participants.
Upon the conclusion of the steering committee process, participants were told their workshop
results would inform the drafting of the secondary plan to come. This process would require
additional meetings of the steering committee in the Summer-Fall of 2009 to gain further input
prior to the plan moving through the formal Council approval process toward eventual adoption.
Since the conclusion of the initial steering committee process, no further meetings were held.
Members of the steering committee were not informed of any reason for the change in process.

Two interview subjects felt planning staff at the City of Winnipeg held very little control over
either process or outcomes. These individuals expressed a cynicism about how the secondary
plan would ultimately be executed and the role consultations would have in any final product.
One respondent stated, “The planner was not in a position of power” (Sub. A) with respect to
creating a plan. This lack of power was cited as a barrier to the ability of the planner to build
trust with people from the neighbourhood.
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7.1.9 RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION

Five of the eight interview subjects were members of the South Point Douglas Residents
Association. This association began as a means to put forward an agenda for change in the
neighbourhood and create a network for common interests. The association began holding
regular meetings in 2009, after the organization became incorporated in spring of that year.
Interview subjects were asked to describe their impressions of the association and its
effectiveness within the overall neighbourhood planning process. Those interview subjects, who
were not members of the association, were asked to give their views on what impact, if any,
they felt the association had on the planning process. Three key themes emerged: one, the
impact of the association on reaching out to public officials; two, the ability of the association to
represent the overall diversity of the South Point Douglas neighbourhood; and three, the
availability of the association to access resources.

7.1.10 IMPACT OF THE ASSOCIATION

The association made outreach to key public officials a priority. Representatives of the
association held meetings with Manitoba Premier Gary Doer, Winnipeg Mayor Sam Katz, Point
Douglas Councillor Mike Pagtakan, and a number of department heads and senior officials.
Members of the association who were interviewed held positive views of the work of the
association. The work that had been carried out by the SPDRA was seen by its participants as
having real impact, or at least a potential for impact, on the larger community debate about the
future of the area. One respondent remarked that, “It looked like we really might be getting
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somewhere,” (Sub. C) when speaking about the impact the Winnipeg Free Press story regarding
the establishment of a provincial park had in the media. Another felt that connecting the
association to issues of the day such as Disraeli, “made the local residents relevant to the public
discussion.” (Sub. F) Meetings with elected officials were also seen as a way to, “open doors *to+
staff who otherwise couldn’t be bothered to care what some crazy people think about the City.”
(Sub. C)

7.1.11 DIVERSITY WITHIN THE ORGANIZATION

Members of the association were aware of a lack of diversity among their representatives. South
Point Douglas was recognized as being a neighbourhood that was home to people from around
the world, representing various ethnicities and backgrounds. The association was identified by
interview subjects as lacking representation from Aboriginal and immigrant populations. While
the membership of the organization did reflect a mix of income levels, the active members of
the association were all local property owners. Neighbourhood renters and shelter occupants
were not regularly involved in association activities.

7.1.12 ASSOCIATION RESOURCES

Members of the association indicated that a major barrier to the SPDRA’s ability to achieve
some of its objectives was the lack of available resources. All members of the association were
freely giving their time to various projects. As with any organization, time was limited. Financial

114

resources were also a concern. The association did not have any funds of its own or an available
revenue stream, other than donations from its members. Members in the association would
have to pay for any number of expenses such as meetings, rooms, printing and other costs out
of pocket.

The availability of assistance from individuals with specific expertise was also an important
resource issue. Interview respondents involved in the SPDRA acknowledged the important role
that individual members played in using their professional expertise to assist in the aims of the
association. The role of this University of Manitoba researcher as a resource was also
acknowledged. “Your *the researcher+ was able to pull together ideas ... *and+ produce the work
that was needed.” (Sub. A) The combination of the work of the project researcher to produce
materials and conduct research was viewed as a vital element in allowing the SPDRA to advance
its neighbourhood agenda.

7.2 LITERATURE REVIEW DISCUSSION

The literature review provided a basis for understanding the participatory process in a
neighbourhood planning setting. This section outlines lessons learned from the literature that
were affirmed during the research process.
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7.2.1 COSTS AND BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATION

The literature review identified costs and benefits associated with public participation in the
planning process. Alshire (1970) indicates participation can raise community expectations for
change. Alshire continues to suggest this process can be empowering for the public, but can
quickly become negative if participation is not translated into neighbourhood change (p. 372).

The processes studied here had an impact on raising expectations about neighbourhood change.
The growing focus on South Point Douglas as an emerging neighbourhood had created
opportunities to engage local residents and other stakeholders. The City Planning Studio may
have had a role in raising expectations about the potential for change in the neighbourhood. The
work of students helped local residents create alternative visions for their community. These
included alternative plans for the re-routing of the Disraeli Freeway, closure of the Louise Bridge
to vehicles and establishing a riverfront greenway. Many of these ideas became components of
the planning processes that took place at the City of Winnipeg during the secondary plan. As a
secondary plan was not produced during the period of this research project, it was not possible
to know how the expectations of the community would have compared to the plan, if one is
eventually adopted for SPD.

Larsen et al. (2004) indicate that a bonding between individuals in the community can be
another benefit to participation in planning processes. The processes under study here have
demonstrated a relationship-building process between individuals in the community. The
establishment of the SPDRA, in particular, demonstrated that working together as a community
builds local ties.
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7.2.2 UNDERSTANDING NEIGHBOURHOODS IS A KEY TO SUCCESSFUL PLANNING

The literature identified key elements of successful neighbourhood planning. Downs (1979)
identified five types of neighbourhoods as described in the literature review. Of these, three
categories, the Primary Institutional Neighbourhood, Civic Neighbourhood, and Networked
Neighbourhood, appear to be most reflective of the developments in South Point Douglas. SPD
is a neighbourhood in transition. The residents of the area have made significant efforts during
the course of this study to improve their connectivity to one another.

SPD is a neighbourhood with an active section of the public who share a common vision for the
future. Although small in number, SPD residents have used their association to great effect by
engaging political leaders and becoming involved in the work of the City of Winnipeg and the
University of Manitoba City Planning Studio. This neighbourhood has moved into the realm of
the “Civic Neighbourhood,” defined by Downs (1979), able to address a range of local issues, but
with a limited base of active supporters (p. 352). This categorization is also true in that the
SPDRA encountered opposition to its credibility as a legitimate representative of local interests
(p. 352). During the City of Winnipeg planning process, the legitimacy of the SPDRA to represent
neighbourhood interests was brought into question. Other organizations, such as the Point
Douglas Residents Association (representing the much larger population of North Point
Douglas), were still considered to have a role to play in representation of South Point Douglas,
although many members of the SDPRA rejected this relationship.
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The members of the SPDRA were aware of their shortcomings as an organization. Their numbers
were small and their membership failed to be fully representative of the diversity of
neighbourhood, including representation from Aboriginal peoples and shelter residents. South
Point Douglas is not yet in a position where it can achieve a wide range of community goals and
attain a high level of identification as described by Downs (1979), in the “Networked
Neighbourhood” (p. 354).

7.2.3 UNIVERSITY – COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS FOR PLANNING

The relationship between university and community was evaluated during the course of this
study. The literature review examines the case presented by Dewar & Issac (1998), with respect
to University of Michigan students working with inner city populations in Detroit. The South
Point Douglas neighbourhood, as one of Winnipeg’s inner city neighbourhoods, would be
expected to have demonstrated some characteristics similar to those encountered in previous
studies of university community partnerships. In the case of SPD, a large proportion of the
population in the neighbourhood is of Aboriginal descent. However, the individuals who became
engaged in the research were not reflective of the dominant racial composition of the
community. Reardon (1999) suggests the best way to ensure meaningful collaboration between
university and community was to give the community members themselves the largest role to
play in setting priorities and carrying out activities. The applicability of these considerations to
this project is of limited importance as the relationship between university and community was
not an example of a Community-University Partnership.
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Each of the three processes under study here included some degree of effort to engage minority
groups within the neighbourhood. The City Planning Studio had the most success in engaging
minority and disadvantaged individuals within the neighbourhood. While the City of Winnipeg
process was able to bring major institutional representatives together, including the Aboriginal
Centre, Manitoba Métis Federation and Salvation Army, this involvement was only at the
leadership level of these organizations. The City Planning Studio made a serious effort to collect
input from shelter residents and students of the Aboriginal Centre. The SPDRA was not
successful in bringing together individuals from minority groups and disadvantaged communities
into the process. However it is notable that individuals working with the SPDRA were in many
cases low-income.

None of the engagements in this study represented a true community empowerment exercise in
South Point Douglas. The agenda for neighbourhood engagement, if perhaps informed by local
people, was in the end determined by those from outside the community. The length of
commitment to the community was not always well defined. In the case of the university
engagement, the duration of cooperation in the community was defined by the length of the
school term, four months. The interview process identified a desire on the part of residents to
see a longer commitment on the part of the university to the neighbourhood. In the case of the
City of Winnipeg’s engagement, the process was cut short. For all the time and energy put into
the process by residents and other stakeholders, no tangible results materialized as a result of
these efforts. The work with the residents’ association by this researcher drew to a close at the
end of the research period. It is not clear that a longer commitment by any one of these
research projects may have enabled the neighbourhood to move closer to its planning
objectives. The lack of commitment by the City of Winnipeg to provide conclusion to the South
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Point Douglas planning process has left much of the work accomplished without meaningful
resolution.

7.3 RESEARCH METHODS DISCUSSION

7.3.1 PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION

The participant observation method yielded a significant set of data for analysis in this research
project. This method allowed the researcher to gain access to a level of detail in the discussions
that would not have been possible from reading meeting notes alone. Being present at the
meetings of the City of Winnipeg Secondary Plan Steering Committee allowed an opportunity to
view the interactions between a range of stakeholders on a series of occasions.

Like the interview process, voice recording was not used during participant observation. The lack
of voice recording was not a significant issue in this method. The researcher was not engaged in
the discussions and was able to give undivided attention to listening to the participants and
taking notes. This was in contrast to the interview process where capturing data needed to be
balanced with active discussion. Meetings of the steering committee were designed so that
individuals spoke one at a time. Capturing notes from single individuals also made participant
observation an excellent method for capturing data from this process.
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7.3.2 ACTION RESEARCH

Action research was an important component of the overall research project. This method also
proved to be the most demanding on time and effort of the researcher throughout this project.
The use of action research requires the development of trust between researcher and
participants. This trust-building process required a commitment to the individuals involved in
the community. The nature of the work combined documentation of activities with direct
participation in the work of community. This method was the most rewarding component of the
entire project.

The most important lesson from the action research process was to understand how the
researcher can maintain a degree of separation from the work of the community. This degree of
detachment is necessary to retain the capacity for future assessment of the work. The nature of
action research, however, requires a level of commitment that would be difficult to sustain
without a measure of real interest and concern for the outcome of the process. Effective action
research requires a balance between real interest in the work of the community and research
objectives.

A major consideration with respect to this action research project was to ensure that the work
done with the community continued to serve the needs of the research project. The South Point
Douglas Residents Association had a number of objectives as an organization. Not all of these
objectives were directly related to the establishment of a secondary plan for the
neighbourhood. It was the intent of the researcher to assist the association in its community
work. Time and resources did not allow all avenues of community activity to be explored. The
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work of the community is an ongoing effort with a lifetime beyond that of a research project.
Establishing a clear end to the engagement with the neighbourhood association was important.

7.3.3 INTERVIEWS

The use of key stakeholder interviews provided important insights into the planning process.
These eight interviews were an important opportunity for the researcher and participants to
share time together where opinions and ideas could be shared. The anonymity of the
participants was critical to the success of the interview method. Interview respondents were
able to share information with the knowledge their comments would not be attributed to them.
This provided for a greater degree of candour that would not have been possible in a setting
with other people present.

The interview method, coming at the end of a larger research process, allowed the researcher to
build on the relationship that had developed with many of the stakeholders. The relationships
between researcher and stakeholders were different in each instance. In some cases, due to the
ongoing work related to the South Point Douglas Residents Association and other involvement,
both researcher and subject were at ease with one another. It may not have been possible to
gain access to deeply-held concerns of some of the interview subjects without having first built a
relationship of trust.

The use of recording devices was an unexpected lesson from the interview process. The
researcher had intended to use a voice recording device to capture each interview session for
later review. While some participants were very comfortable with the use of voice recording,

122

others were not. A lack of voice recording equipment required the researcher to use note-taking
to capture information from the interviews. While this technique for capturing information did
make people more comfortable with the process, it did not permit the same level of detail as
voice recording may have. An alternative method may have been to use a second individual as a
note-taker during the interviews to allow discussion to be more free-flowing. However, the
inclusion of a second individual to document interviews may have resulted in other unexpected
challenges.
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS

The research in the project sought to provide an understanding of community engagement in
neighbourhood planning. Four original research questions were posed at the outset. These
questions were a critical component of framing the work undertaken in this project. As a
component of this concluding chapter, a reference to each of these questions and an evaluation
of how these questions were addressed is appropriate.

1. What options are available to the planner in attempting to engage the public in a
neighbourhood planning process?

This project provided an example of three processes used to engage the public in a
neighbourhood planning process. Each of these processes was distinctive. The studio
engagements made use of significant numbers of students to engage broadly in a
neighbourhood. The City of Winnipeg process brought together a diverse group of individuals
and organizations to discuss substantive issues in a formal setting. The SPDRA allowed a group
of like-minded local people to take a hand-on approach to improving their community. There
may have been other options to engage community members that were not used in this project.
The use of social media was not actively explored by any of the processes. The recent Our
Winnipeg / Speak up Winnipeg exercise conducted by the City of Winnipeg during its
development plan review revealed the potential to engage some groups of people effectively
through social media networks. Major gaps existed with respect to some of the engagements in
their ability to involve some segments of the community, particularly marginalized groups.
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Shelter residents and representatives of minority groups were noticeably absent or underrepresented in the discussions at both the steering committee and residents association. Voices
of youth were also under-represented in discussions.

The researcher in this project was able to utilize different activist methods to help project the
voice of the community into areas where they were most likely to attract attention. In this way
the planner, if they are acting on behalf of a community of people, can use experience and
judgment to determine how the intent of a community may be expressed when many options
are available.

2. How can concurrent planning processes influence one another in positive or negative ways?

There was a relationship between the various planning processes undertaken in this study.
Many of the ideas that became recurring themes in the neighbourhood work benefited from
discussion in multiple ways by many different people. One positive element was the ability of
multiple concurrent processes to improve and expand the knowledge of participants. By gaining
information from a variety of perspectives, participants in these processes were able to build on
their existing knowledge of the neighbourhood and learn from others who were engaged in the
process. The concurrent nature of the processes also assisted in the formation of ideas in the
neighbourhood. Ideas for community improvement, first developed by the studio engagements,
were later able to become part of a discussion in the City of Winnipeg process. Feedback, from
discussions during the City of Winnipeg process, in turn informed the work of the residents
association. This dialogue between the processes was a positive element of the concurrent
nature of the workshops.
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A negative aspect of the concurrent nature of the engagements may have been the tendency for
community members who worked together in the SPDRA to maintain a degree of separation
from other members of the City of Winnipeg process. This separation may have created a
division between resident and non-resident members of the steering committee. Community
divisions also included a division between homeowners and shelter residents and also between
institutional stakeholders in the area.

3. How were planning engagement methods determined in this case study? Were these
methods appropriate?

As this research project continued, the methods that were most appropriate to achieving
planning goals began to materialize. The evolution from a broad based engagement, such as the
studio work, allowed a planner to make connections in a community. This broad based
consultation was useful for gaining a wide cross section of issues impacting many different
groups from residents to business and organizations. This type of engagement would be
appropriate when the main issues in a neighbourhood are unknown to the planner. This method
was very applicable to South Point Douglas due to the diversity of the community with many
types of interests. For a group of students who were unfamiliar with local planning issues,
contact with a wide cross section of people and issues offered the best introduction to key
themes. The major drawback of this approach was in the length of the engagement and the
possibility of meaningful outcomes. While the studio work did produce deliverable work such as
the South Point View newspaper that was distributed throughout the community, the students
were not there to assist in the advancement of local ideas.
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The City of Winnipeg planning process was a valuable way to gain in-depth information. Based
on the characteristics of the neighbourhood, this process created advantages for some
segments of the community over others. Individuals who were able to give significant amounts
of time during the business day for several months were the ones able to participate. This group
of individuals tended to represent organizations where time away from other responsibilities
was available. This engagement did not prove able to engage many people in the community
who did not have this luxury of time. The City process was unable to find a way to connect with
people who were not already motivated to participate. Even for those that did come to the
table; the inability of the City to complete the work of the plan may make the community less
likely to respond favorably to any future planning process.

The SPDRA was a meaningful way for a planner to assist a group of dedicated individuals who
were already capable of organization. The individuals involved in the association were
motivated; many had extensive experience in community organization and had some resources
available to achieve their objectives. A strong foundation to build upon meant that the planner
could enter into a community discussion in a way that helped fill gaps and provided facilitation.
These engagements allowed for meaningful participation among community members and the
full formulation of ideas. The planner in this case was able to provide a valuable resource to the
SPDRA in assisting the group to turn its planning ideas into political relevance.

Two specific examples of the researcher selecting appropriate tools for engagement were the
use of the six point plan and collaboration with the North Point Douglas Residents Association.
The Six Point Plan (Appendix N) represented a neighbourhood vision for South Point Douglas.
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When combined with the neighbourhood concept map (Appendix M) these two tools formed a
basis to engage public officials. The decision to use these specific tools was grounded in a desire
to get ideas onto the public agenda. As South Point Douglas was, at this time, a neighbourhood
in transition, the time was ripe for a group with common interests to assert an agenda. The Six
Point Plan was used to put specific interests on the neighbourhood into clear focus in advance of
discussions with political officials. Elements of the Six Point Plan were designed to appeal to the
current political interests of the day. The inclusion of the concept of LEED Neighbourhood
Development, for example, was included as a means to associate the environmental
sustainability objectives of the community with the “green” objectives developing within
government at that time. The Six Point Plan was also used as a means to promote accountability
between political leaders and the community. Through a specific plan of action, residents were
able to make their objectives clear to political leaders. Removing ambiguity was seen by this
researcher as critical to improving the chances of success for the community program.

The weakness of this organization was its small size and tight knit character. Without the
involvement of some key community leaders the capacity for political influence would diminish
significantly. South Point Douglas had the good fortune of having a small but motivated group of
residents who were not afraid to challenge ideas and look for avenues to express opinions.
Collaboration with the residents of North Point Douglas was another area where the researcher
was able to have an impact on the residents association. The population of South Point Douglas
was relatively small when compared with the adjacent neighbourhood of North Point Douglas.
North Point Douglas, also an inner city neighbourhood, has a long history of conflict with City
Hall on issues of crime, housing and poverty. This neighbourhood also had a history of activism
to achieve their goals. Given their proximity to one another and the many shared issues, a

128

partnership between the two neighbourhood associations seemed to hold promise. This
researcher encouraged the SPDRA to partner with North Point Douglas residents in forwarding
common aims including the alternative proposal for Disraeli Freeway (Appendix O2). While this
collaboration did strengthen the SPDRA for a time, other emerging issues including the vision for
a Point Douglas Provincial Park saw differences between the groups emerge. Further
collaboration between these groups may still hold promise for successful political action in the
future.
4. How are these engagement methods to be evaluated?
The original concept for the evaluation of the engagements was not possible to complete. It was
the intent of the research to evaluate the impact of the engagement processes in comparison to
the outcome of the final neighbourhood plan that was developed. As a final plan for the South
Point Douglas neighbourhood was not produced this means of evaluation is not available.

The key informant interviews served as a means to provide some evaluation for these
engagements. The interview results, compiled in Chapter 7, offer an insight into the way that
participants reflected upon their own participation. Without a final plan to evaluate the use of
participant input, reflection was a useful tool for the planner to understand the relative value of
each process used. A Process Evaluation Matrix has been prepared (Appendix P) that gives an
overview of each of the processes studied. This matrix compares each process with respect to
number of criteria that were identified as representing quality process in planning. These criteria
include:
1. Number of participants – the overall number of people engaged by all the workshops
and other tools used.
2. Diversity of participants – did the participants in engagements span the range of
community members who would be impacted by the plan.
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3. Number of times participants engaged – was participation a one-time only effort or
were multiple opportunities for participation provided.
4. Intensity of engagement – were participants engaged in an in-depth or superficial
manner.
5. Diversity of engagements – were workshops and engagements diverse enough to allow
participants with various skill levels and capacity to participate in a manner suitable to
their ability.
6. Availability of resources – were adequate resources available to facilitate meaningful
participation. These resources may include staff time, support, publishing or other
needs.
7. Can the process be reproduced – was the nature of the process so unique or complex
that it would difficult to replicate in another planning setting.
8. Deliverables to the community – did the process offer any meaningful information back
to the community.
9. Impact on the public debate – did the process have any impact on public perceptions
about the plan or the people involved.
10. Influence with public officials – did the process have an impact on individuals and
organizations that are in a position to impact policy directly.
11. Community selection of issues – are participants in the process directly involved in
framing the planning discussion or are they responding to issues pre-determined
elsewhere.
12. Level of empowerment – did participation processes represent the needs and desires of
the local community.
13. Ongoing engagement – did the planning process extend for a long enough period of
time to deliver meaningful results or deliver on its stated goals.

There were several critical highlights from this evaluation. In the case of the City Planning
Studio, the availability of resources, diversity of engagements and diversity and number of
people engaged were major strengths. The studio process was the only process to directly
engage residents of homeless shelters and users of the Aboriginal Centre. Due to the number of
students involved in the project the studio was also able to reach into the community with
specific engagements designed to encourage participation from many different groups.
Weaknesses of the studio process included its minor influence on the overall planning process
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including influence with public officials. While the studio did produce a newspaper, the South
Point View (Appendix I) that stimulated community discussion, it was not until later stages of
the planning process that these ideas began to materialize as elements of a larger
neighbourhood action plan. Due to the resources available to the studio program, the number
of students and two faculty, it is unlikely that such a process could be reproduced without the
ongoing partnership of the university or other major institution with a commitment to
community action.

The City of Winnipeg process was an example of a process that drew strength from its formality
and capacity to have direct influence on the eventual planning outcomes. As a City process, the
steering committee put residents and stakeholders in direct contact with the members of city
administration who could have provided information and guidance on the relationship between
community ideas and municipal objectives. A range of stakeholders were engaged by the city in
this process, however, these engagements lacked diversity, instead taking the form of ongoing
discussions. It is ultimately impossible to determine what impact the work of the steering
committee may have had on the creation of plan for the neighbourhood as a plan was not
produced. The City may seek to be more realistic in the future about the timelines associated
with planning processes. The City should certainly seek to have greater communication with
residents when a process has been stopped and how the work of the community may again be
used in the future should a planning process begin again. A stronger connection between the
planner and political leadership at the municipal level will be critical to creating the conditions
for this type of dialogue with the community.
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The South Point Douglas Residents Association was a group able to assert many key aims and
objectives onto tangible action. The SPDRA was able to work very quickly as a small organization
to capitalize on opportunities to advance their goals. At the time of the formation of the
association a vision vacuum existed in the South Point Douglas area. Following the failure of the
stadium proposal, and prior to the establishment of a formal plan for the area, residents had a
unique opportunity to create a community agenda. In this effort the SPDRA did make significant
strides in both developing a vision framework and presenting these ideas to political leaders. Of
all the processes studied here, the SPDRA was able to have the greatest direct influence on the
public debate about the future of South Point Douglas. Ideas developed by the community,
including the riverbank greenway, are likely to take a place in the future redevelopment of the
area. The SPDRA also had its weaknesses. The association was always a small, tight-knit group.
While being a small group may have allowed the SPDRA to respond quickly to issues, it did not
allow this organization to build deep roots with other segments of the community. The diversity
of the participants in the SPDRA was also limited representing homeowners who in many cases
were already known to one another. The researcher was able to have the largest impact within
the work of the SPDRA compared with the other processes studied. The researcher in this case
was able to bring ideas to the neighbourhood discussion and after a period of trust and
relationship building, become in many ways a part of the neighbourhood. Through this
collaboration the researcher was able to bring elements of academic learning to the planning
process in a manner that complemented the energy and activism of the community.
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8.1 KEY CONCLUSIONS AND L ESSONS FOR PLANNERS

The results of the research uncovered a number of key conclusions. These conclusions,
described below, are based on the findings from the key stakeholder interview process and
combined with other background information presented in this study. These conclusions are
intended to inform the future work of planners and others engaged in stakeholder consultation.
While some of these conclusions are specific to a neighbourhood planning context, others may
be more widely applicable to a variety of planning situations. All conclusions relate to an aspect
of the relationship between the planning professional and stakeholders involved in the planning
process.

The conclusions are, in some cases, specific to the type of planner - community relationship. As
three relationships have been studied here, each will be presented with its own group of
conclusions that can be seen as recommendations for future action. Following specific
conclusions related to the processes, a general set of conclusions are presented that might be
applicable to any number of planner - community relationships. A final set of reflections
completes the conclusions section.

8.2 BUILDING COMMUNITY - UNIVERSITY RELATIONSHIPS

Both the University and the community can benefit from the development of a strong long term
relationship. While the University and people of a neighbourhood may work on a common
project, in this instance a neighbourhood plan, their objectives may be different. This is
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particularly true of inner city neighbourhoods where the connection between University and
community may seem very distant.

The University of Manitoba has made efforts to build a relationship with members of the
community in South Point Douglas, to assist in building the legitimacy of the research. Members
of the faculty had established relationships with individuals and organizations in the South Point
Douglas area. These relationships helped to build trust between the research activities and the
larger community objectives. A tacit understanding existed that the work of the student
research would, at least in part, assist the community achieve its larger planning objectives.
Students from future years may have been used by the university to continue the ongoing
dialogue with the community and act as facilitators in the planning process through to its
conclusion.

The studio project brought students into direct contact with community in a planning context
very early in their graduate program. Students had very different degrees of experience and
comfort with working directly with the community. It may be useful to consider community
engagement as a component of the studio program at a more senior year of study.

8.3 CITY OF WINNIPEG PLANNING PROCESS

The City of Winnipeg secondary planning process proved to be the most difficult component of
the three processes studied in this project. Assumptions were made at the outset of this
research project, based on the timeline set out by the city, for the completion of a secondary
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plan. When it became evident a secondary plan would not be forthcoming during the study
period, if at all, it was necessary to take some elements of the research in another direction.

The major lesson learned from this incident came from the individuals who were involved in the
secondary plan steering committee. Many residents of SPD were already sceptical of the
intentions of the City of Winnipeg. When an opportunity was offered to participate in a
community planning exercise many residents and local stakeholders took it. To later find that
their time and efforts may well have been wasted caused frustration. This demonstrates the
clear need to set out realistic expectations with the local community prior to beginning any
major planning exercise. It also highlights the need for planners to have the confidence of their
political leadership to ensure a connection between the work of planners and the goals of
government. The experience of residents and other stakeholders in the City of Winnipeg
planning process may make it very difficult for the City to once again gain the trust of this
neighbourhood in any future planning exercise. If there is to be a positive path forward for the
City-community relationship it must begin with an acknowledgement of the previous work that
has been done by the community. Some explanation must be provided to the community about
the to-date unexplained termination of the secondary planning process.

8.4 ACTION IN THE COMMUNITY – WORKING WITH RESIDENTS

The work of the public to build a future for their community is a never ending process. A
researcher, no matter how sympathetic to their cause, can only contribute a small amount to a
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larger effort by residents to realize neighbourhood change. This research project offered an
opportunity to become a part of South Point Douglas for a period of time.

The residents of SPD were very capable of both articulating and advancing their goals. Members
of the SPDRA were able to use their connections within the community to gain access to political
leaders and senior officials. The added resource of a researcher to assist these efforts was
appreciated and considered valuable. A planner is able to introduce ideas from the profession
and academic community into a neighbourhood discussion. On many occasions, residents knew
what they hoped to accomplish, but were able to improve their strategies by tapping into the
resource of a planner to solidify ideas and learn from best practice.

Residents of SPD, like those in any neighbourhood, are busy with their own affairs. A planner
who can take on a measure of the activist work allows the activities of a residents association to
progress further than they otherwise might, without such assistance. This research project was
focused on South Point Douglas, a neighbourhood that has received a growing interest from
Winnipeg at large in recent years. Many other neighbourhoods have need of activist resources
to assist their own planning efforts. Planners, as a profession, may look toward taking on more
community-based activities to assist neighbourhoods with issues that have been ignored by the
university sector or by City Hall. Many cities are home to a large community of professional
planners. Like other professionals, planners have many demands on their time. Like other
professionals, however, planners have a professional obligation to community service, as a
means to gain goodwill and credibility with the public. Planners can and should find ways to
balance their paid practice, be it with public or the private sector, with assistance to
communities who have no means to obtain professional planning services themselves. A

136

community based service, such as a community planning resource and advocacy centre, could
fill this gap.

8.5 LIMITATIONS AND BIASES

A bias arose in the composition of participants used in the key informant interview process.
Although the quality and quantity of data gathered from participants was significant, the
individuals selected for interviews over represented the membership of the South Point Douglas
Residents Association. A majority of individuals selected for interviews had involvement in the
work of the association. This composition of interviewees may have tended to over emphasize
the views and opinions of this group. This bias is important as the membership of the residents
association was not reflective of the diversity of the entire neighbourhood.

Additional bias exists in the role of the researcher providing technical support to some of the
individuals interviewed. The existence of a relationship between the interview participants and
the researcher may have influenced the responses provided. Some of the interview questions
attempted to understand the effectiveness of the work conducted by the researcher. It is
possible that these issues may not have been answered with the same candour due to the lack
of a third party interviewer. Limitations of the research project may have been identified more
freely by interview participants if the researcher were not involved in the interview process.
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8.6 FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

It was necessary to complete the research project before the completion of the plan proposed
by the City of Winnipeg at the outset of the study. Should the City choose to conclude this
planning process in South Point Douglas it would be of interest to consider how issues may have
changed since the time of this project. Some of the data collected in the workshop sessions
under study in this project may still be applicable to future neighbourhood planning. Change in
the South Point Douglas neighbourhood is inevitable. Future research could seek to understand
this process of transformation and the influence of many of the ideas that were generated by
the public of the community.

8.7 FINAL CONCLUSIONS

The lack of an ultimate conclusion to the planning process in South Point Douglas was the most
disappointing aspect of the research project. A great deal of effort and time was given by many
people from the community to participate in planning exercises. The studio project, City of
Winnipeg and residents association each asked people to contribute to a process that to date
has not realized any significant outcome. This lack of formal conclusion provided a frustrating
twist to the research project. In retrospect, the possibility of a lack of a concrete outcome from
the planning process in South Point Douglas should have been given more serious consideration
prior to the commencement of the project. The timing of the research project was intended to
take the opportunity to observe an ongoing planning process. The combination of methods
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involved sought to understand the character of participation in a neighbourhood plan from start
to finish.

At the outset of the project the timelines to complete community consultation and draft a plan
appeared to be straightforward. As this timeline unravelled, it was necessary to make
adjustments to the project. The use of interviews and the cooperation of individuals involved in
the project allowed the research to stay on course, to a certain extent, allowing for exploration
of issues associated with neighbourhood planning. Studying a planning process in action was
very informative; however, external factors required changes in direction along the way. This
experience may be valuable to future researchers seeking to address planning topics as they
unfold and particularly when some elements are not in the researcher’s direct control.
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APPENDIX A
Research Instrument  Interview Questions

Interview Questions
In order to gain a better understanding of the opinions of individuals involved in the
three planning processes employed in the South Point Douglas MDP, a series of
interviews will be conducted. These individuals are selected on the basis of their
involvement with:
1. The University of Manitoba City Planning Studio
2. City of Winnipeg Secondary Plan Steering Committee
3. South Point Douglas Residents Association
Individuals will be able to give their personal evaluations of the quality of process used
based on their experience. In some case individuals will have engaged in one, two or
all three of the engagement processes. The following individuals / representatives are
proposed to be interviewed:
1. Residents Association Leadership (two people)
2. Long time activists / organizers (one or two people)
3. Members of business community and associations (three people)
4. Major institutional representatives (one person)
These interviews will focus on the following questions:
1. What are your hopes for the future of South Point Douglas in the next 10 year? What
are your greatest concerns?
2. Do you feel that your involvement with (studio and/or steering committee and/or
residents association) has provided a meaningful way for you to influence the future
of your neighbourhood?
3. (For those engaged in more than one process) Of the various processes that you
were involved in, how would you compare and contrast the impact your involvement?
4. From your experience with these engagement processes are there some things that
were not done that wish had been done? What were they?
5. What is your level of confidence that the time and energy spent in these participatory
processes will be meaningful in eventual outcomes for this neighbourhood?
While these primary questions will be used - various follow-up probes may also be
required to encourage full responses. 30 minute interviews are anticipated.
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University of Manitoba Ethics Certi;icate
and Consent Form

APPROVAL CERTIFICATE
30 April 2009
TO:

Vince Barletta
Principal Investigator

(Advisor S. Blake)

FROM:

Wayne Taylor, Chair
Joint-Faculty Research Ethics Board (JFREB)

Re:

Protocol #J2009:037
“Understanding the Role of Citizen Participation in Secondary
Planning: South Point Douglas, Winnipeg”

Please be advised that your above-referenced protocol has received human ethics
approval by the Joint-Faculty Research Ethics Board, which is organized and operates
according to the Tri-Council Policy Statement. This approval is valid for one year only.
Any significant changes of the protocol and/or informed consent form should be reported
to the Human Ethics Secretariat in advance of implementation of such changes.
Please note:
if you have funds pending human ethics approval, the auditor requires that
you submit a copy of this Approval Certificate to Eveline Saurette in the Office of
Research Services, (fax 261-0325, phone 480-1409), including the Sponsor name,
before your account can be opened.
if you have received multi-year funding for this research, responsibility lies
with you to apply for and obtain Renewal Approval at the expiry of the initial
one-year approval; otherwise the account will be locked.

The Research Ethics Board requests a final report for your study (available at:
http://umanitoba.ca/research/ors/ethics/ors_ethics_human_REB_forms_guidelines.html) in
order to be in compliance with Tri-Council Guidelines.

Consent Form

Master of City Planning – Major Degree Project
Principal Researcher: Vince Barletta
Understanding the role of Citizen Engagement in the Secondary Planning Process:
A case study in the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood, Winnipeg, Manitoba.
This consent form, a copy of which will be left with you for your records and reference, is
only part of the process of informed consent. It should give you the basic idea of what the
research is about and what your participation will involve. If you would like more detail
about something mentioned here, or information not included here, you should feel free to
ask. Please take the time to read this carefully and to understand any accompanying
information.
Summary of Project
This Major Degree Project will seek to gain an understanding of the influence of citizen
participation in the secondary planning process for the South Point Douglas
neighbourhood of Winnipeg, Manitoba. The workshops are related to the creation of a
secondary plan for the South Point Douglas neighbourhood of Winnipeg. Expected areas
of discussion could include land-use, zoning, housing, availability of commercial services,
quality of municipal infrastructure and greenspace. It is the intent to ensure that the
discussion is focused on planning issues related to the neighbourhood. The research will
involve a documentation of the citizen processes described below:
The City of Winnipeg secondary plan steering committee
This special committee has been established through the City of Winnipeg Department of
Planning, Property and Development to provide a vehicle for citizen input into the
development of the secondary plan. This committee is comprised of 15 members of the
community representing residents, business, cultural and institutional interests. These
meetings are considered by the City of Winnipeg to be public meetings. The research role
will be to attend and further document these meetings with the consent of the committee
members. Consent will be obtained from any individuals who may be sourced directly.
South Point Douglas residents committee
When invited by the community, the project will seek to document the community process
through the residents committee. These meetings are public meetings held in the
neighbourhood that any resident may attend. Consent will be obtained from any
individuals who may be sourced directly.
Devices used: Audio recording and photography may be used with the informed consent
of participants.

Withholding of information: This project will not withhold essential information nor
deliberately mislead subjects for research purposes.
Feedback to participants: At the conclusion of the research component of the project it is
the intent of the researcher to provide an opportunity for research participants to comment
on the findings and/or receive a preliminary copy of the final project upon request.
Risks to participants: In the view of the researcher this project does not present any risk
to the subjects or any third party.
Confidentiality: No individuals are being asked to provide any personal confidential
information with relation to this report.
Compensation: Compensation will not be provided for involvement in the project.
Your signature on this form indicates that you have understood to your satisfaction
the information regarding participation in the research project and agree to
participate as a subject. In no way does this waive your legal rights nor release the
researchers, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal and professional
responsibilities. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time, and /or refrain
from answering any questions you prefer to omit, without prejudice or
consequence. Your continued participation should be as informed as your initial
consent, so you should feel free to ask for clarification or new information
throughout your participation.
Principal Researcher:
Vince Barletta, Master of City Planning Candidate.
243 18th Street Brandon, Manitoba R7A 5A6
Phone: 204.724.7927 Email: vince.barletta@gmail.com
Project Supervisor:
Sheri Blake, D.Eng. (Arch), MCIP, Associate Professor, Department of City Planning
University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, Manitoba, R3T 2N2.
Phone: 204.474.6426 Email: blakes@cc.umanitoba.ca
This research has been approved by the Joint-Faculty Research Ethics Board. If
you have any concerns or complaints about this project you may contact any of the
above-named persons or the Human Ethics Secretariat at 474-7122, or e-mail
margaret_bowman@umanitoba.ca. A copy of this consent form has been given to
you to keep for your records and reference.

____________________________________________________________________________
Participant’s Signature
Date

_____________________________________________________________________________
Researcher and/or Delegate’s Signature
Date
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Fort Garry Campus Research Ethics Boards
CTC Building, 208 - 194 Dafoe Road
Winnipeg, MB R3T 2N2
Phone: (204) 474-7122
Fax: (204) 269-7173
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Joint-Faculty REB 
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attached research protocol, and all supporting documents, must be submitted in quadruplicate (original
plus 3 copies), to the Office of Research Services, Human Ethics Coordinator, CTC Building, 208 - 194
Dafoe Road, 474-7122.
Principal Researcher(s):

________________________________________________________
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 Undergraduate 
WRHA Affiliate 
Specify:______________________________

Faculty 
Other 

Post-Doc 

Student: Graduate

Address (to receive Approval Certificate):_____________________________________________________
Phone: __________ Fax: ____________

Email: ___________________________________________

Project Title:__________________________________________________________________________
Start date ___________________Planned period of research (if less than one year): _________________
Type of research (Please check):
Faculty Research
Administrative Research
Student Research
Self-funded  Sponsored  Central

Thesis  Class Project 
(Agency) _______________________
Unit-based

Course Number: __________
Signature(s) of Principal Researcher(s): _________________________________________________
For student research: This project is approved by department/thesis committee. The advisor has
reviewed and approved the protocol.
Name of Thesis Advisor________________________

Signature______________________________

(Required if thesis research)

Name of Course Instructor: ________________________ Signature__________________________
(Required if class project)
Persons signing assure responsibility that all procedures performed under the protocol will be conducted by individuals responsibly entitled to do
so, and that any deviation from the protocol will be submitted to the REB for its approval prior to implementation. Signature of the thesis advisor/
course instructor indicates that student researchers have been instructed on the principles of ethics policy, on the importance of adherence to the
ethical conduct of the research according to the submitted protocol (and of the necessity to report any deviations from the protocol to their
advisor/instructor).
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Ethics Protocol Submission Form
(Basic Questions about the Project)
The questions on this form are of a general nature, designed to collect pertinent information about potential
problems of an ethical nature that could arise with the proposed research project. In addition to answering the
questions below, the researcher is expected to append pages (and any other necessary documents) to a submission
detailing the required information about the research protocol (see page 4).
1.

Will the subjects in your study be
UNAWARE that they are subjects?

____ Yes __X__ No

2.

Will information about the subjects be
obtained from sources other than the
subjects themselves?

____ Yes __X__ No

3.

Are you and/or members of your research team in a
position of power vis-a-vis the subjects? If yes,
clarify the position of power and how it will be
addressed.

____ Yes __X__ No

4.

Is any inducement or coercion used to obtain
the subject's participation?

____ Yes __X__ No

5.

Do subjects identify themselves by name
directly, or by other means that allows you or
anyone else to identify data with specific subjects?
If yes, indicate how confidentiality will be
maintained. What precautions are to be
undertaken in storing data and in its
eventual destruction/disposition.

__X__ Yes ____ No

Response: The method to be employed in the study is participant observation. In the course of
documentation it may be possible to identify participants. It is also the intent of the researcher to use audio
recording and photography to document the meeting processes.
Photographs or Video Recordings
Photographs may be taken of participants and the activities they engage in during workshops or other
sessions. Photographs may be included in publicly disseminated research materials. Waivers will be signed
to allow photography and for the use of photographs in publications and/or other publicly disseminated
media arising from the research. If desire final approval concerning which photographs are permitted for
inclusion in publications or other publicly disseminated media, provisions will be made to allow for this.
There may be instances where an individual may wish to participate in the research, but does not wish his/
her photograph to be taken at any time. In this case, efforts will be made to not include the individual when
a photograph is being taken. In cases where an individual has been accidentally photographed these
images(s) will be digitally altered by the researcher to remove that individual from the image, or the image
will be immediately destroyed upon processing.
As previously mentioned, if any research participant desires final approval concerning what images are
permitted for inclusion in the final document, provisions will be made to allow for this. In this case,
photographs rejected by individuals involved in the study will not be included in publications and/or other
publicly disseminated media arising from the research.
It is possible that research participants may take pictures of other participants’ work. In this case, I will
seek permission from the photographer, and other participants to use their photographs in my research, and
publicly disseminated research materials. Inclusion of photography work done by others will be credited
appropriately. All stipulations explained above still apply; i.e. individuals who do not wish to be
photographed, appear in another photographer’s work, these photos will not be included in publications or

other publicly disseminated media arising from the research.
Data Storage and Eventual Destruction
All data including original photographic negatives and photographs; audio recordings and transcripts; as
well as research fieldnotes will be stored in a private and secured place, a locked drawer in the researcher's
home. The audiotapes will be erased when transcripts have been made. These research materials will be
stored until publications or other publicly disseminated media arising from the research have been brought
to fruition, at which time the research materials will be destroyed.
6.

7.

If subjects are identifiable by name,
do you intend to recruit them for future
studies? If yes, indicate why this is necessary
and how you plan to recruit these subjects
for future studies.

____ Yes __X__ No

Could dissemination of findings compromise
confidentiality?

__X__ Yes ____ No

Response: The method to be employed in the study is participant observation. Due to the small
size of the groups involved in the project it may be possible for individuals to be identified by
other participants in a final report.
As stated previously, photographs may be taken of research participants, and photographs may be
included in publicly disseminated documents and/or other media with the participants’ consent.
When the research is publicly disseminated, it may be possible for other people to recognize a
person by face in the photo. However, name tags will not be worn by any participant that would
allow his/her identity to be disclosed by name. In addition, real names will not be attached to any
persons in visual imagery, nor in the corresponding text within any final document. (Pseudonyms
may be employed.) All participants will be made aware of these provisions. Waivers for will be
signed by all participants.
8.

Does the study involve physical or emotional
stress, or the subject's expectation
thereof, such as might result from conditions
in the study design?

____ Yes __X__ No

9.

Is there any threat to the personal safety
of subjects?

____ Yes __X__ No

10.

Does the study involve subjects who
are not legally or practically able to give
their valid consent to participate
(e.g., children, or persons with mental health problems
and/or cognitive impairment)?
If yes, indicate how informed consent will be obtained
from subjects and those authorized to speak for subjects.

____ Yes __X__ No

Is deception involved (i.e., will subjects be
intentionally misled about the purpose
of the study, their own performance, or other
features of the study)?

____ Yes __X__ No

11.

12.

Is there a possibility that abuse of children or persons
in care might be discovered in the course of the study?
If yes, current laws require that certain offenses against

13.

children and persons in care be reported to legal authorities.
Indicate the provisions that have been made for complying
with the law.

____ Yes __X__ No

Does the study include the use of personal health information?
The Manitoba Personal Health Information Act (PHIA) outlines
responsibilities of researchers to ensure safeguards that
will protect personal health information. If yes, indicate
provisions that will be made to comply with this Act
(see document for guidance http:/www.gov.mb.ca/health/phia/index.html).

____ Yes __X__ No

Provide additional details pertaining to any of the questions above for which you responded
"yes." Attach additional pages, if necessary.
In my judgment this project involves:

 minimal risk
 more than minimal risk

(Policy #1406 defines “minimal risk” as follows: “. . . that the risks of harm anticipated in the proposed research are
not greater nor more likely, considering probability and magnitude, than those ordinarily encountered in life,
including those encountered during the performance of routine physical or psychological examinations or tests.”)

____/____/____
dd mm yr

_______________________________________
Signature of Principal Researcher
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Ethics Protocol Submission Form
(Required Information about the Research Protocol)
Each application for ethics approval should include the following information and be presented in the following
order, using these headings:
1.

Summary of Project: Attach a detailed but concise (one typed page) outline of the purpose and
methodology of the study describing precisely the procedures in which subjects will be asked to
participate.

2.

Research Instruments: Attach copies of all materials (e.g., questionnaires, tests, interview schedules, etc.)
to be given to subjects and/or third parties.

3.

Study Subjects: Describe the number of subjects, and how they will be recruited for this study. Are there
any special characteristics of the subjects that make them especially vulnerable or require extra measures?

4.

Informed Consent: Will consent in writing be obtained? If so, attach a copy of the consent form. (see
guidelines on informed consent). If written consent is not to be obtained, indicate why not and the manner
by which subjects’ consent (verbally) or assent to participate in the study will be obtained. How will the
nature of the study and subjects’ participation in the study be explained to them before they agree to
participate. How will consent be obtained from guardians of subjects from vulnerable populations? If
confidential records will be consulted, indicate the nature of the records, and how subjects’ consent is to be
obtained. If it is essential to the research, indicate why subjects are not to be made aware of their records
being consulted.

5.

Deception: Deception refers to the deliberate withholding of essential information or the provision of
deliberately misleading information about the research or its purposes. If the research involves deception,
the researcher must provide detailed information on the extent and nature of deception and why the
research could not be conducted without it. This description must be sufficient to justify a waiver of
informed consent.

6.

Feedback/Debriefing: Describe the feedback that will be given to subjects about the research after they
have completed their participation. How will the feedback be provided and by whom? If feedback will not
be given, please explain why feedback is not planned. If deception is employed, debriefing is mandatory.
Describe in detail the nature of the post-deception feedback, and when and how it will be given.

7.

Risks and Benefits: Is there any risk to the subjects, or to a third party? If yes, provide a description of
the risks and the counterbalancing benefits of the proposed study. Indicate the precautions taken by the
researcher under these circumstances.

8.

Anonymity and Confidentiality: Describe the procedures for preserving anonymity and confidentiality.
If confidentiality is not an issue in this research, please explain why. Will confidential records be consulted?
If yes, indicate what precautions will be taken to ensure subjects’ confidentiality. How will the data be
stored to ensure confidentiality? Will the data be destroyed, if so, when?

9.

Compensation: Will subjects be compensated for their participation? Compensation may reasonably
provide subjects with assistance to defray the costs associated with study participation.
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Ethics Protocol Submission Form
Review your submission according to this:

Checklist
Principal Researcher: ____________Vince Barletta_____________________

X
X
X
X
X
N/A
X

Item from the Ethics Protocol Submission Form
All information requested on the first page completed in legible format (typed or
printed).
Signatures of the principal researcher (and faculty advisor, or course instructor if
student research).
Answers to all 13 questions on pages 2-3 of Ethics Protocol Submission form.
Detailed information requested on page 4 of the Ethics Protocol Submission Form in
the numbered order and with the headings indicated.
Ethics Protocol Submission Form in quadruplicate (Original plus 3 copies ).
Research instruments: 4 copies of all instruments and other supplementary material to
be given to subjects.
Copy of this checklist.

NOTE: For ease of reviewing it would be much appreciated if you could number
the pages of your submission (handwriting the numbers is quite acceptable).

ETHICS PROTOCOL SUBMISSION FORM
(Response to page 4 of submission form)

1. Summary of Project
This Major Degree Project will seek to gain an understanding of the influence of
citizen participation in the secondary planning process for the South Point Douglas
neighbourhood of Winnipeg, Manitoba. Using the principles of participant
observation, the research will involve a documentation of two citizen processes
described below:
The City of Winnipeg secondary plan steering committee
This special committee has been established through the City of Winnipeg
Department of Planning, Property and Development to provide a vehicle for citizen
input into the development of the secondary plan. This committee is comprised of
15 members of the community representing residents, business, cultural and
institutional interests. These meetings are considered by the City of Winnipeg to be
public meetings. The research role will be to attend and further document these
meetings with the consent of the committee members. Consent will be obtained from
any individuals who may be sourced directly.
South Point Douglas residents committee
Only when invited by the community, the project will seek to document the
community process through the residents committee. These meetings are public
meetings held in the neighbourhood that any resident may attend. Consent will be
obtained from any individuals who may be sourced directly.
2. Research Instruments

Not Applicable

3. Study Subjects

The number of subjects will vary related to the process undertaken by the
community groups involved. At present the secondary plan steering committee has
15 members. The residents association has between 5 and 10 members attending
meetings. These individuals have all volunteered on these organizations of their
own accord and would not be especially vulnerable persons.

4. Informed Consent

Informed consent will be obtained through the use of signed consent forms. A copy
of this form is attached to this package. All participants in this project will be asked
to complete a copy of the consent form and the nature of their participation will be
explained to them in advance of their agreement to participate.

5. Deception

This project will not withhold essential information nor deliberately mislead subjects
for research purposes.

6. Feedback / Debriefing

At the conclusion of the research component of the project it is the intent of the
researcher to provide an opportunity for research participants to comment on the
findings. All individuals involved in the project will be encouraged to provide
feedback and this may form an important component of the final conclusions for the
project. In addition, should the need arise, a focus group may be organized with
participants to explore specific planning issues in greater detail. Should this action
be warranted a separate ethics protocol application would be made.

7. Risks and Benefits

This project does not present any risk to the subjects or any third party.

8. Anonymity and Confidentiality
The method to be employed in the study is participant observation. In the course of
documentation it may be possible to identify participants. It is also the intent of the
researcher to use audio recording and photography to document the meeting
processes
Photographs may be taken of participants and the activities they engage in during
workshops or other sessions. Photographs may be included in publicly
disseminated research materials. Waivers will be signed to allow photography and
for the use of photographs in publications and/or other publicly disseminated media
arising from the research. If desire final approval concerning which photographs are
permitted for inclusion in publications or other publicly disseminated media,
provisions will be made to allow for this.
There may be instances where an individual may wish to participate in the research,
but does not wish his/her photograph to be taken at any time. In this case, efforts
will be made to not include the individual when a photograph is being taken. In
cases where an individual has been accidentally photographed these images(s) will
be digitally altered by the researcher to remove that individual from the image, or
the image will be immediately destroyed upon processing.
As previously mentioned, if any research participant desires final approval
concerning what images are permitted for inclusion in the final document, provisions
will be made to allow for this. In this case, photographs rejected by individuals
involved in the study will not be included in publications and/or other publicly
disseminated media arising from the research.
It is possible that research participants may take pictures of other participants’ work.
In this case, I will seek permission from the photographer, and other participants to
use their photographs in my research, and publicly disseminated research
materials. Inclusion of photography work done by others will be credited
appropriately. All stipulations explained above still apply; i.e. individuals who do not
wish to be photographed, appear in another photographer’s work, these photos will
not be included in publications or other publicly disseminated media arising from the
research.

Data Storage and Eventual Destruction
All data including original photographic negatives and photographs; audio
recordings and transcripts; as well as research fieldnotes will be stored in a private
and secured place, a locked drawer in the researcher's home. The audiotapes will
be erased when transcripts have been made. These research materials will be
stored until publications or other publicly disseminated media arising from the
research have been brought to fruition, at which time the research materials will be
destroyed.
Due to the small size of the groups involved in the project it may be possible for
individuals to be identified by other participants in a final report.
As stated previously, photographs may be taken of research participants, and
photographs may be included in publicly disseminated documents and/or other
media with the participants’ consent. When the research is publicly disseminated, it
may be possible for other people to recognize a person by face in the photo.
However, name tags will not be worn by any participant that would allow his/her
identity to be disclosed by name. In addition, real names will not be attached to any
persons in visual imagery, nor in the corresponding text within any final document.
(Pseudonyms may be employed.) All participants will be made aware of these
provisions. Waivers will be signed by all participants.

9. Compensation
Compensation will not be provided to participants.

ETHICS PROTOCOL SUBMISSION FORM
(Response to 13 questions from pages 2 & 3 of submission form)
Response to question #5
The method to be employed in the study is participant observation. In the course
of documentation it may be possible to identify participants. It is also the intent of
the researcher to use audio recording and photography to document the meeting
processes.
Photographs
Photographs may be taken of participants and the activities they engage in

during workshops or other sessions. Photographs may be included in publicly
disseminated research materials. Waivers will be signed to allow photography
and for the use of photographs in publications and/or other publicly disseminated
media arising from the research. If desire final approval concerning which
photographs are permitted for inclusion in publications or other publicly
disseminated media, provisions will be made to allow for this.
There may be instances where an individual may wish to participate in the
research, but does not wish his/her photograph to be taken at any time. In this
case, efforts will be made to not include the individual when a photograph is
being taken. In cases where an individual has been accidentally photographed
these images(s) will be digitally altered by the researcher to remove that
individual from the image, or the image will be immediately destroyed upon
processing.
As previously mentioned, if any research participant desires final approval
concerning what images are permitted for inclusion in the final document,
provisions will be made to allow for this. In this case, photographs rejected by
individuals involved in the study will not be included in publications and/or other
publicly disseminated media arising from the research.
It is possible that research participants may take pictures of other participants’
work. In this case, I will seek permission from the photographer, and other
participants to use their photographs in my research, and publicly disseminated
research materials. Inclusion of photography work done by others will be credited
appropriately. All stipulations explained above still apply; i.e. individuals who do
not wish to be photographed, appear in another photographer’s work, these
photos will not be included in publications or other publicly disseminated media
arising from the research.

Data Storage and Eventual Destruction
All data including original photographic negatives and photographs; audio
recordings and transcripts; as well as research fieldnotes will be stored in a
private and secured place, a locked drawer in the researcher's home. The
audiotapes will be erased when transcripts have been made. These research
materials will be stored until publications or other publicly disseminated media
arising from the research have been brought to fruition, at which time the
research materials will be destroyed.
Response to question #7
Response: The method to be employed in the study is participant

observation. Due to the small size of the groups involved in the project it may be
possible for individuals to be identified by other participants in a final report.
As stated previously, photographs may be taken of research participants, and
photographs may be included in publicly disseminated documents and/or other
media with the participants’ consent. When the research is publicly disseminated,
it may be possible for other people to recognize a person by face in the photo.
However, name tags will not be worn by any participant that would allow his/her
identity to be disclosed by name. In addition, real names will not be attached to
any persons in visual imagery, nor in the corresponding text within any final
document. (Pseudonyms may be employed.) All participants will be made aware
of these provisions. Waivers will be signed by all participants.

Consent Form

Master of City Planning – Major Degree Project
Principal Researcher: Vince Barletta
Understanding the role of Citizen Engagement in the Secondary Planning Process:
A case study in the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood, Winnipeg, Manitoba.
This consent form, a copy of which will be left with you for your records and reference, is only
part of the process of informed consent. It should give you the basic idea of what the research
is about and what your participation will involve. If you would like more detail about something
mentioned here, or information not included here, you should feel free to ask. Please take the
time to read this carefully and to understand any accompanying information.

Summary of Project
This Major Degree Project will seek to gain an understanding of the influence of citizen
participation in the secondary planning process for the South Point Douglas neighbourhood of
Winnipeg, Manitoba. Using the principles of participant observation the research will involve a
documentation of the citizen processes described below:
The City of Winnipeg secondary plan steering committee
This special committee has been established through the City of Winnipeg Department of
Planning, Property and Development to provide a vehicle for citizen input into the development
of the secondary plan. This committee is comprised of 15 members of the community
representing residents, business, cultural and institutional interests. These meetings are
considered by the City of Winnipeg to be public meetings. The research role will be to attend
and further document these meetings with the consent of the committee members. Consent will
be obtained from any individuals who may be sourced directly.
South Point Douglas residents committee
When invited by the community, the project will seek to document the community process
through the residents committee. These meetings are public meetings held in the
neighbourhood that any resident may attend. Consent will be obtained from any individuals who
may be sourced directly.
Devices used: Audio recording and photography may be used with the informed consent of
participants.
Withholding of information: This project will not withhold essential information nor deliberately
mislead subjects for research purposes.
Feedback to participants: At the conclusion of the research component of the project it is the
intent of the researcher to provide an opportunity for research participants to comment on the
findings and/or receive a preliminary copy of the final project upon request.
Risks to participants: In the view of the researcher this project does not present any risk to the
subjects or any third party.

Confidentiality: The method to be employed in the study is participant observation. In the
course of documentation it may be possible to identify participants. It is also the intent of the
researcher to use audio recording and photography to document the meeting processes
Photographs may be taken of participants and the activities they engage in during workshops or
other sessions. Photographs may be included in publicly disseminated research materials.
Waivers will be signed to allow photography and for the use of photographs in publications and/
or other publicly disseminated media arising from the research. If desire final approval
concerning which photographs are permitted for inclusion in publications or other publicly
disseminated media, provisions will be made to allow for this.
There may be instances where an individual may wish to participate in the research, but does
not wish his/her photograph to be taken at any time. In this case, efforts will be made to not
include the individual when a photograph is being taken. In cases where an individual has been
accidentally photographed these images(s) will be digitally altered by the researcher to remove
that individual from the image, or the image will be immediately destroyed upon processing.
As previously mentioned, if any research participant desires final approval concerning what

images are permitted for inclusion in the final document, provisions will be made to allow for
this. In this case, photographs rejected by individuals involved in the study will not be included in
publications and/or other publicly disseminated media arising from the research.
It is possible that research participants may take pictures of other participants’ work. In this
case, I will seek permission from the photographer, and other participants to use their
photographs in my research, and publicly disseminated research materials. Inclusion of
photography work done by others will be credited appropriately. All stipulations explained above
still apply; i.e. individuals who do not wish to be photographed, appear in another
photographer’s work, these photos will not be included in publications or other publicly
disseminated media arising from the research.
Data Storage and Eventual Destruction
All data including original photographic negatives and photographs; audio recordings and
transcripts; as well as research fieldnotes will be stored in a private and secured place, a locked
drawer in the researcher's home. The audiotapes will be erased when transcripts have been
made. These research materials will be stored until publications or other publicly disseminated
media arising from the research have been brought to fruition, at which time the research
materials will be destroyed.
Due to the small size of the groups involved in the project it may be possible for individuals to be
identified by other participants in a final report.
As stated previously, photographs may be taken of research participants, and photographs may
be included in publicly disseminated documents and/or other media with the participants’
consent. When the research is publicly disseminated, it may be possible for other people to
recognize a person by face in the photo. However, name tags will not be worn by any participant
that would allow his/her identity to be disclosed by name. In addition, real names will not be
attached to any persons in visual imagery, nor in the corresponding text within any final
document. (Pseudonyms may be employed.) All participants will be made aware of these
provisions. Waivers will be signed by all participants.
Compensation: Compensation will not be provided for involvement in the project.
Your signature on this form indicates that you have understood to your satisfaction the
information regarding participation in the research project and agree to participate as a
subject. In no way does this waive your legal rights nor release the researchers,
sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal and professional responsibilities. You
are free to withdraw from the study at any time, and /or refrain from answering any
questions you prefer to omit, without prejudice or consequence.
Your continued
participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you should feel free to ask
for clarification or new information throughout your participation.
Principal Researcher:
Vince Barletta, Master of City Planning Candidate.
243 18th Street Brandon, Manitoba R7A 5A6
Phone: 204.724.7927 Email: vince.barletta@gmail.com
Project Supervisor:
Sheri Blake, D.Eng. (Arch), MCIP, Associate Professor, Department of City Planning
University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, Manitoba, R3T 2N2.
Phone: 204.474.6426 Email: blakes@cc.umanitoba.ca
This research has been approved by the Joint-Faculty Research Ethics Board.

If you

have any concerns or complaints about this project you may contact any of the abovenamed persons or the Human Ethics Secretariat at 474-7122, or e-mail
margaret_bowman@umanitoba.ca. A copy of this consent form has been given to you to
keep for your records and reference.
Photography
Yes, photographs can be taken of my activities, which may feature in future publicly
disseminated materials.
and
I also wish to see the photographs that may be included in future publications for my
final approval. You may contact me by phone at __________________ or via e-mail at
______________________________.
OR
My final approval as to which photographs are permitted for inclusion in the final document is not
necessary.

____________________________________________________________________________
Participant’s Signature
Date

_________________________________________________________________________
Researcher and/or Delegate’s Signature
Date
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Introduction

The purpose of this report is to better understand the existing
characteristics in the South Point Douglas (SPD)
Neighbourhood and how it has changed over time.
This report provides basic planning intelligence to help assess
the need for a Secondary Plan for SPD and a change to its
industrial policy designation under Plan Winnipeg.
The process of collecting and compiling the research within
this document was a collaborative one. The Planning,
Property and Development Department of the City of
Winnipeg, in consultation with staff from other City
departments, local residents, community stakeholders, and
other levels of government have contributed information and
analysis toward the preparation of the SPD Neighbourhood
Inventory.

Project Study Area:

The scope of this neighbourhood inventory and analysis
includes all of the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood, which
is bounded by the CPR Mainline, the Red River, Galt Avenue
and Main Street. It also includes the industrial lands between
the CPR line and Sutherland Avenue in the North Point Douglas Neighbourhood.
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Figure 1 - South Point Douglas Neighbourhood and Study Area boundaries
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Study Area cont.
Context

In the Study Area, there is a high concentration of scrap/
salvage yards amongst residential uses. This is not surprising since much of the neighbourhood is zoned industrial and
designated as an Industrial Policy Area in Plan Winnipeg.

Extending into the northeast portion of the downtown, the
South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is located in a tight bend
in the Red River. Although linked to downtown by Waterfront
Drive, a psychological barrier separates the two areas.

A high percentage of residents in the area cycle as their
primary mode of transportation, perhaps due to low income,
as a majority of residents in the area live below the poverty
line (Statistics Canada, 2001).

While downtown is relatively vibrant, the South Point Douglas
Neighbourhood suffers from the “concentration effect” (Lloyd,
2002, 523). The concentration effect describes an area that is
characterized by several problems. In the case of South Point
Douglas, some of the characteristics include a high concentration of poverty, aged and unkempt housing, and existing and
former industrial sites.

A highlight in the area is a path at the top of the riverbank,
which begins at Curtis Street near the Red River and
continues to Waterfront Drive. It not only embraces the water,
but offers a functional and recreational link to the city centre.

Mainly comprised of industrial warehouses and large
manufacturing plants, the area lacks essential amenities. All
of the residential dwellings in the area were built before 1949,
and many are in need of major repair.

Overview
While many of the City’s neighbourhoods have a stable
residential population, a well-maintained housing stock, sound
infrastructure and supportive social services, South Point
Douglas does not.

0.0
STUDY AREA

3.0

6.0

Kilometers

Figure 2 - South Point Douglas in context of the City of Winnipeg
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History
South Point Douglas History
Before the 1800s, First Nations people inhabited Winnipeg’s
rivers, plains and forests, and bison roamed freely. The
Hudson Bay Company established the Selkirk Colony at Fort
Douglas in the Point Douglas area. The Fort was the
headquarters of the governor of Selkirk, until it was moved to
Lower Fort Garry.
The Point Douglas area first thrived as a farming community,
then became one of the most desirable neighbourhoods, and
remained so for some time (Artibise, 1975, 149). The area
became a fashionable residential district and, for the latter half
of the 18th Century, was known as a prestigious area of the
settlement. In fact, many historians consider the area to be
Winnipeg’s birthplace.
The character of the Point Douglas area changed between
1883 and 1896, when the Canadian Pacific Railway laid down
tracks between Higgins and Sutherland Avenues, dividing the
area into north and south. The area north of the CPR tracks
remained mostly residential, while the southern portion
became dominated by the railroad and its associated
buildings, with a small percentage of residential properties.
Land use quickly shifted from farming and residential towards
industrial businesses such as “foundries, cement plants, soap
factory, furniture companies, saw mills, flour mills, carriage
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works, warehouses and farm implements” (Manitoba Historical
Society, 2005, 3). Located in SPD, the Vulcan Iron Works was
one of the largest foundries in the West. It extended for several blocks, and employed hundreds of workers (River East
School Division, 1997).
This change towards industrialization attracted working class
families to the neighbourhood (Draker, 1970) and
subsequently, the more affluent moved out of the area.
In 1909, two streets in Point Douglas, Anabella Street and
MacFarlane Street, were established as Winnipeg's Red Light
District, “because of the pressure from moral crusaders and
social reformers to clean up the evils of prostitution” (Manitoba
Historical Society, 2005). The creation of a Red Light District
concentrated the problems associated with the sex trade in
Point Douglas, further reducing the desirability of the
neighbourhood and accelerating the process of decay (River
East School Division, 1997). The area’s population continued
to dwindle, and was further accelerated by the Depression,
starting in 1929, and the resulting lack of jobs and it has not
been replenished since.
During the late 1900s, many of the turn-of-the-century
industries became obsolete and closed operations. At this
time, there was also a demographic shift of the predominantly
European population being replaced with First Nations
persons.
This change marked the start of an important transformation
of the SPD Neighbourhood. Due to the strong First Nations

presence in the area, the Indian and Métis Friendship Centre
created a community vision entitled Neeginan (a Cree word
for “our place”) in 1969 (Circle of Life Thunderbird House,
2005).
The Neeginan plan envisioned a campus of learning, living,
and commerce. A coordinating body was incorporated and
feasibility planning was undertaken in 1974. However, it was
several years before the plan began to take physical shape.
The Government of Canada contributed by assisting with the
transformation of the historic CP Rail Station, located at 181
Higgins Avenue, into the Centre for Aboriginal Human Resources and Development.
The Centre is an integral part of the Neeginan campus. It
offers a variety of programs in literacy, employment training,
justice, health and wellness. It also provides the infrastructure
for social services such as day care, legal aid and several
employment programs for aboriginal people (Circle of Life
Thunderbird House, 2005).
In 2000, Thunderbird House was built at 715 Main Street,
near the Centre for Aboriginal Human Resources and Development. The Maadoodoson Sweat Lodge was later
constructed and has been the host to thousands of people
who have come for spiritual health and well-being.
Traditional Teepees used for community meetings and
ceremonies are also housed on the grounds of the
Thunderbird House.

History cont.
In the spring of 2008, Neeginan Village is set to incorporate
“transitional and supportive housing for students, with 100
single parent/family units and an additional eight accessible
units for persons with disabilities” (Government of Canada,
2007). This development is the first example of a
transformation of an old industrial site into a community based
function in the SPD Neighbourhood. The Neeginan Village
vision and partial implementation has resulted in a positive
change in direction for urban Winnipeg and the Aboriginal
community and the SPD Neighbourhood.
Today, the SPD Neighbourhood is comprised of a
predominantly industrial makeup with a few residential
pockets and commercial properties scattered throughout. “The
area’s character has been changed from an attractive
residential neighbourhood where the City’s most important
citizens resided, to an area bisected by train yards and
factories” (Manitoba Historical Society, 2005, 3), leaving little
evidence of the vibrant neighbourhood that once existed.

Figure 3 - Circle of Life Thunderbird House
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Demographics
This section provides a statistical overview of the South Point
Douglas (SPD) Neighbourhood. The following information was
gathered from the 2001 Census Neighbourhood Profiles information and, therefore, is not current. The census information is
updated every five years, and the 2006 data is likely to be available in 2009.
Census data is never completely reliable due to the fact that only
certain residents respond to the survey. Although not completely
reliable, the information provided below offers a profile of the
South Point Douglas community.

Population

Age

In 2001, SPD had a population of only 170 residents, less than
half of the neighbourhood’s population in 1996 (400). At 170
residents, the population of the SPD Neighbourhood is low in
relation to other Winnipeg neighbourhoods of similar size. For
example, the suburban neighbourhood of Bruce Park,
located in St. James, has the same amount of land as SPD
Neighbourhood, yet had a population of 2,165 in 2001. Another
neighbourhood of the same size, also adjacent to the downtown
area, is West Broadway. It had a population of 5,045 in 2001.

The age distribution chart below illustrates that 58.9 percent of
the SPD Neighbourhood’s population is between the ages of 40
and 74. The data indicates that no one in the area is over the
age of 75 or between the ages of 20 and 29. 21 percent of the
population is under the age of 19, and the same is true for those
between the ages of 30-39.

Firstly, the SPD Neighbourhood has a small residential
population, since the neighbourhood is mostly zoned industrial
and designated as an Industrial Policy Area in Plan Winnipeg.

N

The majority of the residents living in the neighbourhood are
middle age (40-74) and almost half of the residents are of
aboriginal descent. The neighbourhood is also distinct because
of the high percentage of residents whose main mode of transportation is walking.
Figure 5 - Population by age - 2001 census

The most prevalent household type in the neighbourhood is a
single person home. Three quarters of the neighbourhoods
residents live in single detached homes. There are only a few
apartment blocks in the neighbourhood (City of Winnipeg, 2001).
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Education

Figure 4 - Population - 2001 census

Sixty-one percent of people residing in the South Point Douglas
neighbourhood have not completed Grade 12, as opposed to
only 28.2 percent of people in Winnipeg. 7.7 percent of residents
have obtained a university degree, in comparison to 18.3 percent
citywide.

Demographics cont.
Ethnicity

Dwelling Tenure

Income

Of the total South Point Douglas Neighbourhood population, 38.2
percent of residents are of Aboriginal origin or identity, and 17.6
percent are of Filipino decent. The ethnicity of the remaining 44.2
percent is unknown.

In the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood, more residents rent
their dwellings (57.1 percent) rather than own them (42.9
percent). In the City of Winnipeg, 63.6 percent of the population
owns and only 36.4 percent rent.

There was insufficient income data for the SPD Neighbourhood
in the 2001 census. In 1996, the average income in the neighbourhood was $20,572, half of the citywide average of $44,937
(City of Winnipeg, 1996).

South Point Douglas

Mode of Transportation
The number of people who walk in the South Point Douglas
Neighbourhood (30.8 percent) is almost five times greater than
the percentage for the entire city (6.4 percent.). Only 46.2
percent of SPD residents use a motor vehicle as their primary
mode of transportation, in comparison to 77 percent of the
residents citywide.

According to the 2001 census data, 71 percent of the South Point
Douglas Neighbourhood residents live in single detached dwellings, and 21 percent live in apartment blocks under five storeys.

Owned

42.9%

Rented

57.1%

Housing Type

Household Size
Winnipeg

The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood’s main household type
is one person (44.4 percent). 33.3 percent are two person households and 22.2 percent are six or more person households.

N

Owned

36.4%

Rented

63.6%

Figure 6 - Transportation - 2001 census

Figure 7 - Tenure - 2001 census

Figure 8 - Household size - 2001 census
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Housing
Major Improvement Area
The Winnipeg Housing Policy (1999), requires that
neighbourhoods be classified into the following four
categories of need: Major Improvement Areas, Rehabilitation
Areas, Conservation Areas, and Emerging Areas
(City of Winnipeg, 2001, 1).
The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood has been
designated in Plan Winnipeg as a Major Improvement Area
which is “older areas that have experienced significant decline
to the point where housing and neighbourhood infrastructure
require complete renewal” (City of Winnipeg, 2000, 1).
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Figure 9 - Targeted Neighbourhoods

Housing cont.
One of the main factors that contributed to this designation is
the poor housing stock in the neighbourhood. All of the homes
in the area were built before 1949 and although some are
in good condition, many have not been maintained over the
years.

A similar house is located on Lanark Street, in the Sir John
Franklin Neighbourhood, built in 1924, but is slightly smaller
at 1,255 sq. ft. Although smaller in size, the house on Lanark Street is assessed at $132,700 with yearly property and
school taxes of: $2758.02.

All the homes in the area, including those in “good condition”,
have property tax assessments that are much lower than
homes in other neighbourhoods with similar particulars. For
example, a Residential Assessments search indicates that a
particular house located on Grace Street built in 1900, with
1,350 sq ft., is only assessed at $16,700. The property taxes
are $250 per year, including the school division tax.

The difference in assessment value between the two homes
is $116, 000 and the difference in property taxes is $2,508,
including school division tax.

Checklist for Assessing Exterior
Housing Conditions
A checklist was created based on the ‘Assessment Checklist’
in the document entitled: North Point Douglas Neighbourhood
Housing Plan 2003-2008 (City of Winnipeg, 2003). The
checklist was created in order to assess the current housing
conditions in the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood. The
findings are in the Appendices of this document.

Figure 12 - 43 Boyle Street on the riverfront

Figure 10 - 69 Grace Street

Figure 11 - 127 Lanark Street
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Housing cont.
Housing Conditions

The following map depicts the overall findings in regards to
housing conditions in the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood
and vicinity. There are 65 dwelling units in the area, excluding
those within the three apartment buildings. The breakdown of
housing conditions is as follows:

		

		
		
		
		

Good housing:
13
Fair housing:
20
Poor housing:
23
Very poor housing: 9
____________________
Total			
65
Study Area Boundary

14

Figure 13 - Housing conditions

Early Planning
Pre-Zoning Planning Practices
The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood grew along the river
and expanded with the railroad in the 1800s, without planning
or zoning regulations. This lack of policy spurned an
unpredictable development pattern that has resulted in an
area with incompatible uses built next to each other.

The map below includes the SPD area and vicinity (Parish of
St. John). Created in March of 1905, it displays all the plans
filed in the land titles office for the area.

Early planning is evident in the McPhillips Bros City Atlas of
Winnipeg, Manitoba published January 1908. According to the
Land Titles office, the plans for the SPD area were registered
over a 22 year period, from 1872 until 1895. Each plan has it
own number, which can be seen on the map. They were registered at the Winnipeg Land Titles Office as follows:
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan
Plan

No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.

12 - March 1, 1872
22 - June 24, 1873
41 - July 25, 1874
63 - June 22, 1876
107 - May 2, 1881
109 - April 6, 1881
136 - July 27, 1881
149 - August 31, 1881
186 - August 26, 1881
248 - February 17, 1882
337 - September 25, 1883
339 - October 18, 1883
349 - May 15, 1886
427 - December 8, 1892
462 - October 3, 1892
475 - February 25, 1894
484 - September 9, 1895

N
Figure 14 - South Point Douglas Plans 1905
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Land Use
Overall Land Use
The land in the Study Area and vicinity is primarily used for
industrial purposes. As seen on the Land Use map to the
right, most of the greenspace is located along the
neighbourhood’s periphery, and residential clusters are
scattered throughout the area. Social services are
concentrated on Main Street, and there is little commercial
development. There are also many vacant parcels in the area,
some of which may be redevelopment opportunities.

Study Area Boundary

LEGEND

South Point Douglas
Study
Area and Vicinity
Land Use

0.000

0.075

0.150

0.225

Kilometers
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Figure 15 - Land use map

0.300

0.375

Industrial
Greenspace
Residential
Vacant
Community
Service
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Parking
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Recreation
Schools
Office
Religious
Fire Police

Land Use cont.
Industrial Land Use
Industrial uses in South Point Douglas are many and varied.
Warehousing is the most prominent industrial use (as seen
on the map to the right). A wide variety of other industrial uses
such as vehicle service, and other miscellaneous industrial
uses are also present. Several vacant, former industrial sites
are also present in the area.

Study Area Boundary

South Point Douglas
Industrial
Land
Use
Map
Study
Area
and
Vicinity

0.000

0.075

0.150

0.225

0.300

Kilometers

Figure 16 - Industrial use map
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Land Use cont.
29 8.
9m
28 9. 2
25 7. 3m2
28 8. 3m2
27 0. 3m2
26 3. 2m2
5m2
53 3.
8m2
27 9.
59
.9m
25 4. 7m2
2
1m2
53 3.
1,965
8m2 1,351.6
.9 m2
m2
53 3.
8m2
1,6
60
67 5.
.2m
8m2
53 3.
53 4.
8m2
2m2
2
67 5.
53 3.
8m2
53 4.
1,4
8m2
1m2
15
67 5.
1,998
.0m
53 3.
7m2
.0 m253 4.
2
8m2
0m2
71
67 5.
0.0
7m2
53 3.
53 3.
m
8m2
9m2
58
33 7.
9.4 2
53 3.
33 8. 7m2
m2
53 3.
53
8m2
1m2
8m2
2
52 7.
54 .6m2
5m26
2 5. 5m
9
53 3.
26 2.
69 .5m2
8m2 1,351
2 8m
1.2
.4 m2
2
26 8.
m2
9m2
25 9. 5m
33 0.
7m2
2
65 8

93 5.

1,505
.5 m2

m2

6.6

2
.8m

m2

m2

8.3

3.6

18

9m2

7.5
m
37 7. 2
4m2
53 5.
4m2
53 5.
4m2

3,1

2,5

77

82

83

2
.8m
86
1,2

2
.1m
71
1,2

27
.9m

91

69

26 ,16
8.2 m2

HIGGIN
S

ST

42 .7m
16 9.8 2
m2

McAR
THUR

ST
69 0.5
m2

GR AC

E

2

ST

1,523.
3m

81 5.7
m2

63 9.8
m2

BOYLE

2

2,014.
1m

61 4.7
m2

38 ,24
3.9 m2

2

5,012
.1m2

1,1

2,3

20 ,25
8.7 m2

ANGUS

2,193.
9m

ST
2

2

3,536.
4m

MOR D
AUNT

2,404.
8m

AV

1,820
.6m2

ST

ST

STEPHE
NS

2

64 3.5
m2

1,662.
7m

15 9.5
m2

67 5.8
m2

33 4.9
m2

4,484.
8m

2

7,925
.3m2

1,326
.1m2

RUTH
ERFORD
ST

66 2.3
m2
15 9.1
m2
99 5.0
m2
54 0.5
m2
64 5.5
m2

ST

SYND
ICATE

2

33 5.0
m2
33 7.5
m2

1,702.
3m

1,620
.7m2

8,134
.0m2

ST

6,205
.6m2
4,861
.6m2

80 3.8
m2

2
5,020.
9m

2

1,096.
9m

2

.7m

2

20 2.1
19 6.1 m2
19 0.1 m2
18 4.2 m2
17 8.3 m2
m2
32 0.4
2.9m2m2
1,315.
5m2

2
9,272.
5m

ST N

NE

MCFAR
LA

47 8.7
m2
17 1.3
m2

ANNAB
ELLA

19 6.0
m2

McFAR
LA

NE

2,470
.3m2

94 6.7
m2

ST

1,251.
1m

ST

IS

CU RT

ANNAB
ELLA

2

56 8.6
m2

2
6,295.
0m

2
6,809.
6m

ST

ST
33 5.2
m2

ST

2

1,780.
0m

2

5,184.
5m

IS

2
3,390.
5m

2

CU RT

ST

55 3.6
m2

5,037.
8m

2

81 1.6
m2

81 1.4
m2

1,210.
4m

81 1.3
m2

81 1.0
m2

ST
GOME
Z

DR

GOME
Z

31
.5
m

2,030.
3m2 1,622.
30.4m
2
2

8,543.
3m

23 .3m

2

WATER
FRONT

2

2

42 7.1
m2
1,0
72. 6m

38 1.1
m2
38 1.1
m2 84
3.5m2
1,192.
7m2
81 1.8
m2
1,635.
1,5
23. 0m
6m2
2
2,852.
7m
2

3,563.
6m

GLADS
TONE

23 9.0
m2

FR

ST N

LI

2

GOME
Z

DIS
RA
E
2

ST

ARGYL
E
1,143.
3m

ST
44 5.3
m2

4,9
76
.3m
2

2

1,1
73
.7
m
2

9,98 2.9 m2

ST
ARGYL
E

40 7.5
m2

48 7.8
m2
40 9.6
m2
37 5.9
m2
27 5.5
m2
25 7.9
m2
30 5.4
m2

2
1,061.
0m

ARGYL
E

4,013.
2m

405 .1m2

ST N

ARGYLE
2

5,769.
8m

ST

MEADE
47 8.8
m2

2

38 3.6
m2

1,981.
7m

38 0.0
m2

m2
7,92 8.9

31 6.5
m2

20 7.1
m2
31 9.1
m2

ST

1,222.
0m

32
8.3
m
2

ST N
MEADE

MAPLE
221 .1m2

ST

AN
DU
NC

10 8,5
, 5 38
74 .1
85
.5 m
.3
m 2
m
2
2

34
1,0 3.3m
93
.0m 2
2

76 .8
0.4m
m2
2

66 7.6
m2
44 0.1
m2

3,18 0.1 m2

307 .1m2

30.7 m2
515 .9m2

ST N

ST N
684 .7m2

MAPLE

ST

2,9
21
.5m
2

81
8.0
m2
47
5.5
m423
3.4
m2
95
0.8
m2 474.
2m
2
47
47
5.9
5.4
m2
m2
47
52
5.8
3.3
m2
m2
47
42
5.7
7.4
m2
m2
47
5.7
m2
2,2

3

RUE

RUE

.8
250

2
.2m
259

RUE

DAR

m2
99.2
7,2

VEA

DES

INTR

ES
EPID

7
74

RUE

m2

m2

7.4

10
.6

82

273 6. 1m
.9m
2
575
2
2
.5m
.1m
638
792
2
T
.4m
750
BER

2
0.3m
11,65

2
4m
784.
18,

1,1

83 2.6
m2

m2
7.6 633.1m2
51
2
m2
.2m
19.2
506
25
m2
.4m
19.2
510
25
2
.4m
.1m
510
653
m2
.1
653

1,220
.3m2

m2

m2

1.8

M
PRO

.4m
2

2
.1m

721

AU

.7

m2

m2
4.8
2,61

m2
94.3
7,4

RUE

1,
77
9.1
m

RU

E

m2
9.4
3,04

2

TH
IBA
UL

3
3

5

2

YE
NDR
ERE
LA V

465
61

1,1
87
.9
1,3
m
63
2
2
.3
.0m
m
849
2
2
.7m
430 m2 68 8.3
.3
m2
421 m2
.2
2
21
m
4
2
95.3
.2m
2
421 m24
m
9
2
13

1,2
63

.6m
2

South SOUTH
Point Douglas
and Vicinity
POINTNeighbourhood
DOUGLAS

IS
MA

2
.7m
343

m2
99,490.7

1,1
63

2
.6m
460
2
.4m
458 m2
m2 458.4
99.9
1,4
U

2
.5 m
626
2
.7 m
464 m
.6
465
.0
476

396.4m2

2
.8m
810
2
.7m
343 .5m2
344

ERT
HEB

Y

m2
90.9
4,8

RUE

2
.0m
541

1m2
71

2,405
2,429

LA VE

2
.6m
524
2
.5m
426 m2
.9
460 m2
.2
339 .0m2
332
2
.1m
648

2

78 4.
6m2
67 3.
6m2
66 6.
0m2
64 9.
9m2
62 5.
3m2
59 2.
2m2
55 0.
3m2
50 7.
6m2
45 2.
0m 2

ERT
HEB m2

51,47 8.1m

81

2
.3m
499

m2
99.2
2,9

375

2
.2m
1,6 45

6.3

m2
81 1.1

DR

m2
07.8
2,4

300

ST

.4m
8,369
8,304.9

m2
61 .9

69

ER
SAG
MES

RUE

WATERFRONT

2,912.
3,6
6m2
99.2m2

2
.2m
23
5,3

AV

11,727.9m2

RUE

1,66
0. 3m
2

502 .8m 304 .6m
2
2
304 .7m
2
913 .3m
304 .7m
2
2
304 .7m
2
304 .5m
304 .7m
378 .2m
2
2
2
304 .5m
609 .4m
324 .5m609
304 .5m 2
2
2 .0m2
2
304 .0m
609 .5m
304 .5m
2
2452 .1m
2
304 .0m 304 .4m2
2
304
.6m2
2304 .5m
304 .8m
304 .6m
DEWDN 2 304.8m22462.1m2 304
2
304 .7m
EY
.6m2
2

1,39 0.4
m2

1,68 7.9
m2

7m2
142,208.

2
.6m
750

3

9m2

2

303 .5m
2
303 .5m
2
305 .9m
2

2
2m
691.
10,

RO

22 9.
63 6. 4m 2
40
0m2
6.6m
2

DR2
00

2
.5m
17
2,0

m2

1,0
97
.6m
2

4.4
46

74
8.7

BER m2
ST T HA

78
2.0
m2

m2
7.7
92

2
49 8.
7m

1,16 4.9
m2

2

8,292
.6 m2

2
.2m
356 m2
.4
355 m2
.4
355

5.4m2, 54 8.2m
2
2

185 .5m

949 .8m

3,941.
68.6m
7m2

323
323
42

3, 61

4,672.8m2
4,218.2m2

AV

2,86 7.8
m2
2

2,432.
4m2

CLE
CER IERE
L
MO

1,17
4. 0m
2

WA
TE
RF
RO
NT

Y
AM

.4m
2
11

2,6

59
8.8
m2

2

.8m

14
1,4

2,2
03
.3m
2

1,0
35
.4m
2

ST
2

LIL
Y

.5m

18

1,992.5m2
6,728.8m2

AME

RE

6.7
397 m2
2
2 60
.6
4m
.5m
397 m2
43 9. m2 397 m2
.9
2
.3
374
.0
m
75
.8
477
2 3 .5m2
374 m2
.0m
.8
11
477 m2 5 .3m2
374 .9m2
.2
455 m2
374
488
2
.3
.2m
454 m2
EA
488
2
.3
NAD
.3m
455
488
.
2
749
.2m
UE
R
489
2
.6m
75
750
2
2
.4m
.8m
750
693
2
2
.1m
.4m
454
2
750
2
.5m
.2m
649
454 m2
m2
.8
54.2
442 m2 4
2
.1
.5m
454 m2
750
.9
442 m2
NE
.2
ON
457

90 9.3
m2

5,508.0 m2

2
m

88 8.
1m2
39 0.
6m
2

16,794.3m2

2,290.8m2

POINT
DOUGLA
S

610 .5m

AV

4,56 0.3
m2
4,503.2 m2

2
m

7.4m
2

AV

2
2,055
.0m2
8m2
51 3.
667 .2m
24,04
9.1m2

10,12 3.8m2

2

5
2.
11
1,

2, 08

SUTHER
LAND

588 .5m

Study Area Boundary

67.2
1,0

4m
2

HIG GINS

7
5.
19
1,

376.9m2
12 4.
8m
323
2
24 0. .2m2
1m2
40 5. 75
2m2 1.0m
2
38 2.3
m2

AV

LLE
BRIE
GA
PL

ST

AV

2

E

ROR
IE

2

2,06 2.4
m2

2

MISSIO
N

2
.4m
691

9m
.3m
22

2,063 .0m

POINT
DOUG
4,92 3.8m LA S

2

4m
56 8.

2

2
2,507 .9m
1,107.8 m2

HIG GINS

345 .5m
2
341 .2m
230 .9m
2
2
385 .0m
2
682 .3m
269 .5m
2
2
452 .1m
2
569 .3m

.0m

3,3

m2
28.9
2,7

4.8m2

3,257.1m
2

127

3,63 9.1
m2

AV

42
2
8m
40 8.
2
2m
43 2.

1,9
25
.3m
2

AV

AV

2

2

.9m
2
2
.4m
853

225

AV
184 .0m

ON

AV

2
8.5m
5,89

1 71

Meters

Figure 17 - Parcel sizes map
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at George Avenue, and another on Higgins Avenue.
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Some of the main property owners in the area are:
• Gateway Industries Inc.,
• Canadian Pacific Railway,
• Neeginan Development Corporation,
• Centra Gas,
• ADM Agri-Industries Ltd.,
• Manitoba Metis Federation Inc.,
• Adelaide Investments Ltd.,
• City of Winnipeg (highlighted in grey on the map).
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A high percentage of parcels in the area are owned by
independent companies and are mainly industrial uses.
The number of residential properties in the area is low, and
those properties are situated in small clusters.
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The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is distinctive,
in that the area has a broad range of parcel sizes and a
diverse mix of uses. Parcel sizes range from 202.5 m2
for a residential lot, up to an average of 6505.5 m2 for an
industrial lot. A uniquely large parcel of land in the SPD
Neighbourhood is the 3,824,339 m2 river front
industrial lot owned by Gateway Industries.
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Zoning
City of Winnipeg
By 1916, The Town Planning Act of the Province of Manitoba
was implemented in order to prevent unplanned development, but it could not correct the disorganized growth that had
already taken place. It gave the municipalities (now amalgamated to form the City of Winnipeg) clear authority to regulate
land use by adopting "planning schemes" which are what we
know today as zoning by-laws.

The current By-Law extends Winnipeg’s downtown into South
Point Douglas. The boundaries moved east from Maple Street
to the Disraeli Overpass and north from Galt Avenue to MacDonald Avenue and Gomez Street.
This new By-law was needed due to the fact that many new
policies had evolved since 4800/88 was written, such as:
- CentrePlan Vision and Strategies, endorsed by City
Council in 1994;

The first official Zoning By-Law (No. 13060) came into effect
on January 7, 1929. It was amended in 1936 (No. 14832),
and again in 1950 when it became Winnipeg Zoning By-Law
No.16502. These zoning plans were originally designed to
provide a balanced relationship among the areas allocated
for various types of use. In the process of study and revision there have been increases in commercial and industrial
zones.

- CentrePlan Development Framework, recognized by
City Council as a guideline for downtown redevelopment in
1999;

On January 1, 1972, the Province of Manitoba amalgamated
the former cities, and towns into one municipality - the City of
Winnipeg (City of Winnipeg, 2007c). In March 1988, the City
of Winnipeg’s Council adopted Downtown Zoning By-law
No. 4800/88. Due to its “complexity, obscurity, lack of policy
basis” (City of Winnipeg, 2004b), a newer version of the
By-Law was created in 2004.

- Downtown Initiatives Committee directed preparation of a
simpler and clearer downtown zoning by-law in 2002.

Downtown Winnipeg Zoning By-Law No. 100/04 repealed
Downtown Winnipeg Zoning By-Law No. 4800/88 and
portions of City of Winnipeg Zoning By-Law No. 6400/94.

City of Winnipeg Zoning By-Law No. 7689/00 was created to
amend By-law No. 6400/94 and By-law No. 4800/88 for the
enactment of a zoning change on lands located north of

- CentreVenture Development Corporation , established in
1999;
- Plan Winnipeg 2020 Vision, adopted in 2001;

The City of Winnipeg Zoning By-Law No. 6400/94 repealed
Zoning By-Law Nos. 16502, 1558, 1800, 4440/86, and
4450/86, as well as the St. Vital Town Planning Scheme 1951
and the St. Boniface Town Planning Scheme 1957.

Logan Avenue, east of Princess Street, south of the CP main
line and west of Maple Street.
The purpose of a rezoning is to change the rules of
development contained in the zoning by-law, in order to allow
a land use which cannot be established under the existing
zoning regulations. More specifically, rezoning changes the
zoning designation and regulations on a parcel of land
(Planning Property and Development Department, 2005).

South Point Douglas Neighbourhood
In order to replenish the housing stock and encourage new
residential construction in the SPD Neighbourhood, much of
the area would need to be rezoned.
The majority of the South Point Douglas area is zoned
Industrial (M1 and M2), with a very small portion zoned
commercial. More recently, the SPD area’s southeastern
portion was changed to a Multiple Use Sector (M) through
the Downtown Winnipeg Zoning By-law No.100/2004 in June
2004.
An "M1" Industrial District provides for a higher standard of
industrial development with all operations contained within an
enclosed building. The "M2" Industrial District provides for
industrial development allowing for limited outside operations
and storage.
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Zoning cont.
The difficulty with rezoning the industrial lands in South Point
Douglas to allow for residential development is that Plan Winnipeg has established an Industrial Policy for those areas. As
a result, rezoning land to allow for new housing, or even to reestablish housing lost over time, is not possible without a Plan
Winnipeg Amendment.
The Multiple Use Sector (M) is “Intended to encourage the
range of uses, activities, and buildings typical to a diverse and
vibrant downtown” (City of Winnipeg, 2004a). This type of zoning demonstrates a diversity of uses, including: office, retail,
services, restaurants, entertainment opportunities, public
institutions, multiple-family residential, and off street parking
facilities (City of Winnipeg, 2004a).
Study Area Boundary

Bylaw 100/2004 opened up the door for Neeginan
Village, located within the Multiple-Use Sector, which could
not be accommodated under the previous zoning.

M = Downtown
Multiple
Use Sector
Multiple
Use Sector
M1 = Manufacturing
Light Light
Manufacturing
M2 = Manufacturing
General
Manufacturing
General
C2 = Commercial
Community
Commercial
Community
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Figure 18 - Zoning map

Traffic and Pedestrian Patterns
The goal of transportation is to move goods
and people, and ultimately, to provide access
to goods, services and activities.
Transportation, as measured in traditional
planning practices, tends to focus on motor
vehicle travel. For the purposes of this study,
pedestrians and bicycles are included as
modes of transportation.
Studying current pedestrian and vehicular
traffic patterns can aid in discovering
planning issues in regards to transportation,
and can be used for future improvement
plans.

Pedestrian, Bicycle and Car Count Survey in Study Area

								
Westbound						
Street			
Date			
Time			
Cars Bicycles Pedestrians
Weather conditions: 				
						
						
Sunny - approx. 23 0 Celsius
Sutherland Avenue Friday, June 15
14:13 - 15:13		
234 8
12				
			
2008						
							
Eastbound						
									
Cars Bicycles Pedestrians				
									
									
95
18
13				
Total								
329 26
25		
		

							
			
		

								
Northbound
					
Street			
Day of the week Time			
Cars Bicycles Pedestrians
Weather conditions: 				
														
Sunny - approx. 150 Celsius
Waterfront Drive
Tuesday, June 19 9:55 - 10:55		
90
7
6				
			
2008						
								
Southbound
					
									
Cars Bicycles Pedestrians				
									
									
104 6
11				
Total								
194 13
17				
21
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Traffic and Pedestrian Patterns cont.
Considerations							
		

In order to obtain an accurate sample of traffic patterns, it
would require an observation of the traffic patterns over a
number of days, around the clock, and through the various
seasons. Therefore, when analyzing this data, one must consider that it is based on one person’s observations of traffic
patterns on Waterfront Drive and on Sutherland Avenue on a
weekday with moderate summer temperatures.

Observations

• On Waterfront Drive, pedestrians appear to be out for
leisurely strolls rather than traveling to a particular
destination. This is evident because many people walk at a
very slow pace on Waterfront Drive, and often pause to
observe the river.
• Most of the vehicles on Waterfront Drive are company owned
vehicles (identifiable by company logos).

Public Works Data
• On average, 7896 motor vehicles drive on Sutherland Avenue during a 24 hour weekday period.
• On average, 4656 motor vehicles drive on Waterfront Drive during a 24 hour weekday period.

• Based on the findings of this study, it is apparent that
Sutherland Avenue is busier than Waterfront Drive taking all
modes of transportation into consideration.

• The intersection of Sutherland Avenue and Euclid Avenue
tends to be busiest in terms of vehicle traffic in the Study
Area. Pedestrian activity is more prominent east of
Disraeli Street. Pedestrian traffic to the west of Disraeli
Street is mostly from the factories and businesses located
adjacent to or near Sutherland Avenue.
• On Sutherland Avenue, cycling appears to be a mode of
commuting rather than just for leisure. This is most evident
in that many people carry grocery bags, wear backpacks,
and even pull full shopping carts behind their bicycles.

N
Figure 19 - Traffic on Sutherland Avenue and Waterfront Drive in comparison
to other streets in the area (based on a weekday over a 24 hour period).
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Brownfield Sites
Brownfields
While there is no single, legal definition of a ‘brownfield’ in
Canada, it is generally considered to be an “abandoned,
vacant, derelict, or under utilized commercial or industrial
property, where past actions have resulted in actual or
perceived contamination, and where there is an active
potential for redevelopment” (Russ, 2000, v). These sites
include decommissioned refineries, former railway yards, old
waterfronts and riverbanks, old warehouses, abandoned gas
stations, former dry cleaners, and other commercial properties
where toxic substances may have been used or stored” (The
National Round Table on the Environment and the Economy,
2005). Sites that are underutilized or abandoned because of
the perception of environmental contamination can also be
termed brownfields (Russ, 2000, v).
Brownfields can present major challenges to the neighbourhoods in which they are located, and the city as a whole, as
they represent the “vestige of former industrial employers,
lost tax revenues, and costly environmental problems” (Russ,
2000, 2). They can also prove to be a significant financial risk,
as they are expensive to remediate, and because of liability
issues. Certain Canadian cities such as: Hamilton, Kitchner
and Waterloo have brownfield policies, and offer tax credits for
those who are willing to purchase a brownfield site.
Currently, the City of Winnipeg offers minor tax credits to
encourage infill development, and does not have a brownfield
policy.

Implementing a brownfield policy, and offering better tax
incentives in Winnipeg could perhaps generate additional
interest in these properties, and rejuvenate declining
neighbourhoods, where most of the city’s brownfield sites are
located.

- interviews with present and past site occupants,
government officials (federal, provincial and municipal), 		
neighbours, etc.” (Manitoba Conservation, 2002, 7).

Environmental Site Assessments

- “an investigation plan: collection of data required to define
the extent and relative degree of subsurface contamination;

The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is an area with a
high concentration of brownfield sites. Due to the high quantity
of past industrial activity, numerous sites in the area are either
perceived as contaminated or have been officially declared
contaminated by Manitoba Conservation. In order to formally
identify contaminated sites, Environmental Site Assessments
(ESAs) are undertaken by Environmental Engineers. ESAs
are conducted in three phases as described below:

- field investigation methods: involving test hole drilling and
soil sediment sampling; groundwater monitoring and
sampling; geophysical surveys; field screening/testing and
measurements; and monitoring well installation;

A Phase I assessment is a non-intrusive measure that
includes the following actions:
- “review of property history through the use of time
lapse aerial photographs, insurance maps, land title 		
searches, regulatory agency records, previous 			
ESA reports, company records, and geological and hydro
geological reports/maps;
- site visits to inspect site conditions, the storage and handling
of hazardous materials/dangerous goods and to ‘groundtruth’ assessments made in the historical review;

A Phase II Assessment, also termed a subsurface
investigation, is intrusive and involves the following actions:

- laboratory analysis” (Manitoba Conservation, 2002, 8).
A Phase III detailed investigation may be necessary if the
Phase II results indicate that significant contamination exists
that will require remediation. “This ‘phase’ addresses
outstanding issues, and requires obtaining enough
information to formulate a remedial action plan” (Northwest
Territories Environment and Natural Resources, 2003, 8).
The objectives of Phase III investigation are:
- “to target and delineate the boundaries of identified 		
contamination areas;
- remediation criteria or risk assessment;
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Brownfield Sites cont.
- to define, in greater detail, site conditions to identify all 		
contaminant pathways, particularly with respect to possible
risk assessment;
- to provide contaminant and other information necessary to
finalize environmental quality;
- to provide all other information required to develop a
remedial action plan and input to specifications and tender
documents” (Northwest Territories Environment and Natural
Resources, 2003, 8).
For the purposes of this report, the Manitoba Conservation’s
definition of ‘contaminant’, a ‘contaminated site’, and an
‘impacted’ site will be used. A category termed ‘potential
concern’ has also been added.

Contaminant: “in relation to a site, means any product,
substance or organism that is foreign to or in excess of the
natural constituents of the environment at the site, and that:
(a) has affected, is affecting, or may affect the natural,
physical, chemical, or biological quality of the environment;
or
(b) is, or is likely to be, injurious or damaging to the health or
safety of a person”. (Manitoba Conservation, 2002, 3).
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Contaminated Site: “a site, designated under The Contaminated Sites Remediation Act (CSRA), where contaminants are
present at a level which poses or may pose a threat to human
health or safety, or the environment” (Manitoba Conservation,
2002, 3).

Impacted Site: “a site where contaminants are present in

concentrations above background levels, but which does not
pose a threat to human health or safety, or the environment”
(Manitoba Conservation, 2002, 3).

Potential Concern: a site where contaminants may be

present in undesirable concentrations due to its previous
usage and warrant further assessment.

In this report, ‘contaminated sites’; ‘impacted sites’; or
‘potential concerns’ are determined by a review of previous
Environmental Site Assessments of the SPD Neighbourhood,
studying the area’s history, existing records, and
conducting site studies, and interviews with City of Winnipeg
officials.
The following map displays the areas that have been
assessed as contaminated or impacted by Manitoba
Conservation and areas of potential concern with the possibility of contamination (Manitoba Conservation, 2002, 8) in the
South Point Douglas neighbourhood and vicinity. This assessment is based on previous and current site usage.

Brownfield Sites cont.
Three properties that have been officially assessed as
'contaminated’. Many properties have been designated
'impacted', and a number should be considered a ‘potential
concern’.

Contaminated Sites
The following sites located in the South Point Douglas
Neighbourhood and vicinity have been designated
‘contaminated’ by Manitoba Conservation:

2 Point Douglas Avenue:

Study Area Boundary

Figure 20 - Contaminated and impacted sites and areas of potential concern

In 1993, MacPLAN Environmental Services Ltd. created an
investigation report regarding this site. They drilled 12 test
holes on the site that revealed the presence of metals,
Benzene, Toluene, Ethybenzene, and Xylenes (BTEX), and
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (Eng –Tech Consulting
Limited, 2004c, 7). A “4545 litre underground storage tank was
removed in 1993 and soil testing revealed that hydrocarbon
contamination still existed” (Eng –Tech Consulting Limited,
2004c, 7). Eng-Tech Consulting conducted a Phase 1, 2 and
3 analysis of this site in 2004. Overall, it was concluded that
the potential for significant soil contamination and the
likelihood of negative impact to human health is low (Eng-Tech
Consulting Limited, 2004d, 5).

8 Sutherland Avenue and 35 Sutherland Avenue have
also been designated contaminated by Manitoba
25
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Brownfield Sites cont.
Sites that are Designated Impacted
The following sites, also located in the South Point
Douglas Neighbourhood and vicinity, have been
designated ‘impacted’ by Manitoba Conservation:

110 Sutherland Avenue:

On November 16, 1999, O’Conner Associates Environmental Inc. monitored the remedial excavation of four steel
underground storage tanks and impacted soils. The tanks
and soil were removed and disposed of by Hazco
Environmental Services Ltd (O’Conner Associates
Environmental, Inc., 2000).

121/123 Anabella Street:

On April 26, 2005, Manitoba Conservation approved
Manitoba Hydro’s Remedial Action Plan dated November
26, 2004. The plan was for on-site remediation of
Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB), Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbon (PAH) and metal impacted soil (Manitoba
Conservation, 2005).
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7 Argyle Street north:

Eng Tech conducted Phase I and II Environmental Site
Assessments, both completed by October 2004. Small
amounts of petroleum hydrocarbons or phosphates were
found on the site. Based on the findings, no further
testing or remedial action is required (Eng -Tech Consulting
Limited, 2004e).

1 Higgins Avenue:

Soils impacted by petroleum hydrocarbons were excavated
and removed from the site and hauled to Brady Road landfill
on August 25, 1998. Testing indicates that the soils remaining
on-site exceed the Canadian Council of Ministers of the
Environment (CCME) Recommended Canadian Soil
Guidelines for residential/parkland use. The site is not
designated contaminated, however, due to residual
contamination remaining in the soil, certain forms of exposure
may be of concern in the future (Geokwan Environmental Ltd.,
1998).

53 Higgins Avenue:

Wardrop Engineering Inc. conducted a Phase I Environmental
Site Survey Report at this site on April 3, 2003. Due to old
petroleum storage tanks on the site, and the presence of
hazardous materials, Wardrop recommended that a
Phase II ESA be conducted to ensure no residual
contamination is present on the site (Manitoba Conservation,
2003).

100 Higgins Avenue:

National Testing Laboratories Limited removed the
underground storage tanks and 92 cubic metres of
contaminated soil from the site in December 1995. Based
on field and laboratory work undertaken, it was concluded
by Manitoba Conservation that contamination levels of the
soil surrounding the former tank location is below Manitoba
Environment’s Level III soil remediation criteria. The 92 cubic
metres of soil that exceeded Level III levels were taken to
Mid-Canada Soil Treatment for disposal
(Manitoba Conservation, 1996).

151 Higgins Avenue:

A Remedial Action Plan regarding this site was completed on
May 18, 2006. Prepared by M. Block and Associates Ltd., the
action plan proposes to excavate and remove 11,443 tonnes
of metal and PAH impacted soil from the site (Manitoba
Conservation, 2006). At this time, it is uncertain as to whether
any action has been taken.

Case Studies
In order to better generate ideas for the redevelopment of the
South Point Douglas Neighbourhood, it is useful to look at
case studies of successful redevelopments of former industrial
lands in Canada and elsewhere.

Older Industrial Areas
Industrial disinvestment and depopulation in older urban cores
such as Winnipeg’s South Point Douglas Neighbourhood, has
led to significant consequences not only for the area, but also
for the city. From a point of social perception “industrial areas
have a negative image and are considered to be a threat to
human health and the environment” (Vossen, 2005). From an
economic perspective, economic opportunities are not being
realized when former industrial lands continue to be under
used. The reality is that, innovative strategies, older
industrial sites can be reinvented to become valuable
elements of an urban centre, both socially and economically.

Emscher Landschafts Park
Ruhr Valley, Germany
The Ruhr Area is regarded as a green industrial landscape.
This “landscape park” is a result of restoration of one of the
most degraded landscapes in Europe. It is successful in that it
responds to the process of economic change and celebrates
the area’s industrial history. It has become “a symbol as well
as a stimulus for urban, economic, social, and environmental
change” (Labelle, 2001, 222).
This large 500 acre “park” located in Germany’s Ruhr Valley,
was once the country’s “industrial heartland” (Labelle, 2001,
222) occupied with coal mines and iron and steel mills. By
the 1970s, mines and factories began to close and the area
became a brownfield site in need of restoration.
In 1989, the idea for Emscher Park was born. The plan was
to transform “the industrial wastelands into a regional network
of open space, recreation, and cultural resources” (Labelle,
2001, 222). This plan was the first of its kind because it
considered brownfield restoration on a regional, rather than
site-specific scale. This undertaking required the creation
of “an entirely new administrative structure with a ten-year
lifespan” (Labelle, 2001, 222).
The plan’s central focus is the utilization of the power of
restoring the areas natural ecology. It also incorporates the

integration of art, and the creative re-use of existing industrial
buildings.
Ecologically, a focus to clean up the river through re-naturalization is a major component of the project. Another goal was
to integrate and develop existing open spaces to create a
regional park system that would include seven green corridors
extending through the region, with the former industrial site as
its heart. Due to the site’s large size, to date only some of the
ideas have been realized.
In order to “bring water back into the life of the city in an
active way” (Labelle, 2001, 223), a multi-use urban waterfront
has been included. It has energy-efficient offices, side canals,
naturalized areas, new housing, and a canal that is an area for
swimming.
Since the region’s cultural, economic and historical identity is
associated with industrial plants, immense efforts have been
undertaken to “preserve and reuse the industrial monuments”
(Labelle, 2001, 224).
The old industrial buildings of Emscher Parks have been
recreated to support new uses. Windows have been replaced
with stained glass and the new cultural uses include a
museum of coal production, a citizen’s centre, several
discovery centres for children and an upscale restaurant. The
redesigned interiors also consist of rock climbing walls with
large metal tubes used as slides. Large concerts are given in
former steel plants and visitors can stroll around the
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re-invented waste heaps.

Case Studies cont.
Different forms of art are placed around the “park” to help
re-introduce residents to their culture in a new way. Some art
is composed of industrial artifacts found on the site and
other art introduces new age technology to the old,
including large ground projected lights that illuminate the
existing industrial buildings grandeur.
The Emscher Park is more than a park. It is the connecting
space for recreation, working, housing, production, services,
sports and linked innovation. It is a work in progress that
continues to grow and improve.
Emscher Park is a great example of what is possible, and
suggests the powerful potential of new concepts of parks that
extend beyond the typical North American notion.
Although Emscher Park is at a much larger scale than the
South Point Douglas Neighbourhood, they are similar in that
they both have an abundance of older industrial buildings. The
creative and diverse reuse of the structures at Landschafts
Park can be applied to the South Point Douglas
Neighbourhood, in order to preserve its history and heritage.

Figure 22 - Amalgamating industry and nature

The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is lacking green
space, therefore, restoring some of the area’s natural
ecology could help bring back nature. An amalgamation of
nature and industry could be a unique feature to
Winnipeg, and could benefit the environment.
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Figure 21 - Lit up industrial tower used for concerts

Case Studies cont.
Wicker Park
Chicago, Illinois

Wicker Park has a national reputation as a site of “hip urban
culture, with a thriving music and art scene” (Lloyd, 2002,
517), but this was not always the case. During the 1980s
Wicker Park suffered from postindustrial decay.
Located next to Chicago’s urban core, the nationally
recognized arts and music presence in Wicker Park is
“directly implicated in its redevelopment from an industrial
neighbourhood into both a site of concentrated enterprises of
cultural production” (Lloyd, 2002, 518).
Once derelict spaces now house trendy restaurants,
boutiques, bars and galleries. The area residents comprise
a large number of artists, students, and young professionals.
The association of Wicker Park’s gritty spaces with creative
energy has helped the area initiate a new identity. Rather
than a segregation of consumption venues, production sites
and residences, the area is characterized by their
promiscuous mixing within the neighbourhood space (Lloyd,
2002, 522).
In Wicker Park, local artists emphasize the diversity and
culture of the neighbourhood as informing artistic innovation
(Lloyd, 2002, 529). “Cosmopolitan and creativity are not only
valuable for the avant-garde artists, but also for
professionals, as the global economy values creativity”
(Lloyd, 2002, 529).

Although 87 percent of Wicker Park residents have obtained
a college degree or higher, the average household income is
below $40,000 with a significant number under $25,000. Not a
lot of money is needed in this area, as artists tend to be quite
creative and resourceful in remodeling the spaces they live in
(Lloyd, 2002, 526).
The success of Wicker Park is attributed to the fact that
“artists tend to be a transient population, who are willing to
break ground in marginal urban areas targeted for
redevelopment” (Lloyd, 2002, 528).
Like Wicker Park, South Point Douglas is an industrial
neighbourhood adjacent to an urban core. Although Wicker
Park is vibrant and trendy, it has remained affordable, as could
South Point Douglas.

Figure 23 - Reusing existing infrastructure

Wicker Park demonstrates that galleries, boutiques, coffee
shops and ‘trendiness’ can emerge out of an artists
community if it is fostered. Artists, students, and other niche
populations have recognized SPD’s potential and have already begun moving into the neighbourhood.

Figure 24 - Aerial view of Wicker Park
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Case Studies cont.
Huset Parkway Reconstruction
Columbia Heights, Minnesota

This industrial area redevelopment in Columbia Heights won
the 2006 Project of the year from The City Engineers
Association of Minnesota (CEAM).
The aging foundry and industrial area is adjacent to the
city’s Municipal Park and City Hall. The foundries have been in
operation since the early 1900s, although the other
industrial operations didn’t begin moving into the area until the
1940s. These included machine shops, plating operations,
automotive repair businesses, and chemical manufacturers.
In the late 1980s, the area saw a decline as many businesses
moved from the area, leaving countless vacant
buildings. As a result, the city formed a new vision for the area
that encompassed several multi-faceted goals:

· Improving the quality and quantity of physical
development in the area.

· Improving the area’s economic viability.
· Meeting community housing needs.
· Improving the area’s image.
· Responding to additional needs and desires of the

Based on these goals, the city prepared an “Industrial Area
Redevelopment Plan” which was comprised of an
Environmental Site Assessment, an Environmental Report,
and Response Action Plan. Once the site was prepared for
redevelopment, the city demolished 15 derelict buildings and
replaced them with new housing. They also beautified the
area through the inclusion of supplementary streetscaping
such as additional pedestrian scaled lighting, flower gardens
and pathways. Additional green space and a new storm water
retention pond were also incorporated into the plan.
This project came with a price tag of over $6.5 million, but has
created an additional $125 million increase in property values.
This increase has effectively raised $1.7 million in new property taxes annually, creating a more affordable school district
operating levy (Hendrickson, 2006).

Figure 25 - Before - Industrial usage

The city believes the positive results are the product of a
partnership between the public and private sector, and are an
example of how their amalgamation can resolve challenges,
remove barriers and create positive change (Hendrickson,
2006).
This example highlights the success of a partnership between
the public and private sector that can perhaps be used in the
revitalization of the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood.

community as the project developed and took shape.
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Figure 26 - After - Residential area

Case Studies cont.
Bishop’s Landing
Halifax, Nova Scotia

In 2002, Bishop’s Landing was honoured with the year’s best Mixed
Use and Commercial Project from the Waterfront Center in
Washington, D.C. (CMHC, 2007b).
A century ago, the site now occupied by Bishop’s Landing was an
industrial area with a mix of marine related industries. In 1960, the
area fell into decline, and was used mainly as a public parking area
that provided access to the waterfront. In 1980, the Waterfront
Development Corporation (WDC) purchased the site for
redevelopment.
As the first significant mixed-use development on the Halifax
waterfront, the project attracted a lot of media attention, that was not
always positive. The public was upset that the parking lot was going
to be redeveloped, but the negative attention turned mostly positive
once the project was completed. “The post-development attitude is
now more accepting and most neighbours are happy with the final
product” (CMHC, 2007b).
Nearby residents were concerned that the proposed buildings
would block their views of the water. The views to the water are not
obstructed by the new development as the project’s buildings are
oriented east-west towards the water, “a design move that allows
considerably more water views” (CMHC, 2007b). Also, the buildings
are stepped down from 7 stories to 3 as they approach the
waterfront.

The project has enhanced the waterfront boardwalk, built by the
WDC, by adding visual interest and additional park space for the
public, including additional seating areas. Ground level retail offers
a usage for both the tenant and the visitor. These features “allow the
continuity of the public realm and integration with the community”
(CMHC, 2007b).
Due to the project’s proximity to many registered heritage buildings,
the Regional Heritage Advisory Committee reviewed the project to
ensure the design was compatible. The area’s heritage was preserved and celebrated through incorporating a number of comparable heritage features, such as iron railings and balconies, roofing
materials, colour and facade materials. Flat roofs use square angles
to give a certain warehouse feel to the residences, which foster a
sense of old, waterfront industry.

Figure 27 - Bishop’s Landing drawing (Aerial view)

As far as the projects success rate, most residents surveyed
commented on the convenient downtown location of the project.
Paul Morgan, a Halifax planner stated that “This project has helped
bring people back to the downtown and made the place feel more
alive again” (CMHC, 2007b).
Overall, Bishop’s Landing is the result of a high level of cooperation
between the public and private sector. This relationship delivered a
project that is an asset to the pubic as well as a project that is
generating tax revenues for the city (CMHC, 2007b).
A Secondary Plan for the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood
could incorporate the goal of preserving views of the Red River. The
incorporation of mixed use development in SPD could provide much
needed housing, as well as new business to attract visitors. Also,
new development could capitalize on the area’s historic character.

Figure 28 - Water view from courtyard
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Case Studies cont.
To date over half the amount of the desired units have been
constructed, with the overall goal being a total of 600 residential
units built by 2010.

Figure 29 - Bishop’s Landing at night

Brandt’s Creek Crossing
Kelowna, British Columbia

Brandt’s Creek Crossing is located north of downtown Kelowna,
British Columbia, immediately adjacent to the city’s Cultural
District. In 1995, The Canada Lands Company Limited (CLC) acquired the abandoned CN Rail Yards (now Brandt’s Creek Crossing) with the objective of creating a vibrant, pedestrian friendly,
mixed-use neighbourhood.
In 1997, the former CN rail yards were cleared of track and
remediated to address environmental impacts. Since then, the
lands have been subdivided and rezoned to create a 20.74 acre
mixed-use neighbourhood incorporating industrial, office,
commercial, residential lots and a hotel site, focusing on a 4.4
acre stream protection corridor and Sunset Park.
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The rejuvenation of the CN Rail Yard has created large economic
benefits for Kelowna. In 1996, the assessed value of the CN Rail
Yard was approximately $3.45 million, and in 2004, the assessed
value of Brandt’s Creek Crossing was approximately $12.5
million. Its current value has almost doubled. In 1996, property
taxes paid on the CN Rail Yard lands totaled $80,000. And in
2004, although the land area has doubled, the taxes paid in
Brandt’s Creek Crossing are just over 11x as much totaling
$224,000.
From the developer’s perspective, “the site’s location relative
to the other amenities present on Kelowna’s waterfront represents the main contributor to success” (CMHC, 2007a). One of
the primary success factors from the municipality’s perspective
was “CLC’s ownership of the entire site. CLC did not have to
go through a complicated process of land assembly” (CMHC,
2007a).

Figure 30 - Brandt’s Creek Crossing and area

This case study shows that although site remediation is
expensive, it will pay for itself through new land tax revenues.
Although the case studies provided in this report are located in
alternative cities or countries, many similarities to Winnipeg are
present. The ideas generated in these examples are interesting
and innovative, and elements from each can be adapted to fit
South Point Douglas.
Figure 31 - Rejuvenated Brandt’s Creek and lookout

Case Studies cont.
Reusing Existing Industrial Structures

Roebling Wire Rope Factory

Concrete factories and industrial warehouses were once
valued by famous architects such as Erich Mendelsohn and
Le Corbusier. These architects believed that “these
utilitarian buildings supplied the vocabulary of pure architectural forms necessary for developing an appropriately modern,
up-to-date aesthetic” (Dickinson, 2001, 34).

An example of a successful adaptive recycling project is the
sprawling Roebling Wire Rope Factory in Trenton, New
Jersey.

Today they are torn down as demolition technology has
reached the point where all structures can be brought down
quickly and efficiently (Dickinson, 2001, 40). Urban “clear
cutting occurs in order to create the vacant land parcels
desired by today’s giant development corporations”
(Dickinson, 2001, 42).

Located on a 50 acre site, the 337 square feet of historic
buildings have been converted into a multifunctional complex
comprised of: retail; housing; commercial; a museum; art
space; an elementary school; senior housing, and government
offices, through a multi-phase redevelopment plan (Clarke,
Caton, Hintz, 2007).

This complex design restores and emphasizes many of the
existing, historical buildings, and reflects the Roebling
Complex's strong industrial character.
The City of Trenton’s redevelopment efforts provide a means
by which to address social, economic and environmental
issues and halt the decline of an urban centre.
Overall, it is a great model of sustainable development. It
can be regarded as an example of the potential for planning
and architecture in South Point Douglas, and across North
America.

Adaptive recycling of structurally safe, existing structures has
been occurring since the beginning of civilization, but is not
always considered as a first option.

Figure 32 - Roebling complex
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Historical Buildings
Inventory List
The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is an important part
of Winnipeg’s history and heritage. This is displayed through
the areas architectural landmarks.
The City of Winnipeg retains and compiles two separate yet
complementary listings of heritage buildings: the Buildings
Conservation List and the Historical Buildings Inventory.
The SPD Neighbourhood is home to four buildings that are on
the Buildings Conservation list, and nineteen on the Historical
Buildings Inventory list.
The four structures on the Historical Buildings List are classified by a grade system. “Grade I buildings represent outstanding examples of architectural and historical merit, Grade II
buildings represent the majority of the city’s building stock,
and Grade III buildings represent moderately significant heritage examples” (City of Winnipeg, 2007b).
They are as follows:
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181 Higgins Avenue

669 Main Street

The original CPR station burnt
down in 1886. A small replacement station existed until June 3,
1904, when construction
commenced on the current depot.

This building first housed a general
store, next a loan office and pawn
shop, then a jewelry store and diamond brokerage.

667 Main Street

56 Maple Street

1904
CPR Station
Grade II

1905
Alloway and Champion
Building
Grade III
From 1905 to 1930 it went from
a small private branch owned by
Alloway and Champion, to
the largest private bank in Canada, the Bank of Commmerce.

1913
Lighthouse Mission
Grade II

1904
Fire Hall #3
Grade II

The structure replaced a station built soon after City Council
decided in 1882 to transform its
volunteer fire brigade into a permanent force.

Historical Buildings cont.
The 19 buildings located on the Historical Buildings Inventory have yet to be formally researched and evaluated by the
Historical Buildings Committee. They exist as potential candidates for inclusion on the Buildings Conservation List.
They are as follows:

90 Annabella

1914
J.R. Watkins Company
Warehouse

43 Curtis Street

306 Edwin Street

Farmer D. McLachlan was the
original owner of this home until
it was purchased by a contractor named D.H. McLaughlin who
rented it out to Archibald
Pritchard from 1893 –1901.

The original owners were T. and
H. Perkins, who rented out the
property until the late 1920s.
Engineer John Bamber and his
wife Jane then owned the home
until 1953.

1882
D. McLachlan House

The J.R. Watkins Medical
Company owned and occupied
this building until 1987 when
a Winnipeg pants and sportswear company took over.

1900
T. Perkins House

41 Curtis Street

55 Dewdney Street

99 George Avenue

This home was inhabited by J.A.
Rowe, who worked as a millwright for the nearby Sprague
Lumber Company until 1920.
Mrs. Louisa Rowe then purchased the home and lived in it
until 1940.

A draughtsman named Charles
Ellis and his wife Isabella owned
this residential duplex. The home
stayed in the family until the
1970s.

J. Burridge, president of Gurney
Stove Company lived in this house
until 1899. From 1906-38, it was
one of Canada’s most famous
missions, the Margaret Scott
Nursing Station.

1900
J.A. Rowe House

1884
C. Ellis House

1893
J. Burridge House
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Historical Buildings cont.
57 Heaton Avenue

55 Higgins Avenue

134 Higgins Avenue

Cattle buyer Mayer Zarref owned
this duplex until 1917.
Jennie and Rose owned it until
1920. Throughout the 20s – 50s it
was owned by many on a shortterm basis.

This office was originally part of
the Ogilivie Mill. A career apparel
company purchased the building in the 1980s, and in the late
1990s it became a Portuguese
cultural centre.

An architect named H. Fry was the
original owner of this house. He
moved out in 1910 but continued
to rent out the property until he
sold it in 1936.

1905
M. Zarref Duplex

1950
Ogilivie Mills Office

1883
H. Fry House

59 Heaton Avenue

74 Higgins Avenue

148 Higgins Avenue

J. Johnson owned this property
until 1900, when it was sold to
Jens Jacobson. Pedlar Wolfe,
and David Black owned it from
1907-1917. Merchant William
Black owned it from 1917-1944.

J.W. Ackland of D. Ackland and
Sons lived in this house until
1905. Today the house functions
as a distribution company titled
Acklands-Grainger.

This mixed retail residential
building was owned by Israel
Braunstein and his family. It was
used as a grocery/home.

1894
G. Johnson House

61 Heaton Avenue

1904
Former German Club
The German club operated out
of this building from 1904-14,
and again from 1925-1942.
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1910
Braunstein Block

1889
J.W. Ackland House

114 Higgins Avenue
1903
Richelieu Hotel

Marie Levesque representing her
company J.N. Levesque was the
original hotel owner. It was purchased and owned by Morris Liss,
until 1935 .

186 Higgins Avenue
1904
Wolseley Hotel

Margaret Fonseca and her husband owned this hotel for the first
four years until selling it to J. A.
Andrews, Barrister, and J.R. Jones,
who ran the hotel until 1926.

Historical Buildings cont.
45 Lily Street

40 Martha Street

D. McDonald, older brother of
Confederation Life Association
Founder J.K. MacDonald was the
first owner of this house.

George Frankfurter, was one of the
first settlers, arriving in 1880. He
owned a clothing store called “the
fair” which was located at 614 Main
Street. He owned this home until
1947.

1893
D. McDonald House

1883
Frankfurter Terrace

95 MacDonald Avenue
1905
Point Douglas United
(Presbyterian) Church

The Point Douglas congregation
ran this church until the early
1960s, when the Roman
Catholic diocese purchased it.
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541 Waterfront Drive
1906
City Hydro-Substation

This building was used as a City
of Winnipeg Sub-Station until
1990.
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Consultations with Stakeholders
Process

• Neighbourhoods Alive!:
Richard Dilay: (Richard.Dilay@gov.mb.ca).

In order to better understand their involvement in the South
Point Douglas Neighbourhood in regards to revitalization, the
following stakeholders were surveyed via email:

• Landstar:
Kevin Olson: (kolson@landstardev.com).

• The Point Douglas Community Resource Network:
Stacey Rogers (srogers@mb.e-association.ca).
• North End Community Renewal Corporation:
Robert Neufeld (Robert@necrc.org).
• Manitoba Housing:
Nadine Irvine: (manitoba government contact book).
• North End Housing Project:
(clem@nehp.mb.ca).

• Point Douglas Residents Committee:
Robert Galston: (rgalston@mts.net)
Each stakeholder was asked the following questions:
1. What is your organization’s mandate?
2. When was your organization created?
3. If, and when did your organization disband?

• Point Douglas Community Resource Coordinator:
Rhonda Forgues: (rforgues@winnipeg.ca).

4. When did your organization begin doing work regarding
South Point Douglas?

• Centre Venture:
Loretta Martin: (martin@centreventure.com).

5. What has your organization been doing, and/or plan on
doing in South Point Douglas?
6. What motivates your organization to do the things you
have been, or plan on doing in South Point Douglas?
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Out of the nine stakeholders contacted, five responded. Based
on the answers to the above questions, it was concluded that
there is currently little involvement in the South Point Douglas
Neighbourhood. The majority of the stakeholders efforts are
directed at the North Point Douglas Neighbourhood. Stakeholder responses can be found in the attached appendices.
In order to get a wider scope of responses, a series of stakeholder meetings should be arranged in the future.

Other South Point Douglas Studies
Few studies have been conducted regarding the South Point
Douglas (SPD) Neighbourhood. The most recent study was
conducted by the North Main Street Task Force in 1997.
Prairie Partnership Group conducted a study regarding the
SPD Neighbourhood in 1982. Prior to this study, the City of
Winnipeg last analyzed the area, and issued a report based
on its findings, in 1958.

City of Winnipeg Urban Redevelopment Study Number 1
In 1958, the City of Winnipeg Urban Renewal and
Rehabilitation Board began an urban redevelopment study of
the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood. The objective of the
Board was to define the areas of the city that were in need of
redevelopment and rehabilitation, and to recommend to City
Council appropriate renewal measures (City of Winnipeg,
1959, 35).
The study gathered pace in 1959 with a “suggestion from the
Premier of Manitoba, Honourable Duff Roblin, that the South
Point Douglas Neighbourhood should be studied as a possible
site for the new City Hall and Civic Centre” (City of Winnipeg,
1959, 4).

(City of Winnipeg, 1959, 44). Also, the expansion of temporary accommodations such as the Salvation Army, and a new
police station were recommended.
It was concluded that a new city hall site of “suitable size and
location would not be available” (City of Winnipeg, 1959, 47)
in the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood after “the land
which may be required for major traffic proposals had been
taken” (City of Winnipeg, 1959, 47). The major traffic proposal
discussed here is the Disraeli Freeway. Therefore it was
concluded that the City Hall and Civic Centre “should not be
located in the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood” (City of
Winnipeg, 1959, 47).
In the concluding remarks, the report states that “in view of
other urgent renewal problems in other parts of the city, it is
suggested that further study of the South Point Douglas be
deferred until the amount of land required for any major traffic
proposals is known” (City of Winnipeg, 2959, 48).

Figure 61 - Disraeli Freeway facing northeast

This is not surprising as virtually no city escaped being remade by superhighways that bored through its neighbourhoods until Jane Jacobs organized a counterstrike with the
publication of her influential book, The Death and Life of Great
American Cities, in 1961 (Dickinson, 2001, 39).

Finished on May 31, 1959, the study indicates that
redevelopment proposals should include “at least sufficient
single person accommodation to re-house persons over the
age of 65 years, and those living on similar marginal incomes”
Figure 62 - Disraeli Freeway facing southwest
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Other Studies cont.
The Prairie Partnership Group
In 1982, The Prairie Partnership Group created a report
entitled “Point Douglas – Proposals for Identifying the
History of Winnipeg’s First Neighbourhood”, which included
consultation amongst various stakeholders from the area. In
the group consultations, the stakeholders were asked for suggestions on how to improve the neighbourhood. Some of the
interesting suggestions are listed below:

Point Douglas Historical Society
- Initiate the development of a historic walk throughout the
area by marking historical sites and buildings with plaques,
and restoring early landmarks.
North Point Douglas Resident’s Committee Inc.
- Connect tour buses with the historical features of Point
Douglas and the river boat-bus system.

- Create an interpretive centre in one of the areas historical
buildings to tell the story of the history of the City of
Winnipeg.
- Move the Ross House to a new location and restore it to its
original condition.
Museum of Man and Nature
- Provide some “seed” money to fund an archaeological dig
to locate and identify Fort Douglas, then restore the Fort with
private and government funding.

Some of these suggestions are interesting and could be
incorporated into the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood, but
only for educational purposes. Promoting the area’s rich
history could perhaps create some more interest and respect
for the area. These ideas may not generate the change
needed to rejuvenate the area on their own, but may help
educate people about the history of the area.

- Utilize Argyle School for an interpretive centre.
- Hire a historian to prepare an investigation into the Point
Douglas history and illustrate the information in a
comprehensive interpretive display.

- Relocate Ross House to the Vulcan Iron property in order to
establish an existing and viable museum in the community.

Winnipeg School Division
- Commemorate the variety of ethnic groups in Point Douglas
by erecting plaques and relating visual history through
existing building fabric.

Manitoba Historical Society
- Upgrade the area houses’ plumbing and heating so they may
be used as office space for the Manitoba Historical Society.

Heritage Winnipeg
- Create a “Shard Park” of building fragments along the linear
riverbank park around Alexander dock.
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- Integrate bike rental facilities with the boat taxi docks in
order to encourage exploration of historic areas.

Figure 63 - Argyle School - Potential use: interpretive centre

Other Studies cont.
North Main Street Task Force Study
In January 1997, the North Main Task Force was formed.
Their role was to conduct a comprehensive community
consultation process, and to prepare a development strategy
for the purpose of revitalizing the North Main Street Area.
The Study Area was bounded by William Avenue to the south,
Higgins Avenue on the north, Princess Street on the west, and
the Red River on the east (North Main Task Force, 1997, 6).
This encompasses the neighbourhoods of Chinatown, Civic
Centre and South Point Douglas (SPD)
(Four Directions Consulting Group, 1997, 1).
The origin of the North Main Street Task Force was the
Winnipeg Development Agreement, which provided
resources from the governments of Canada, Manitoba and the
City of Winnipeg to support long-term, sustainable economic
development.
The Task Force, which consisted of representation from the
aboriginal community, business, social agencies, government,
and cultural groups carried out comprehensive planning and
consultation process between March and November 1997.
The task force submitted their final report entitled Our Place
on December 3, 1997 (North Main Street Task Force, 1997,
iv). The title, Our Place, means “the physical cornerstone for
the physical enhancements and marketing strategies for the
area” (North Main Street Task Force, 1997, 42).

The study determined that the area was continuing to
deteriorate, and was in need of revitalization (North Main
Street Task Force, 1997, 8).

• An Aboriginal Cultural District entrance feature at the
junction of the Disraeli Freeway and the CPR rail 		
line

The final report proposed an implementation plan of three
development Phases.

• A scenic drive and pedestrian/bicycle link to Point 		
Douglas along the Red River
• Austin Street closed off to vehicular traffic

Phase one (1998-1999):
• An Aboriginal Cultural District bounded by the CPR
rail line (N), Disraeli Freeway (E & S), and Main 		
Street (W)
• An Aboriginal Cultural District entrance feature
located at the junction of Main Street and the CPR
rail line.

• Streetscaping along Higgins Avenue

Phase three (2001-2010):
• Future Mixed Use – Residential expansion of most
of the SPD Neighbourhood, excluding the southwest
portion of the area designated as commercial (west
of Maple Street).

Phase two (1999-2001):
• Future commercial – mixed use expansion in the
southwest corner of the SPD Neighbourhood
• That the existing Disraeli Freeway overpass be
redeveloped as a bridge between cultures
(Aboriginal Cultural District and Ukrainian/Scottish
Cultural District
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Summary of Key Points
This document provides an overview of the existing nature of
South Point Douglas. An understanding of the existing conditions of the neighbourhood is an essential first step in the process of assessing the need for a Plan Winnipeg amendment
and a Secondary Plan.

History
• Many historians consider the area to be Winnipeg’s
birthplace.
• Point Douglas was once a prestigious and fashionable
residential district.
• Industrialization started in 1896 when Canadian Pacific Railway built rail lines between Higgins Avenue and Sutherland
Avenue.
• During the late 1900s, many of the older industries closed
operations.
• In 1969, The Indian and Métis Friendship Centre created a
community vision for the area entitled Neeginan, and are still
in the process of realizing it today.
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Demographics
• The neighbourhood has a small residential population
• The majority of the residents are middle age.

• Most of the neighbourhood is designated an Industrial Policy
Area by Plan Winnipeg, which prohibits new residential
construction.
• Some of the neighbourhood is in the downtown as per Plan
Winnipeg.

• Almost half of the residents are of Aboriginal origin.
• Three quarters of the area’s residents live alone in single
detached homes (City of Winnipeg, 2001).

Traffic and Pedestrian Patterns
• The SPD area is distinct because of the high percentage of
residents whose main mode of transportation is walking.

Housing
• All of the homes in the area were built before 1949.
• Almost half the housing stock in the area is in need of major
repair.

Land Use and Zoning
• The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is predominately
an industrial neighbourhood, with very few commercial
businesses and a small residential population.
• The Study Area has a large proportion of vacant parcels of
land and vacant buildings, which offer the possibility of redevelopment.

• The Study Area includes two designated truck routes - Higgins Avenue and Disraeli Freeway.
• The Study Area is highly fragmented by both the railway and
the Disraeli Freeway making movement between areas difficult.

Brownfields
• Three properties have been officially assessed as
‘contaminated’.
• Seven properties have been officially assessed as
‘impacted’.

Summary of Key Points
• Twenty-nine properties should be considered a ‘potential
concern’ due to their previous usage.

Case Studies
• Examples from other cities offer a great deal of inspiration for
the future of South Point Douglas.
• The Roebling Wire Rope Factory illustrates the possibility of
finding new uses for old industrial buildings.
• Emscher Landschafts Park celebrates the industrial aesthetic and derives recreational value from its remnant environment.

• There are 23 historically significant buildings in the neighbourhood and a great many other homes and commercial
structures from the turn of the century.

• The North Main Task Force report, which became a significant component of the CentrePlan Development Framework
(1999), continues to be implemented, largely under the auspices of the Neeginan Development Corporation. Nearly all
development activity in the Study Area over the last decade
was envisioned by the North Main Task Force.

South Point Douglas Stakeholders

Barriers and Opportunities

• There is currently little involvement in the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood by the selected stakeholders.

• There are a number of barriers that exist in the SPD area.
These include:
- poverty;
- crime;
- marginalization;
- social barriers;
- potential site contamination issues with a lack 		
of incentives for remediation;
- bank stability issues;
- the Disraeli freeway and the CPR line

Historical Buildings

• The majority of the stakeholders efforts have been directed
at the North Point Douglas Neighbourhood. In order to gain
a better understanding as to why this is occurring, further
consultation with stakeholders is required.

• At Wicker Park, industrial warehouses provided bohemian
living opportunities for artists and students, earning it a reputation as a trendy area.

Past Studies

• As a new development in a post-industrial area, Bishop’s
Landing won praise for a design that was sensitive to the
area’s history, views and neighbouring uses.

• Of the two major studies on this neighbourhood from the
past 25 years, both have on-going relevance to the issues of
Plan Winnipeg redesignation and secondary planning.

• Other examples demonstrated the potential of public-private
partnerships, strategic capital investment, and tax generating
opportunities.

• The 1982 study highlights the value of the area’s heritage
and the potential to use heritage as a generator of activity,
commerce and community pride.

• Although the river separates SPD from St. Boniface, it has
potential aesthetic and recreational value including a link to
the Winnipeg Parkway System.
• The SPD Neighbourhood and the Downtown are
interconnected both physically and visually. Therefore, they
have a strong influence on one another.
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Recommendations
It appears that South Point Douglas requires revitalization
strategies and planning to chart a new vision of the area and
to set policies which may guide change.
The development of Waterfront Drive has ignited new interest in the area at a time when the market is increasing pressure for infill development in central locations (particularly in
proximity to the river). More intensive residential development
could help overcome some of the barriers faced by this neighbourhood. If development is encouraged northward along Waterfront Drive to or near Higgins Avenue, it may help dissipate
the psychological stigma associated with the area.

Employment Lands Strategy recommendations
According to the draft Preliminary Employment Lands
Strategy, this area’s capacity to be developed for industrial
use has eroded over time and the area no longer represents a
strategic or logical location for industrial activity.

Residential Lands Strategy recommendations
Population projections for Winnipeg suggest that multiple
family housing will comprise 60 percent of the housing starts
by 2023 (currently they comprise about 25 percent of the split
between single/multi-family housing). Reinvigoration of sites in
older areas, such as South Point Douglas may become
important due to proximity to existing infrastructure and
services.

Plan Winnipeg
Most of the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is currently
designated an Industrial Policy Area under Policy Plate “A”
of Plan Winnipeg. Given the area’s river proximity and redevelopment potential, there may be, with additional analysis,
reasons to consider a change from Industrial Policy Area to an
alternate designation that would support a broader mix of land
uses.
Figure 64 - Riverwalk at the southern tip of the SPD
Neighbourhood, along Waterfront Drive.
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Recommendations
Secondary Planning
A number of issues explored in this report point to the need
for a comprehensive planning and consultation process
Land Drainage / Sanitary Sewer Capacity
It is important to determine whether the current infrastructure can be tapped into without exorbitant costs relating to
necessary upgrades.
Transportation
Redevelopment of the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood will spurn new transportation issues (street systems,
transit corridors, active transportation)
Brownfields
Further testing must be conducted in the SPD Neighbourhood due to the area’s previous usage. The lack of a civic
policy or funding mechanism for dealing with brownfield
remediation may be a tremendous impediment to redevelopment efforts within the Study Area.

Aboriginal Culture
The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is comprised of a
large percentage of aboriginal people and organizations that
have mobilized to undertake improvements within the area.
Consultation and integration with this distinct cultural community is critical to facilitating any changes in land use. There
is an opportunity to draw on the momentum of the positive
self-directed initiatives that Neeginan, in particular, has been
responsible for in the Study Area.
Preventing displacement
Increasing market pressures coupled with depressed land
values and economic marginalization pose a risk of displacement. Further analysis could explore means of preventing
displacement while accommodating new opportunities for
development.
Stakeholders Consultation Process
Consultation is vital process that guides every neighbourhood
redevelopment plan at multiple points. At this point, there is
insufficient information on what residents, business, community groups and organizations feel is important related to land
use issues in the Study Area

Figure 65 - Affordable housing option - Saskatoon, Saskatchewan
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Source: Taken by Cara Nichols
Figure 64 - Riverwalk at the southern tip of the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood, along Waterfront Drive. Source: Taken by Cara Nichols
Figure 65 - Affordable housing option - Saskatoon, Saskatchewan.
Source: Taken by Cara Nichols

Figure 48. Historical Buildings.
Source: Taken by Cara Nichols.
Figures 49-55. Historical Buildings.
Source: Retrieved from http://www.winnipeg.ca/ppd/historic_
municipal.stm.

51

Appendices
A: Housing conditions study - checklist 				

53

B: Housing conditions study - results				

54

				

58

C: Stakeholder consultations		

D: Inventory of South Point Douglas Street Names

52

61

Appendices cont.
A: Housing conditions study - checklist
Adapted from the City of Winnipeg North Point Douglas Housing Plan 2003-2008 (2003)

CHECKLIST:
DATE:
ADDRESS:
TYPE OF HOUSING:
- single family home
- side by side
- duplex
- duplex conversion
- triplex and apartment-converted dwellings with three to four
single family units
- apartment block (Note: do not rate apartment blocks, just
note their location)
CONDITION:
Very poor housing – at least three Major deficiencies
Poor housing – at least one major, plus any minor
deficiencies
Fair housing – two to four Minor deficiencies
Good housing – maximum of one minor deficiency

Major deficiencies:
1. Cracked, rotted, or sinking foundation
2. Large or numerous holes, open cracks, open, loose or
missing materials
3. Rotted, loose or missing building members (e.g.: columns)
4. Roof sagging, rotted, or makeshift condition
5. Rotted or loose window frames
6. Shifting or dilapidated walls
7. Walls obviously out of plumb, building settled and
seriously deteriorated
8. Combination of five or more Minor deficiencies

Based on this criteria, all South Point Douglas homes were
assessed (from the exterior) visually in June 2007. The
results from the assessment are listed in the next section in
alphabetical order by street name.

Minor deficiencies:
a. Broken or unsafe shed or detached garage
b. Broken, sinking or unsafe porch, veranda, or landing;
steps and/or railings
c. Damaged or makeshift chimney
d. Peeling or cracked paint or stucco
e. Rotted eaves, loose, rotted or missing eaves troughs or
downspouts
f. Shingles missing, curled or rotting
g. Small holes, open cracks, rotted, loose or missing
materials
h. Structure in need of major cleaning and repainting
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B: Housing conditions study - results

Single family home
Poor housing
Cracked foundation, rotting window 		
frames
Chipped stucco, dilapidated fence,
peeling paint

41 Curtis Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Poor housing
Shifting walls
Peeling paint, cracked shingles

42 Curtis Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Good housing
Unsafe steps, unsafe garage

43 Curtis Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			
Minor deficiencies
			

Single family home
Poor housing
Rotting foundation, rotting window 		
frames
Unsafe steps, peeling shingles and 		
stucco

15 Argyle Street

40 Curtis Street
Side by side
Fair housing
Peeling shingles, broken steps

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Fair housing
Minor cracks, broken fence
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52 Curtis Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			
Minor deficiencies
			

43 Annabella Street

Single family home
Fair housing
Peeling paint, very aged wood

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Broken chimney, broken steps, 		
chipped stucco

Single family home
Poor housing
Sinking foundation
Rotting support beam and shingles

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Minor deficiencies
			

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

19 Argyle Street

Single family home
Fair housing
Cracked shingles, broken fence

50 Argyle Street

Single family home
Poor housing
Rotting window frames
Chipped paint, broken eaves

21 Argyle Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

35 Argyle Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Good housing
Peeling paint

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		

Single family home
Fair housing

Single family home
Fair housing
Chipped paint, curling shingles
Single family home
Fair housing
Peeling siding, patched chimney

Single family home
Fair housing
Peeling shingles, broken steps

48 Curtis Street

42 Dewdney Avenue

43 Dewdney Avenue

57 Dewdney Avenue

Appendices cont.
Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies

306 Edwin Street

Single family home
Fair housing
Cracked stucco, broken eaves

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Good housing
Peeling shingles

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Good housing
Peeling shingles

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies
Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

95 George Avenue

97 George Avenue

99 George Avenue

Single family home
Good housing

54 Grace Street

Single family home
Poor housing
Rotting window frames
Rotting shingles, unsafe steps

59 Grace Street

Single family home
Fair housing
Chipped stucco, rotting wood

Address
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies
Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies
Address		
Type of housing
Condition		

61 Grace Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

68 Grace Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Fair housing
Curling shingles, chipped stucco

69 Grace Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Poor housing
Rotting window frames
Curling shingles, chipped stucco

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Fair housing
Broken eaves, curled shingles

Single family home
Fair housing
Chipped stucco, rotting shingles
Single family home
Good housing
Curling shingles
Single family home
Good housing

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		

Single family home
Good housing

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Good housing
Curling shingles

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Good housing
Broken step

70 Grace Street

71 Grace Street

78 Grace Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			
Minor deficiencies

81 Grace Street

Single family home
Good housing
Rotting wood

82 Grace Street

95 Grace Street

99 Grace Street

57 Heaton

Single family home
Poor housing
Cracked foundation, rotting window 		
frames
Missing shingles, peeling paint
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Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Poor housing
Sinking foundation, rotting frames
Missing eaves

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Poor housing
Cracked foundation
Rotting stairs, chipped paint

59 Heaton

130 Higgins

Broken eaves, broken steps,
curling shingles, broken and
missing windows

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			
Minor deficiencies
			

Duplex
Very poor housing
Cracked foundation, rotting window 		
frames
Broken eaves and steps, curling
shingles, broken and missing windows

57 Lily Street

134 Higgins

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

Triplex
Poor
Cracked foundation
Chipped paint, rotting wood stairs

45 Lily Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			
Minor deficiencies
			

Single family home
Very poor housing
Sagging roof, rotting window frames,
dilapidated walls
Broken windows, peeling shingles,
broken fence

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Poor housing
Cracked foundation
Peeling shingles, peeling materials

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Fair housing
Rotting wood, peeling material

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			

Duplex
Very poor housing
Cracked foundation, rotting window
frames
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Minor deficiencies
			
			

55 Lily Street

38 Maple Street

55 McArthur Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies
			
			

Single family home
Poor housing
Rotting window frames
Rotting siding, crooked fence, broken
windows and chimney, peeling
materials

Address		
Type of housing

Apartment block

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies
			

Duplex
Poor housing
Sinking foundation
Peeling shingles, broken and missing
shingles

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies
			

57 McArthur Street

62 McDonald Avenue
114 McFarlane Street

116 McFarlane Street

Duplex
Poor housing
Sinking foundation
Peeling shingles, broken and missing
shingles
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Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Poor housing
Roof sagging
Missing shingles, rotting wood

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Side by side
Fair housing
Loose materials, rotting wood

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Side by side
Fair housing
Loose materials, rotting wood

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies
Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies
Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

122 McFarlane Street

110 Stephens Street

112 Stephens Street

114 Stephens Street

Side by side
Fair housing
Loose materials, rotting wood

116 Stephens Street

Side by side
Fair housing
Loose materials, rotting wood

9 Sutherland Street

Single family home
Good housing
Peeling paint

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			
Minor deficiencies

10.5 Sutherland Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			
Minor deficiencies

63 Sutherland Street

11.5 Sutherland Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			
Minor deficiencies

65 Sutherland Street

14 Sutherland Street

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Fair housing
Broken windows, missing shingles

Address		
Type of housing

Apartment block

Single family home
Poor housing
Cracked foundation, rotting window 		
frames
Missing shingles, rotting wood

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

Side by side/mixed use
Poor housing
Cracked foundation
Rotting shingles, rotting wood

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
			
Minor deficiencies

Single family home
Poor housing
Cracked foundation, rotting window
frames
Peeling paint

Address		
Type of housing
Condition		
Minor deficiencies

Address		

Type of housing
Condition		
Major deficiencies
Minor deficiencies

15 Sutherland Street

Side by side
Poor housing
Sinking foundation, rotting window 		
frames
Curled shingles, unsafe garage

Side by side
Poor housing
Sinking foundation, rotting window 		
frames
Curled shingles, unsafe garage

69 Sutherland Street

123 Sutherland Street

Single family home
Good housing
Broken eaves

31 Sutherland Street

Duplex conversion
Poor housing
Sagging roof, rotting window frames
Peeling paint
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C: Stakeholder Survey
Questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.

What is your organizations mandate?
When was your organization created?
If, and when did your organization disband?
When did your organization begin doing work regarding
South Point Douglas?
5. What has your organization been doing, and/or plans on
doing in South Point Douglas?
6. What motivates your organization to do the things you
have been, or plan on doing in South Point Douglas?

Answers

(reprinted verbatim)

:

Point Douglas Residents Committee
Robert Galston
rgalston@mts.net
Our committee has no official role in South Point Douglas, and
exist as a residents’ committee for the North Point Douglas
neighbourhood (bound by Main (w), Redwood (n), Red River
(e), CPR tracks (s) only. In the past year, there was interest in
our committee expanding to include South P.D., and I am certain that our committee would be eager to assist the Planning
and Land Use Division in any way we can.

Point Douglas Community Resource Network
Stacey Rogers
srogers@mb.e-association.ca
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1. The Manitoba E-Association is a coalition of community
serving organizations (CSOs), which offers a variation of eservices and strategic solutions. The Manitoba E-Association
works together with both the public and private sectors to build
community capacity and establish collaborative, mutually-beneficial knowledge and resource sharing networks. In order to
facilitate this, the Manitoba E-Association employs a variety of
Information Communication Technology (ICT) strategies that

takes advantage of relatively new information channels (the
internet, Digital Media, video conferencing, Virtual Private Networks) for means of education, information, working creatively
with others across Manitoba and provide efficient delivery of
quality services to businesses and the community.
By providing Manitobans with access to quality information,
learning and support, the Manitoba E-association works
towards eliminating the digital divide in Manitoba, so that
regardless of socio-economics, culture and/or geographical
factors, all citizens will have the opportunity to take advantage of the benefits of the digital era. In all its endeavors, the
Manitoba E-Association provides consultation in the planning,
implementation, management and review of projects. The
community always maintains their leadership role.
2. The Manitoba E-Association Inc was incorporated on May
5th, 2004.
3. Our organization is currently operational.
4. The Manitoba E-Association is a delivery agent for the
CAPyi program, as such we provide youth interns to work
and train in Manitoba Cap sites. The Manitoba E-Association
Inc has been an active participant in the community of South
Point Douglas since our conception in 2004. Previous to 2004
some of our staff members worked in the area as part of theCommunity Connections Program, the delivery agent for the
Cap program in Manitoba.
5. Currently we host and maintain the Point Douglas Community Website. We also provide a youth intern to teach and
provide support to community members who use the access
site.

Appendices cont.
6. Our organization is involved with and supports all areas of
Winnipeg and the surrounding rural Manitoba.

North End Community Renewal Corporation
Robert Neufeld
Robert@necrc.org

Neighbourhoods Alive!
Richard Dilay
Richard.Dilay@gov.mb.ca

1. North End Community Renewal Corporation is a non-profit
community renewal organization established in 1998 by a
coalition of Winnipeg community organizations. Its mandate
is to promote the economic, social and cultural renewal of the
North End of Winnipeg.
2. 1998
3, 4 and 5. N/A
6. We are very involved with North Point Douglas as a housing improvement zone. Our broundaries as a corporation only
go as far as the tracs. We do not work south of the railroad
tracks.

1. Neighbourhoods Alive! is the provincial government’s longterm social and economic strategy to support and encourage
community driven revitalization efforts in designated older
neighbourhoods in Winnipeg, as well as other urban centres in
Manitoba.
2. It was launched in June 2000.
3. N/A
4. In 2000, although very few projects focus solely on South
Point Douglas. The majority of residents of the Point Douglas
neighbourhood reside in North Point Douglas.
5. The NA! Urban Art Centres program currently provides
some core funding to the Graffiti Art Program, situated in
South Point Douglas. The North End Community Renewal
Corporation has a five-year Community Renewal Plan, including North Point Douglas but not extending to South Point
Douglas.
6. While projects in South Point Douglas may be eligible for
some NA! programs, there are few people residing there or
organizations focusing on renewal.

2. My father Mark Olson created and operated Landstar
Development Corporation for the last 20 years
3. Landstar has always been under the same ownership, but
we regularly do development work on a Joint Venture basis
with other companies.
4. Been interested in the innovative, creative and economically beneficial redevelopment of the land for the last 5 years.
5. We have submitted several offers on major component
parts of the Point Douglas area. Aligned our company, with
Joint Venture partners to try to purchase and develop the land.
Considered several uses for the property: mixed use highdensity residential - office - commercial.
6. Success not only for Landstar and the City of Winnipeg
but, the regeneration of a naturally beautiful area for the
benefit of the citizens of WPG. Also the location - near a new
Waterfront Drive is a key to selling our development vision.

Landstar
Kevin Olson
kolson@landstardev.com
1. We have no mandate for our Point Douglas revitalization
project. We are very interested in becoming involved. The
scope of the project that we want to become involved with includes the furthest east end of point Douglas (north and south
of the rail line) and also includes the land south of Higgins to
McArthur Ave. Further projects, outside our current scope are
anticipated but are not yet in the planning stages.
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D: Inventory of South Point Douglas
Street Names:
Angus: From Richard Bladworth Angus (1831-1922), a banker

Duncan: Formerly Harold. Names for Derward Duncan, a member
of the Manitoba Law Society.
Edwin: Possibly named for E.L. Barber’s son.
George: Son of Alexander Logan, a prominent Red River settler.

and financier involved in the formation of the CPR in 1880.

Grace: One of many streets with girl’s names.

Annabella: Formerly Rachel Street. Named for Anabella Duff,
a young girl who lived at the corner of Higgins and Annabella.

Heaton: A transferred family name.

Argyle: Lorne, Governor General of Canada, 1878-83. In 1900

Henry: For many years known as Common Street.

he became Duke of Argyle. He officially opened the Louise
Bridge.

Higgins: Formerly Fonseca. John Higgins (1807-84) operated a

Austin: Albert William Austin formed Winnipeg’s first street

Maple: Named after the trees planted at the Logan farm.

railway company in 1884.

Boyle: Named for Robert Boyle (1627-91), an English chemist

general store on Main Street.

Martha: Formerly Mary Street, named for another Logan daughter.

and physician.

MacDonald: For the Father of Confederation, Sir John A.

Curtis: Named after the Curtis family, early settlers.

McArthur: Duncan McArthur was a banker, M.L.A., and developer
of what was the Child’s Building at Portage and Main.

Dewdney: Named after an Indian commissioner in the era of
the Northwest Rebellion of 1885.

McFarlane: A transferred Scottish name.

Disraeli: For Benjamin Disraeli, the British stateman and novelist. He was the Prime Minister of England in 1867 and 187480.

Meade: Roblin Pierce Meade was editor of the Nor ‘Western when
Riel seized it in 1869.
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Mordaunt: A transferred French name.
Point Douglas: Named for Thomas Douglas, the Earl of Selkirk.
Sutherland: Alexander Sutherland was born in Point Douglas. He
was Attorney General in 1882 and Provincial Secretary in 1883.
All street name information from The Prairie Partnership, 1982

Planning, Property & Development Department
Planning and Land Use Division
Urban and Neighbourhood Planning Branch
15-30 Fort Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba
R3X 4X5
Ph: (204) 986-5917
Fax: (204) 986-3684
www.winnipeg.ca/ppd
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Located partially within and northeast of Downtown Winnipeg, the South Point
Douglas neighbourhood has experienced much change since the late 1990’s
when many of its turn-of-the-century industries became obsolete and properties
were abandoned. In more recent years the area has been viewed by many in
the development industry as an attractive location for a mixed-use form of
development (particularly residential and commercial). Recognizing that its
current land use regulations generally seemed to be out of step with changing
market conditions, the City of Winnipeg’s Planning Property and Development
Department decided to commission this study.
Bridgman Collaborative Architecture and McKay Finnigan and Associates were
contracted in early January, 2008 to research and provide the planning context
and rationale for consideration to be given to a possible Plan Winnipeg
designation change as well as the development of a Secondary Plan for the
South Point Douglas neighbourhood. The focus of this study – a “preconsultation study” – involved connecting with various stakeholder groups in the
neighbourhood to determine their needs and views of the area; particularly as
they relate to current land use regulations.
This report describes the methodology employed for this study, and what the
consultants learned from those consulted; including representatives of
aboriginal organizations, artists, businesses and residents, all of whom have
invested in one way or another in the South Point Douglas area.
This study found the South Point Douglas neighbourhood to be a wellestablished area with a fairly strong sense of community, and a general feeling
of optimism about the future. A general consensus seemed to permeate all
groups consulted that the City should encourage mixed-use development in the
area (i.e. residential, commercial and possibly light industrial). In order to
facilitate this development, the consultants recommend that the City of
Winnipeg take the lead in embarking upon an appropriate amendment to Plan
Winnipeg as well as a secondary planning process for South Point Douglas.
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1
1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Scope and Purpose of Study
This study was commissioned by the City of Winnipeg to look at the South Point
Douglas Neighbourhood1 from a planning and development perspective.
Figure 1: South Point Douglas Study Area (Green Outline)

Dubbed a “pre-consultation process”, the primary purpose of this study was to
determine the needs and views of the various stakeholders and to identify
current issues in the neighbourhood.
It was envisaged that the information thus collected would assist the City’s
Planning Property and Development Department in determining the necessity
for a Plan Winnipeg designation change and/or a Secondary Plan.

1

For purposes of this study, the South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is bounded by: Sutherland Avenue
to the north; the Red River to the east; Galt Avenue to the south; and Main Street to the west (Figure 1).
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2

BACKGROUND INFORMATIO N

2.1 South Point Douglas and Planning Policy
The South Point Douglas Neighbourhood is situated partially within and northeast
of Downtown Winnipeg. Bisected by the CP’s main rail line, it has been
characterized as suffering from the “concentration effect” in that it is an area
with a number of abandoned industrial sites, a high concentration of poverty,
and aged housing stock. Indeed, much of the housing in the neighbourhood is
in need of significant repair and renovation to increase occupant quality of life
and safety. In addition, while in recent years there has been some interest
expressed in South Point Douglas by the development industry, establishing new
housing in the area poses significant challenges. Part of the challenge here
comes with development restrictions which have been placed on a large
portion of the lands in the area as a result of Plan Winnipeg.
Plan Winnipeg
The City’s whole planning structure and systems have been set up with the
following overall goal in mind:
To ensure that the use and development of land and
buildings occurs in a manner that is well planned,
orderly, and environmentally sound in order to
achieve a vibrant, safe and healthy city.
Winnipeg City Council’s point of reference during its various deliberations is its
long-term policy plan, or Plan Winnipeg. Plan Winnipeg 2020 Vision specifically
recognizes that with anticipated modest population growth, the principles of
containment and inner city revitalization which formed the basis of earlier plans
remain sound and, therefore, would continue to provide the foundation for the
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policies through a commitment to sustainable practices and compact urban
form.
When it comes to development within South Point Douglas, the Plan sends
somewhat mixed messages. Among other things, Plan Winnipeg provides a
framework to offer support for neighbourhood revitalization in targeted areas;
some identified as “Major Improvement Neighbourhoods” (including South Point
Douglas, North Point Douglas, and others) which are to receive priority attention,
with others defined as “Rehabilitation Neighbourhoods” to receive second
priority attention. Section 1B-01(iv) of the Plan calls on the City to encourage
“targeted private sector investment in neighbourhoods including the provision
of infill housing and local services”.
At the same time that Plan Winnipeg targets South Point Douglas for
neighbourhood revitalization efforts, it also designates a significant part of the
neighbourhood for Industrial use (Figure 2 shows the South Point Douglas portion
of Policy Plate A from the Plan). As a direct consequence of this, much of the
land in South Point Douglas is zoned industrial (M1 or M2) with a small portion
zoned commercial. Due to these current land regulations, it is virtually
impossible for new housing to be built in the area.
Figure 2: Map of South Point Douglas and Industrial Area2

Source: Plan Winnipeg 2020 (Policy Plate A)
2

The pink area in the map is the portion of South Point Douglas which is located within the official
boundaries of Downtown Winnipeg.
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It should be noted that Plan Winnipeg is a by-law of The City of Winnipeg, which
according to provincial legislation is to be re-adopted by Council at intervals
not exceeding five years. It is anticipated that Winnipeg City Council will be
revisiting Plan Winnipeg sometime during this calendar year.
Secondary Plans
A Secondary Plan is in the second tier in the City’s hierarchy of plans (right
behind Plan Winnipeg) and once formally approved by Council, it has the status
of a by-law. A decision to embark upon a Secondary Planning process is one
which is not taken lightly by the City of Winnipeg; particularly within an
environment of limited resources.
In determining whether or not a Secondary Plan is needed for a particular
geographic area of the city, the following considerations are taken into
account by the Planning Property and Development Department when
establishing priorities:















possible change pending to Plan Winnipeg policy designation
residential lot inventory: what is the demand for housing - where and
what types
employment lands inventory: demand for industrial land and suitability of
a particular area for industry
trends in assessment values relative to the rest of the city
developer/owner willingness to partner as a proponent
expected complexity of planning process relative to available resources
strategic location for new development (greenfield) or redevelopment
(brownfield/greyfield)
potential for positive spin-offs - (e.g. private investment, improved tax
base, etc.)
number of contentious development applications
volume of applications (low may indicate disinterest/disinvestment; high
may indicate need for adjustment to zoning)
community interest and capacity to engage in a major consultation
process
clustering of "bottom-feeder" land uses
difficulty accessing needed capital funds (civic, provincial or federal)
compared with other neighbourhoods
valued features or characteristics that need to be protected where
current regulations aren't enough
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Recent and Potential Development
Although the South Point Douglas neighbourhood has been in a state of decline
since the 1960’s, in recent years, it has been viewed by the City of Winnipeg and
some local developers as having great potential for new development. The
success of the Neeginan Village concept in the Main/Higgins area (some of the
related projects are outlined on the schematic map in Figure 3) and the
momentum of Waterfront Drive3 have renewed interest in the South Point
Douglas Neighbourhood.
Figure 3: Aerial View of Aboriginal Projects in South Point Douglas

3

It is estimated that when completed, over the past few years the private sector will have invested $57.5
million producing over 200 residential units and more than 35,000 square feet of commercial space along
Waterfront Drive (CentreVenture, Converging Perspectives, 2007 Annual Report).
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Some of the Condos on Waterfront Drive (Nov. 07)

2.2 Objectives of this Study
The overall goal of this proposed undertaking is to research and provide the
planning context and rationale for the City of Winnipeg to consider embarking
upon a Plan Winnipeg designation change and/or a Secondary Plan for the
South Point Douglas Neighbourhood.
Specific objectives include:
1. To determine the needs and views of the various stakeholder groups
about existing conditions and the future of the area.
2. To identify planning and development issues in the area.
3. To undertake preliminary exploration to determine possible
community/stakeholder interest in actively participating in a Secondary
Planning process for South Point Douglas and the potential for
“partnerships”.

2.3 Methodology
In 2007, the City of Winnipeg conducted a neighbourhood inventory on the
South Point Douglas area. This inventory provided the consultants with
background information which proved helpful before embarking on the
consultation process for this study.
While a full-blown Secondary Planning process normally would involve relatively
extensive public consultation processes, including public open houses and more
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formal hearings, a “pre-consultation” process (which is what this particular study
is about) is able to provide more of a glimpse of a neighbourhood and its salient
issues. Through this study a sampling of opinions was sought from various
stakeholder groups which were identified in the South Point Douglas area.
Given the absence of an established residents committee or business
association in the area, identifying which particular stakeholders with whom to
consult proved a bit of a challenge. As a starting point the Project Lead from
the Planning Property and Development Department provided the consultants
with a short list of residents and businesses who had come to the Department’s
attention over the years and, more recently, through the development of the
neighbourhood inventory. It was noted that the area seemed to be home to a
significant number of arts organizations (e.g. Graffiti Gallery, MAWA,….) as well
as individual artists. Through their respective networks the consultants were able
to add to the list as provided by the Department.
The consultants then attended a formal meeting (in the adjacent
neighbourhood) to seek additional names from the Point Douglas Residents’
Committee, whose mandated area overlaps somewhat with the study area. As
the study progressed, additional interested parties came forward; all of whom,
where possible, were invited to participate in the consultation process.
It was determined that four (4) facilitated discussions, or focus groups, were
warranted. These discussions were held with the various stakeholder groups,
which are listed alphabetically as follows:





Aboriginal Organizations
Artists
Businesses
Residents

The discussions were structured (with a number of predetermined and openended questions) to ensure that all issues of importance to participants would
be identified.4 Each participant was asked to identify on a map of the South
Point Douglas study area, where they lived (with a blue dot) and where they
worked (a red dot). If a location was outside of the study area they were to put
their blue or red dots on the edge of the map indicating the general direction of
where they lived/worked or the road/entry point that they normally would take
when coming into the area (see Appendix 5.3 for a copy of the map).

4

The general approach followed with regard to the facilitated discussion sessions is outlined in Appendix
5.1.
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All comments made during these facilitated
sessions were recorded on a flip chart and are
reproduced below in the body of this report.
During the sessions no attempt was made at
achieving a consensus on a particular point or
issue. As such, the reader should not be
surprised to note that differing opinions existed
between and within the various stakeholder
groups.
In addition to the four facilitated sessions,
one-on-one interviews were conducted with
key stakeholders (major property owners, schools, ….) and potential partners in
a Secondary Planning process. A list of all people who attended the sessions or
were interviewed is included in Appendix 5.2. A total of 58 people were
consulted through this study (including 25 members of the Point Douglas
Residents’ Committee).
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3

FINDINGS

3.1 Point Douglas Residents Committee
This study was included as an agenda item for the regular meeting of the Point
Douglas Residents Committee which was held on February 14th, 2008. Twentyfive (25) residents of Point Douglas were in attendance (some were from south
of Sutherland Avenue – i.e. within the area identified for this study). The
consultants provided an overview of the study and then facilitated a discussion
session which addressed two main topics relating to the similarities and
differences between North and South Point Douglas. The comments given at
the meeting are outlined below:
What do North Point and South Point Douglas Have in Common?














A fierce passion and love for the area and appreciation of its history.
Do not want to see wholesale gentrification of the area.
Norquay School – e.g. students living in Neeginan’s student housing
complex will need to walk/bike or be driven to the school.
Poor access between the two neighbourhoods – i.e. the old tunnel under
the CP tracks needs to be restored and made functional again. In
general the railway tracks are a barrier and there is a need to have better
walking/bike paths developed to connect the two neighbourhoods.
Residents provide volunteer support to neighbourhood institutions which
are valued regardless of which side of the tracks they are located on (e.g.
Graffiti Gallery, which is located in South Point Douglas, gets some of its
volunteers from North Point Douglas).
Significant structural barriers (e.g. Disraeli Freeway, CP tracks,…..).
A fairly large number of marginalized, aboriginal, and homeless people
who frequent and/or live in the area.
A large proportion of people who do not own a car.
Poor access to mail service – i.e. given that there are no mail boxes within
the neighbourhood proper, residents need to cross Main Street in order to
mail a letter as all mail boxes are located on the west side of the street.
Both areas have inadequate amenities which are particularly important to
low income people including: transit, water fountains, phone booths,….
While the Red River is an important part of both neighbourhoods, public
access to the river is very limited.
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A general desire to work together to improve the area (e.g. a few years
ago, businesses from both areas looked at the possibility of establishing a
business improvement zone together).
Some North Point residents (i.e. those south of Sutherland) have to
contend with heavy industrial uses similar to those confronting residents of
South Point Douglas.

What are the Major Differences Between North Point and South Point Douglas?




South Point has more heavy industrial uses and a major truck route (i.e.
Higgins Avenue) dividing it in half.
South Point is faced with serious challenges with regard to the stability of
the riverbanks.
The areas are represented by two different city councillors.

Other Comments/Suggestions Made





There is a need for a better connection to be made between Waterfront
Drive and the Point.
A river path/walkway should be developed all around the Point (i.e. the
current concept that the path should go along Annabella Street is not
satisfactory).
Consideration should be given to having low income housing developed
on publicly owned land in the area.
A rumour has been circulating that a developer from out west may buy
the Gateway properties in order to develop a high-end “gated
community”. This is not something that current residents generally would
like to see happen.

3.2 Needs and Views of Stakeholders in Study Area
ABORIGINAL ORGANIZATIONS
Five of the six invited representatives of aboriginal organizations operating in the
study area were able to attend the facilitated session which was held in the
offices of Bridgman Collaborative on March 6th. One of these participants also
lived in the area.
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Characteristics of South Point Douglas that you LIKE
1. The “promise” which Point Douglas gives us as the area where the original
Neeginan (“Our Place”) plan will come to fruition
2. More services available than in the past
3. Reduction in bars
4. Reduction in “unfriendly” street activity
5. Accessible to downtown
6. Good transit service
7. Diversity of people (artists, service
agencies, businesses,……)
8. Good transportation/road network
9. Easy access to all parts of the city (by
car)
10. It’s coming back to life as the “main
street” of the city
11. Fewer derelict buildings
12. Sense of opportunity (like “land of
opportunity”)
13. Hub of aboriginal activity – “our place”
14. Good access to river and potential for
recreation (fishing, …..)
15. Near 3 bridges
16. Inexpensive housing
17. Isolation creates its own community
18. The fact that there are no high rise buildings in the area
Characteristics of South Point Douglas that you DISLIKE
1.
2.
3.
4.

Inconvenient transit service (e.g. long waiting time)
Current land regulations (i.e. restrictive/inappropriate zoning)
Derelict buildings (old industrial buildings in particular)
Reputation of the area – others in the city generally have a low opinion of
it
5. Slum housing/landlords – sub-standard
6. Traffic restrictions at Main and Higgins ( i.e. vehicles can’t turn east onto
Higgins from the north, nor west onto Higgins from the south)
7. Lack of services for homeless people (safe places to sleep)
8. Too much “concentration” of services to the “homeless”, or rather the
needy or marginalized people in our city in the same area
9. Existence of bars (still 3 problem ones) associated with crime,
prostitution, ….
10. Crime (particularly break-ins)
11. Slow or unresponsive police service
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12. Area is isolated
13. Poor services in general
14. Lack of trees and green space
15. Social service clients are not treated with dignity – seems to be tendency
to encourage “Poverty on Parade”
16. Perceived to be unsafe
Other Thoughts/Concerns About South Point Douglas
1. Worried that will not be given an
opportunity to have meaningful input
on any changes in plans for the area,
rezoning, …..
2. The City is not investing enough in the
area.
3. There is a need for all three levels of
government to invest more in the
area.
4. Lack of a coordinated plan for the
area.
5. Poor communication/coordination
between the three levels of government.
6. Existing stakeholders should not be displaced (i.e. existing residents,
businesses, organizations).
7. Less of a concentration of services for “homeless” people should be
located directly on Main Street.
8. Change should be encouraged via a “carrot” as opposed to a “stick”
approach.
What do you think South Point Douglas will look like in ten years?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Little (if any) change
Lots of change with more smaller businesses and offices on Main Street
Diversity of housing – condos and affordable housing
More green space
Expect the pedestrian connection/underpass to be reopened (CP line)

What do you want South Point Douglas to look like in ten years?
1.
2.
3.
4.

A new community centre with a swimming pool
Lots of change with more smaller businesses and offices on Main Street
Diversity of housing – condos and affordable housing
More green space
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5. Expect the pedestrian connection/underpass to be reopened (CP line) –
to enable better access to Norquay School
6. An area similar to the St. Lawrence Market area in Toronto (i.e. mixedincome housing, diverse land use – businesses/offices/housing…..)
7. Affordable grocery store (e.g. like the Safeway on Osborne St. South)
8. New k-12 school
9. Better night life (restaurants, theatre, lounge,….)
10. Park for families
11. Bike path along river
12. Own unique character
13. A prosperous, safe area
14. Crosswalk or lights to facilitate crossing at Higgins and Austin
ARTISTS
All ten of the invited artists (including the Director of the Graffiti Gallery)
attended the session which was held on February 21, 2008 in one of the artist’s
studios, located in the Watkins Building at 90 Annabella. Those in attendance
indicated that they have worked in the area from anywhere from 3 to over 20
years. Four of the ten (or 40%) also live in the South Point Douglas area.
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Characteristics of South Point Douglas that you LIKE
1. Views of the river
2. Close to downtown and the Exchange District
3. Affordable
4. Relatively safe (particularly compared to the North End)
5. Able to live and work in proximity
6. Concentration of artists and arts organizations
7. Lots of parking
8. Mix of industrial and residential
9. Able to bike and walk
10. Hidden little area (a gem)
11. Heritage buildings (e.g. the Watkins Building)
12. Size of area – small enough such that everyone knows each other and
there is a real sense of community
13. Undeveloped nature of the river with its cottonwood trees etc….
14. Bike path/urban park – connection to downtown
15. Wildlife (Canada geese, porcupines,…..)
16. Industrial nature of area
17. CP main line and the sound of trains
18. The residential area is mixed in that there are a range of incomes
19. Culturally diverse
20. Close to major cultural organizations (e.g. museum….)
21. Stop light at Higgins and Annabella really improved access (safety)
Characteristics of South Point Douglas that you DISLIKE
1. Lack and loss of amenities/businesses – convenience store,….
2. Disraeli Freeway – people drive through the neighbourhood at high
speeds and do not respect it
3. Disconnect with City Council
4. Poor design of new buildings
5. Fencing of train tracks – has made for
poor north-south pedestrian access
6. Some industrial uses/neighbours are
disrespectful of the area and are
“environmental disasters”
7. Some residential rental properties (poor
condition…)
8. Too many buildings being demolished
9. Current zoning is too restrictive – should
encourage mixed development and accommodate residential
10. Historical development – all bad news

South Point Douglas Pre-Consultation Study

April, 2008

15
Other Thoughts/Concerns About South Point Douglas
1. Lack of a feeder bus route could be seen as a plus or a minus depending
upon one’s perspective
2. Derelict buildings by-law could be a plus or minus depending upon how it
is used
3. City’s lack of direction
4. City’s lack of respect for the area
5. Anticipated pressure by developers for change
6. Don’t use word “revitalized” as it gives the wrong impression (i.e. the area
is already “vital”)
7. Riverbank stability
8. Feel that the City has a “hidden game plan” for the area
9. Fear that the City will expropriate existing residents/artists
What do you think South Point Douglas will look like in ten years?
1. Developers will have come in and changed everything with no
consideration for the current residents/businesses…….they will be able to
do whatever they want to do
2. A “gated community” on Gateway Industries property
3. High density
4. High end condos
5. Same as it looks now – there will be little change
What do you want South Point Douglas to look like in ten years?
1. Put a “berm” over the Disraeli Freeway – create a green space
2. A special place with unique architecture (e.g. similar to the “Borneo Pier”
area in the Netherlands)
3. Sustainable energy – geothermal, wind power….
4. Housing as the predominant land use
5. Riverbank retained in its natural state
6. A place that will have retained existing people who live and/or work in
the area (i.e. ensure that existing people are not pushed out by new
development)
7. Mixed-income housing – ensure that some housing is low rental, co-op, . . .
8. A “considered village” – i.e. a vision which is implemented over time via a
step-by-step process
9. Retain older buildings
10. Encourage more residential entrepreneurs – i.e. people who work out of
their houses
11. A collection of smaller projects/developments (i.e. not a large scale
development)
South Point Douglas Pre-Consultation Study

April, 2008

16
12. Bike path developed all along the Point
13. Retention of historical/existing uses of the land (i.e. build upon the history,
connect with past residents,….)
14. Should be developed as a large park
15. Should have a long term (40 year) plan
16. A footbridge/bike connection to St. Boniface
BUSINESSES
Representatives of seven businesses were invited to a session which was held in
Bridgman Collaborative offices on February 20th. Four were able to attend.
Their respective businesses had been operating in the area anywhere from 15 to
over 60 years.
Characteristics of South Point Douglas that you LIKE
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Affordable
Accessible – it’s close to downtown/within walking distance
Plenty of parking is available
Views of the river
Truck route
Comfortable – i.e. not pretentious
Waterfront Drive – potential future development

Characteristics of South Point Douglas that you DISLIKE
1. Erosion of riverbank (not stable)
2. Enforcement of photo radar
3. Derelict properties evolving (i.e. there seem to be more and more vacant
properties that are not being properly cared for)
4. Too many occupied houses that are becoming slums (or crack houses)
5. Too many unlicensed businesses
6. Lack of critical mass of businesses and residents (few people on the
streets)
7. Perception of crime by outsiders greater than actual facts (though there is
crime)
8. High concentration of social service agencies
9. Manner in which some social service agencies operate (e.g. force clients
to line up outside, even in cold weather – thus showing a lack of respect
for their clients (i.e. if they were respected they would be welcomed in)
and creating a negative impression of the area
10. Poor quality city services (exception being the Main St./portion of the area
in downtown)
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11. Barricades on Macdonald Ave. (they were erected years ago to
discourage prostitution and cruising of “johns” – no longer a problem in
the area as this activity has moved elsewhere)
12. Alignment of Higgins Avenue is unsafe (has a couple of “kinks” in it and it
should be made straighter)
13. Poor/deplorable condition of the railway underpass at Main and Higgins
14. Lack of amenities/services (e.g. restaurants, coffee shops, gas station,
grocery store,….)
Other Thoughts/Concerns About South Point Douglas
1. Tried getting a business improvement zone (BIZ) established in the past but
failed. Found that there were not enough businesses (quality businesses?).
Also residents were being included in the proposed organization and they
have different interests generally.
What do you think South Point Douglas will look like in ten years?
1. May de facto develop as an “urban reserve” given the current
concentration of aboriginal organizations in the area and the work that
they are doing to create training centres, housing, etc….
2. More development along Main Street given the focused intervention
being taken by CentreVenture
3. More development extending into the area from and along Waterfront
Drive
4. More condominiums along the river
5. More/on-going deterioration of rental houses near the Point
6. A few more fires
7. More drugs and crime in the area
What do you want South Point Douglas to look like in ten years?
1. Extend the RiverWalk into the area to provide better access to downtown
2. Better quality streetscaping and road right-of-ways by the City
(particularly Higgins Ave.)
3. Establishment of neighbourhood-based organizations like a BIZ and a
residents’ committee
4. Remove derelict buildings
5. Develop a facility for events like theatre, boxing matches….
6. A Tim Horton’s
7. Twinning of Louise Bridge
8. A proper traffic/transportation plan for the
area
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RESIDENTS
Six of the seven invited residents living in the study area were able to attend the
facilitated session which was held in the offices of Bridgman Collaborative on
March 5th. One business owner also attended this particular session.
Characteristics of South Point Douglas that you LIKE
1. View of the river and downtown
2. Proximity to downtown
3. Quiet and uneventful
4. Good view of park/green space across the river
5. Rural atmosphere (at least along the river)
6. Lack of “over” regulation
7. Accepting residents (no complaints about backyard fires, tall grass,…..)
8. People have a cooperative attitude
9. Bonding (sense of) community
10. Affordable housing and taxes
11. Lots of open space
12. Lack of congestion
13. Diversity of population
14. Proximity to bike path
15. Proximity to park by the Louise
Bridge
16. River traffic enjoyable
17. Romantic (nostalgic) sense of
railway (CNR across the river)
18. Quick police response
Characteristics of South Point Douglas that you DISLIKE
1. Noise/pollution caused by 24/7 idling trucks
2. Smells/odours from nearby industries along Archibald (animal feed
companies…)
3. Truck route (Higgins)
4. Potholes on Higgins
5. Recent repairs to Higgins were done poorly (now there are pools of
standing water)
6. Slum landlord not maintaining numerous properties and housing some
irresponsible tenants (associated crime problems)
7. The broader population generally has a negative view/attitude toward
the area
8. “John action” – not as bad as in the past, but still there (ref. prostitution)
9. Derelict buildings (e.g. Higgins at Annabella)
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10. Poor access to river trail
11. Instability of the riverbank
12. Trash and miscellaneous dumping in river – polluted/dirty river (solvents)
13. Loud train whistles at night – noisy CN trains (screeching brakes….)
14. Some properties are a fire hazard
Other Thoughts/Concerns About South Point Douglas
1. One major property owner seems
to control the future of the
neighbourhood.
2. The City seems unable to require
the development of
derelict/vacant (but not boarded
up) properties so close to
downtown.
3. Too many properties pose a fire
hazard.
4. New/appropriate zoning is needed
to encourage/accommodate
housing.
What do you think South Point Douglas will look like in ten years?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

No change – same as now
Extension of Waterfront Drive type of development into the area.
Big public housing project.
Urban reserve
Condos

What do you want South Point Douglas to look like in ten years?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Change the name of Higgins to Waterfront Drive
Mixed use development – condos, shops/retail,…
Regulations that encourage mixed-use with no heavy industry
Urban reserve
Mixed-income housing – not just high end
Complete artists’ colony (incorporating studio space, living area,…)
Family housing (moderate priced)
More green space particularly along the riverbank and at the Point
(developed and well maintained green space)
9. More public amenities like a new school
10. More private amenities like an ice cream stand, grocery store, restaurant,
pub….
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11. Improvements to existing housing stock (need access to government
grants)
12. Infill housing on vacant lots
13. Stabilize riverbank
14. Tougher regulations on polluting industries (re. odours)
15. Public dock with canoe/boat/bike rentals
16. A clean river with blue water
17. A comprehensive plan that includes/accommodates existing residents
and retains the historical aspects/ambiance of the area
18. No gated community

3.3 Schools
Argyle High School is located within the study area at Henry Avenue and Argyle
Street. Operating for many years as an “alternative” school, Argyle’s catchment
area covers most of the city. Located on the edge of downtown it is relatively
well served by transit.
While located outside of the study area proper, Norquay School, is of particular
relevance to South Point Douglas. It is estimated that just under 5% of the
school’s student body of about 200 live in South Point Douglas. Because it serves
elementary school-aged kids, safe access to and from Norquay School is a
particularly important issue. In this regard, the importance of reopening the
tunnel under the CP main line was emphasized by the school’s principal during
this study (see Appendix 5.4 for written submission). Currently the school has the
capacity to absorb many more students and views, in a positive light, the
possible development of more housing in the South Point Douglas
neighbourhood.

3.4 Potential for Partnerships
Should the City of Winnipeg find itself in the situation whereby it does not have
adequate “in-house” planning and development resources in order to
undertake follow-up action to this study in a timely manner, potential partners
have been identified. As long as any future planning for the area included a
housing component, the City could approach the provincial government’s
Neighbourhoods Alive Program where financial support ranging from $10,000 to
$40,000 may be made available. Similarly, given that a large portion of the
study area is located within the official boundaries of downtown Winnipeg,
CentreVenture Development Corporation is also a potential partner for any
planning initiative.
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CentreVenture has indicated that in recent years a number of local and
national developers have expressed an interest in the South Point Douglas area
(particularly from a housing development perspective). Generally these
developers suggested that it would be helpful if the City of Winnipeg were to
initiate a Secondary Plan process for the area. Presumably the existence of a
well thought-out plan could provide a level of confidence and predictability
which could encourage or facilitate new investment in the area. It should be
noted that CentreVenture would want the geographic area for such a planning
process to include both sides of Main Street.
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4

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Conclusions
This study found the South Point Douglas neighbourhood to be a wellestablished area with a fairly strong sense of community, and a general feeling
of optimism about the future.
Virtually everyone who was consulted through this study applauded the City of
Winnipeg for taking the initiative to conduct it. The mere existence of the study
seemed to help to counteract a general sense of cynicism about the City’s level
of concern for the area and the views of existing stakeholders about it.
All were acutely aware of the increasing interest being shown by the
development community in the neighbourhood. Many expressed a concern
that once a major developer surfaces, the City’s actions will be dictated solely
by the interests of this potential investor.
While the groups consulted through this study were quite diverse in nature; and
differing, and at times opposing opinions were expressed within each group
about a particular issue, a number of common themes or viewpoints were
expressed. Most respondents appreciated the area for:





its affordability,
ease of access,
views of the river and downtown, and
the diversity of people living and working within it.

Common concerns had to do with:
 the number of derelict properties in the area,
 instability of the riverbanks,
 poor pedestrian/bike access to and along the Red River
 traffic-related safety concerns on Higgins (particularly the possible need
for lights at Austin),
 existing land regulations/zoning which discourage the development of
more housing and a mixed-use neighbourhood,
 the need for improved pedestrian access to North Point Douglas via a
tunnel under the CP main line, and
 a lack of neighbourhood amenities such as a grocery store, coffee shop,
parks, etc….
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In terms of differing viewpoints, residents and artists generally were more
concerned or focused on seeing improvements to active transportation
infrastructure such as bike trails and transit, while businesses expressed concern
about the roadways (e.g. truck routes….). A minority of the latter also had
mixed feelings about the extent of investment being made in the area by
aboriginal organizations (with the main concern relating to the “unknown” – i.e.
what future development is being contemplated and what will the long term
impact be on the area overall?).
Respondents to this study generally want to see the area develop as a
neighbourhood which would be home to a variety of land uses as well as a
cross-section of income groups. Many indicated that they had heard rumours
about a developer interested in building a “gated community” at The Point. The
prospect of any future wholesale gentrification of the area generally was not a
popular notion with the majority of respondents. And most want to be part of a
planning process which would see the development of a coordinated plan
which would lay out a vision/direction to guide how the future development of
South Point Douglas should occur.

4.2 Recommendations
Need for Plan Winnipeg Amendment
Much has changed in the South Point Douglas area over the years. The
abandonment of various spur lines by CP and the recent conversions of a
number of industrial properties for housing and/or commercial uses, suggest that
the current designation of so much of the area for Industrial purposes is now
inappropriate (see map in Figure 3, page 3 which indicates the area which is
designated industrial).
At the same time, the consultants are aware that the City currently is
undertaking a broader review of all industrial lands – i.e. the Employment Lands
Strategy. At the time of writing, it is understood that the latter study concludes
that maintaining South Point Douglas as an industrial area is no longer
warranted.
Encouraging the development of South Point Douglas as a mixed-use (and
mixed-income or diverse) neighbourhood – particularly with a significant housing
component - is something which this study suggests is desired by most of the
existing stakeholders. As noted earlier, given current development restrictions
arising from Plan Winnipeg, the introduction of new, in-fill housing currently is not
permitted. Encouraging such development to take place at this time in South
Point Douglas, would support Plan Winnipeg’s goal to encourage a compact
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urban form. It could also help to strengthen downtown Winnipeg as many of
the new residents would likely be inclined to work in and/or patronize businesses
in the downtown area (thus supporting Plan Winnipeg’s Downtown First policy).
1. It is recommended that the City of Winnipeg begin the process to amend Plan
Winnipeg in order to facilitate the development of South Point Douglas as a
mixed-use neighbourhood which may accommodate residential, commercial
and possible light industrial uses.5
Need for Secondary Plan
The results of this study would suggest that South Point Douglas meets many of
the points which are taken into consideration by the Planning Property and
Development Department when establishing priorities to undertake Secondary
Plans (see page 4 for the complete list of considerations).
In particular, while a market analysis was not part of the mandate for this study,
anecdotal information gathered would suggest that the market generally would
respond well to an initiative by the City to facilitate a Secondary Plan which
would encourage mixed-use developments in the area. Again, while beyond
the terms of reference for this study, it could be argued that the potential
positive spin-offs (e.g. private investment, improved tax base, etc…) from the
development of a Secondary Plan for South Point Douglas could be significant.
The one thing in particular that this study without question can conclude, is that
should the City of Winnipeg decide to embark upon a Secondary Planning
process, it generally would be met with enthusiasm from South Point Douglas
residents, businesses, artists, and aboriginal organizations alike. And other
potential partners in such a planning process could include the Province of
Manitoba (through the Neighbourhoods Alive program) and CentreVenture
Development Corporation.
2. It is recommended that the City of Winnipeg initiate a Secondary Planning
process for the South Point Douglas area and that consideration be given to
including both sides of Main Street in the planning process.

______________________________________________________________

5

Depending upon timing, consideration should be given for this change in designation to take place as
part of a possible larger Plan Winnipeg review process (see page 4 of this report).
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5

APPENDICES

Appendix 5.1: General Approach to Interviews/Facilitated Sessions
As people arrive for the meeting encourage them to identify on the map of the South
Pt. Douglas study area with a blue dot = where they live; and a red dot = where they
work (note: if a location is outside of the study area they would put the dot outside of
the area in the general direction of where they live/work or the road/entry point that
they take when coming to the area).
Introductions: * Introduce study team and provide a brief overview of the study
(purpose,….….).
* Go around the table and have each person introduce themselves and
comment/answer the first two questions (as below).
Past
1. How long have you been involved with the neighborhood?
2. Tell us about your history with the South Point Douglas Neighborhood.
Using the flip chart, facilitate discussion of the following:
Present
1. Describe characteristics of the South Point Douglas Neighborhood that you like.
2. Describe characteristics of the South Point Douglas Neighborhood that you
dislike.
3. What else would you like to tell us about the South Point Douglas
neighbourhood.
4. Evaluate current services in the neighborhood.
Future
1. What do you think the South Point Douglas neighbourhood will look like in ten
years?
2. What do you want the South Point Douglas neighbourhood to look like in ten
years.
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Appendix 5.2: List of People Interviewed/Consulted
Residents: Facilitated Session at Bridgman Collaborative, 678 Main Street
(Wednesday, March 5th, 2008)
Chris Conway

69 Grace Street

Les O. Buday &
Denise Cannon
Wendy Reger
Joanne Vanderhorst
Jeff Monk
Glen Tinley
Michael Robinson
Noah Yauk

43 Boyle
61 Gracie
43 Curtis
48 Curtis
65 Dewdney
Planning Property and Development Department
Planning Property and Development Department

Businesses: Facilitated Session at Bridgman Collaborative , 678 Main Street
(Wednesday, February 20, 2008)
Henry Klassen
Philip Cesario
Tim Borys
Paula
Mitchell
John Vernaus

Fine Line Builders
P.M. Associates Ltd.
Border Glass( & Ogilvie Mills site)
Mitchell Fabrics

37 Higgins
65 Dewdney Avenue
53 Higgins Avenue
637 Main St.

Vernaus Autobody

160 Higgins

Aboriginal Organizations: Facilitated Session at Bridgman Collaborative ,
678 Main Street (Thursday, March 6th, 2008)
Rhonda
McCorriston
Al Benoit
Sharon
Redsky
Darlene Hall
Damon
Johnston
Glen
Downey

Neeginan Development
Corporation
Manitoba Metis Federation
Thunderbird House
Aboriginal Health and Wellness
Aboriginal Council of Winnipeg
Planning Property and
Development Department
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150 Henry
715 Main Street &
94 McGregor
215-181 Higgins
112-181 Higgins
30 Fort Street
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Artists: Facilitated Session at Watkins Building, 90 Annabella (Thursday, February
21, 2008)
Jordan Van Sewell
Wanda Koop
Lorri Millan
Nadin Gilroy
Eleanor Bond
Steve Wilson
Keith Oliver
Louis Bako
Louise Jonasson
Shawna Dempsey
Kurtis Kowalke
Cara Nichols

43 Curtis
72 Henry Avenue
90 & 43 Annabella
90 & 43 Annabella
90 Annabella
Graffiti Gallery, 109 Higgins
90 Annabella
68 Higgins
90 Annabella
90 Annabella
Planning Property and Development Department
Planning Property and Development Department

Adjacent Areas/Potential Partners: Face-to-Face Meetings/Interviews
Councillor Mike Pagtakhan
Sel Burrows and 24 other
members of the Point
Douglas Residents
Committee
Cathy Smith
Linda McFadyen
Ross McGowan
Jim August
Sheldon Blank

City of Winnipeg
Point Douglas
Residents Committee

Principal, Norquay School
Deputy Minister, Intergovernmental Affairs
CentreVenture Development Corporation
The Forks North Portage Partnership
Gateway Industries Ltd.
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Appendix 5.3: Map with Locations of Residences (blue dots) and Work Places
(red dots) of Participants
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Appendix 5.4: Norquay School Written Submission
NAME: Cathy Smith, Principal, Norquay School
DATE: March 13 , 2008
I. Purpose of Consultation Process:
To determine the needs and views of the various stakeholders, and to identify issues in
the area.

II. Norquay School
1. How long have you been principal?
5 years
2. How many students attend the school?
Our population varies but hovers around 200
3. What percentage of the students lives in the South Pt. Douglas area?
Under 5 %
4. What makes Norquay unique?
Community minded school, large integrated special ed. program, lots of EA’s,
Family Room with Community Support Worker
5. What are some of the advantages of having the school located in this area?
Diverse community, lots of community activists, central location and access to
services, neighbouring schools to team with, access to businesses and medical services
on Main St., community services such as the churches, Eagle Wing, Women’s Centre,
Community Club, Graffiti Gallery, Mt. Carmel Clinic.
6. What are some of the disadvantages of having the school located in this area?
Transportation is difficult with no route under the train tracks, getting the tunnel
re-opened would be very helpful for foot transport and student and family access from
housing on Higgins, lots of trucks on Sutherland
7. What do you think the South Point Douglas neighbourhood will look like in ten years?
Hopefully increased residential housing and foot traffic, increased parks and
safer community for children, increased recreation, community recreational
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programming, access to community banking and access to Ab. Centre programs and
preventative health care through a wellness centre on Higgins run by CHARD.
8. What do you want the South Point Douglas neighbourhood will look like in ten years?
See above plus increased stability for families, less moving and safer housing
9. What impact do you think future development in the area will have on the school?
We anticipate increased student population due to the housing development
currently on Higgins, increased enrolment would be a good thing, we have the
capacity to absorb many more students, new infant and toddler centre going up
through the Ab. Centre may increase our numbers, Eagle Wing’s new facility may
increase our numbers. Safety will increase due to safer walkways to Higgins.
10. Other comments:
The tunnel at the end of Maple under the tracks should be re-opened so people on
both side of the tracks can access services and communicate with each other. Traffic
from the Aboriginal Centre to the school and to and from the housing developments
that are being built there would increase safety. Less trucks on Sutherland would be
needed. A safe place for children to play on Higgins. Lights at Austin and Euclid are
confusing and there are many near accidents at that location. Increased sidewalks
and crosswalks will be needed on Higgins. Improved housing around McArthur is
needed. Rapid transit route would be a great asset. Bus transit is needed on Sutherland
as that street is long and not well traveled.
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South Point Douglas  Study Area Map

APPENDIX G
Research Project Timeline

SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS RESEARCH PROJECT TIMELINE
UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA
CITY PLANNING STUDIO

CITY OF WINNIPEG
SECONDARY PLAN

SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS
RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION

OTHER RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

SIGNIFICANT EVENTS

2008
Pre-consultation study and South
Point Douglas Background study
released

APRIL
MAY

Point Douglas Stadium Proposal
JUNE
SPDRA begins as informal
organization

JULY

Point Douglas Stadium proposal
cancelled

AUGUST
Studiowork begins
SEPTEMBER
OCTOBER
NOVEMBER
DECEMBER

Council votes to initiate
secondary plan

Studio engagements and
research
Studio reports completed

Open House Argyle School

South Point View Newspaper
distributed
Studio Report to the Community
Released

Secondary Plan Steering
Committee meetings begin

2009
JANUARY

Initial meeting with SPDRA
Production of Disraeli Freeway
and Louise Bridge reports /
SPDRA propose alternative
Disraeli configuration plan

FEBRUARY

MARCH
APRIL

SPDRA appear at City Council
Infrastructure and Public Works
Committee

Ethics approvals obtained /
Secondary plan steering
committee attendance begins

UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA
CITY PLANNING STUDIO
MAY

CITY OF WINNIPEG
SECONDARY PLAN

SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS
RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION

OTHER RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

SPDRA "Six Point Plan"
developed
SPDRA first Annual General
Meeting / Meeting with Premier
Doer
Meeting with Mayor Katz

JUNE

JULY

Point Douglas Provincial Park
Proposed
Premier Doer announces
departure

AUGUST
SEPTEMBER
OCTOBER
NOVEMBER

SIGNIFICANT EVENTS

Secondary Plan Steering
Committee meetings end

Original date for draft secondary
plan

DECEMBER

2010
Key informant interviews begin
JANUARY

Our Winnipeg "Call to Action"
begins
Disraeli Freeway Design unveiled

FEBRUARY
MARCH
APRIL
MAY
JUNE

JULY

Key informant interviews
conclude

Our Winnipeg approved by
Council / pending provincial
consent

APPENDIX H
University of Manitoba Studio Report to the Community

South Point Douglas Consultation Summary
Report to the Community
February 2009

The project team was comprised of students
from the University of Manitoba City Planning
Department under the direction of faculty
members.
Faculty
Dr. Sheri Blake (Associate Professor)
Marcella Poirier (Sessional Instructor)
Students
Waleed Albakry
Vince Barletta
Jacob Edenloff
Brock Feenstra
Andrei Friesen
Pawan Gill
J.P. Harris
Lauren Lange
Jonah Levine
Brodie Lister
Lacey MacLean
Scott McCullough
Jeff Pratte
Elisabeth Saftiuk
Report prepared and written by Vince Barletta
using data and reflections collected by various
members of the Fall 2008 M1 Planning Studio.
Vince is a student in the Master of City Planning
program at the University of Manitoba.

Executive Summary
In the centre of the city and at the centre of
attention, South Point Douglas sits poised for new
possibilities and renewal. Having a history that
dates back to the earliest days of the City of
Winnipeg, “The Point” is a community all its own.
South Point Douglas was an early home to stately
residences, most famously a centre of industry, rail
and commerce. Today it is preparing to define itself
again. In September 2008, the City of Winnipeg
approved the beginning of a secondary planning
process for the neighbourhood. This work is
now underway as stakeholders from around the
community begin to share their views with the City
and each other.
The project team, Master of City Planning students
from the University of Manitoba under the direction
of faculty members, Dr. Sheri Blake and Marcella
Poirier, engaged stakeholders in the South Point
Douglas area in an effort to collect background
data for the secondary planning process.
This report is a collation and analysis of
stakeholder engagement studies for use in
establishing a secondary plan for South Point
Douglas.
The project began with a series of initial studies to
gain a larger understanding of the neighbourhood.
Two key studies were produced by the City that
informed the initial research. The project team
then conducted a review of background literature
and policy documents, a comprehensive inventory
of community assets, an examination of applicable
precedents and created a 3D scale model of a
portion of the project area.
Upon completion of the background studies,
the project team began to organize a series of
South Point Douglas Consultation Report
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Executive Summary
independent engagements with stakeholder
groups in the South Point Douglas neighbourhood.
In an effort to reflect the diversity of stakeholders,
six unique engagement groups were established
for in-depth consultation. In each case, members
of the project team were assigned to develop
relationships and chose participation methods that
would draw out local knowledge and generate
interest in the secondary planning process.
The engagement processes and key outcomes
from each stakeholder group are outlined in this
report.
Aboriginal Centre (page 10)
Serving a large constituency with a variety of
services, the Aboriginal Centre at Higgins Avenue
and Main Street played host to the largest
workshops of the stakeholder engagement
process. How will diversity continue to be
celebrated in this neighbourhood?
Artists (page 12)
Inner city neighbourhoods, with their low rents
and unique spaces, have long attracted artists.
South Point Douglas is the latest Winnipeg
neighbourhood to undergo this migration of
artists drawn to underused buildings and vacant

places. How will the energy of artists impact this
community?
Businesses (page 14)
The South Point Douglas business community is
a mix of long standing merchants, industry and
new entrepreneurs. The Main Street strip has been
an iconic gateway for more than a century. Are
traditional industrial land uses ready to make way
for new development?
Manitoba Metis Federation (page 16)
The Manitoba Metis Federation (MMF) is a
major landowner occupying a multi-acre site
including their Home Office and parking facilities.
What impact could occur from a major site
redevelopment?
Residents (page 18)
Although South Point Douglas is often viewed
from the outside as an industrial area there are
significant pockets of residential activity. The
residential areas in this neighbourhood are
concentrated near the east end of the Point. If new
housing comes to South Point Douglas what form
should it take?

South Point Douglas secondary plan study area. North boundary - CPR tracks West boundary - Main Street
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Shelters (page 20)
Residents and management of the three major
shelters in the South Point Douglas area were
a distinctive part of the consultation process.
Shelters have issues and concerns that are
different from those of other groups. How will social
service needs be met in the face of neighbourhood
change?
Under the direction of faculty and using best
practices, the project team completed its
engagements with stakeholders and undertook
an analysis of the information gathered. Common
themes began to emerge from the stakeholder
consultations. These have been collected into a
series of Key Recommendations described in this
report.
Make Connections (page 24)
Central location should be a tremendous asset
for this neighbourhood. Today, South Point
Douglas is a “Drive-Thru” neighbourhood, serving
as a home to major transportation networks but
without destinations of its own. The secondary
planning process can serve as an occasion to
re-evaluate the possibilities to make this a “Go-To”
neighbourhood by improving the links between
South Point Douglas and other established
destination areas.
Celebrate Diversity (page 24)
Home to many cultures, rich in history and the
crossroads of Winnipeg, South Point Douglas can
build on the strength of its diversity to achieve
future goals. Many communities coexist in South
Point Douglas. Although all have distinct interests,
they share a sense of tolerance and a desire to
share a community together.
Embrace the Arts (page 25)
Home to a vibrant arts and cultural community,
South Point Douglas has an opportunity to
capitalize on the energy and optimism these
creative citizens bring. Draw connections between
the cultural attractions within the neighbourhood
and to nearby attractions like The Manitoba

Museum, Centennial Concert Hall, Theatre District
and The Forks.
Understand the Neighbourhood (page 25)
The concerns of stakeholders in the western half of
South Point Douglas are different from those of the
eastern portion of the Point. The west, connected
to Main Street is home to many important cultural
institutions that share space with many social
issues including people without homes and gang
activity. The east, home to residences and artists
has a different set of concerns and visions for the
future.
Make it Safe (page 26)
Personal safety concerns continue to hold South
Point Douglas back in revitalization efforts. Alcohol
and substance related problems plague the area
and vacant, unprotected spaces have fallen
under the influence of gang activities. A variety of
strategies may help relieve these and other safety
issues.
Define the Image (page 26)
South Point Douglas needs an image makeover.
For business, this image could reflect new
marketing efforts. An artists’ village concept could
share creative talents with a larger audience. For
First Nations and Metis groups the Neeginan
village concept can be reviewed with an eye to
renewed cooperation toward common community
development goals.
Create infrastructure for Green Living (page 27)
New residential development will create new
demands for services of all kinds. Improved bike
paths, walking trails and traffic calming measures
will improve the quality of life and attractiveness
of this neighbourhood. Residents have expressed
a desire to live green lifestyles that should be
captured to undertake new initiatives in sustainable
urban living.
A glossary of planning terms is included at the
end of this report as a tool for building planning
knowledge in the community.
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Introduction

“Public participation should be an indispensable
element in human settlements, especially in planning
strategies and in their formulation, implementation
and management; it should influence all levels of
government in the decision making process to
further the political and economic growth of human
settlements.”
Delegate communique, United Nations Habitat 1
Conference. Vancouver, 1976.

In September 2008 the City of Winnipeg initiated
a process to create a secondary plan for the
South Point Douglas Neighbourhood. Secondary
plans have been used by Planning, Property and
Development to guide the future development of
city neighbourhoods. In the case of South Point
Douglas (SPD), a number of traditional land uses
were becoming subject to change due to urban
development pressures. Long standing issues
related to neighbourhood safety, infrastructure and
area image were also in need of re-examination.
Through a process of public participation, the
project of reinventing the South Point Douglas area
has the potential to bring meaningful, communitybased change to this neighbourhood. The
methods employed by the project team reflect a
commitment to participatory planning. This mode
of practice places value on the local knowledge of
community members and attempts to understand
and utilize best practices in public engagement
methods.
Through a thoughtful coordination of citizen
participation, professional knowledge and respect
for the natural environment, participatory planning
seeks a comprehensive approach to understanding
contemporary city planning concerns.

Prior to the commencement of the community
engagement processes, a series of short
background studies were prepared by students to
gain a greater understanding of the South Point
Douglas area. The research work was conducted
by teams of students who were tasked with
researching and presenting various aspects of the
area to other studio members and faculty. These
included:
Area Model
A scale mode of a portion of the area was
created to provide a visual and participatory tool
for future project work. The model was used in
most workshop sessions to stimulate discussion
and help participants orient themselves to
neighbourhood landmarks.
Inventory
An inventory of all the key assets in the study
area was conducted to establish a broader
understanding of the SPD neighbourhood. This
inventory helped to identify stakeholders and
organizations for invitation to workshop sessions.
Precedents
A number of potentially compatible projects were
identified by the precedents group that could be
considered by community stakeholders as part of
a visioning process. The collection of precedents
helped the project team build a knowledge of
development possibilities.
Document and Policy
Existing area policies, including the neighbourhood
inventory and pre-consultation study produced
by the City of Winnipeg were reviewed to provide
context for an area planning process. The
background studies and regulations reviewed
aided the project team in answering questions from
stakeholder groups.

Secondary Plans
The secondary planning process is a bridge
between an overall community vision and the
zoning and land use policies that impact individual
properties. In the City of Winnipeg, secondary
plans fit between Plan Winnipeg (the City of
Winnipeg development plan) and policies and bylaws. The City of Winnipeg has used secondary
plans in other neighbourhoods as a tool to engage
community stakeholders and create a long term
vision to guide development for a specific area.
In the case of South Point Douglas, a secondary
plan was commissioned by City Council in
September 2008. Formal community consultations
began in December. The contents of this report
are a component of the pre-consultation process
intended to inform the more formal processes to
come.
As a comprehensive and long term plan, the
secondary plan will evaluate current land use,
future pressures and demands, infrastructure
needs and other issues in the plan area. Through
a combination of consultation, research and
development demands a plan will be established to
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guide land use and neighbourhood needs into the
future. A twenty year horizon would be common.
The proposed secondary plan for South Point
Douglas may take between 12 and 18 months to
complete from initiation of the project through final
approval of the plan by City Council following a
public hearing process. Once passed by Council
the secondary plan will become a by-law. Future
development must conform to the plan, or
amendments will be required.
At the time of writing, the City of Winnipeg
Department of Planning, Property and
Development has begun to engage community
stakeholders through a steering committee. Further
information and updates about the secondary
planning process for South Point Douglas can be
obtained online at:
http://www.winnipeg.ca/ppd/planning_secondary_
Initiated_SPtDouglas.stm. Or contact the District
Planners, Kurtis Kowalke (986-5917) and Glen
Doney (986-2688).

Report to the Community South Point Douglas Secondary Plan

Project Background
Prior to a Secondary Plan being commissioned
by the City of Winnipeg in September 2008,
background studies had been conducted to lay
the groundwork for further consultation. In early
2008, two documents were produced that served
to lay the foundation for the engagement work later
conducted by the project team.
South Point Douglas Neighbourhood Inventory
This study contains important background
information related to neighbourhood
demographics, history, land use, buildings and
environment.
South Point Douglas Pre-Consultation Study
A series of small engagement sessions were
held with stakeholder groups in South Point
Douglas to provide data to the City. A number of
recommendations were made as a result of this
report, including the need to establish a secondary
planning process and undertake amendments to
Plan Winnipeg.
Project Team Design
Each stakeholder constituency had specific
needs that were identified by the project team.
Stakeholders had their own expectations and
understandings of what might be achieved from a
secondary planning process in the neighbourhood.

Project teams were established from within our
14 member studio to serve as working groups
focusing on a specific constituency within the
South Point Douglas community. Six unique
engagement communities were identified:
Aboriginal Centre
Artists
Businesses
Manitoba Metis Federation
Residents
Shelters
Within this framework each working group
established mechanisms for engaging stakeholders
under the direction of faculty supervisors. Over
the course of a six week period, teams conducted
preliminary groundwork, contacted key individuals
and organizations, and began to understand
stakeholder specific issues in advance of designing
workshop sessions.
While individual teams took responsibility for
specific stakeholder communities, teamwork
among groups prevailed. Many of the workshop
techniques and methods, and the size of some
stakeholder groups, required coordination between
teams to ensure all tasks were accomplished

South Point Douglas zoning map. Multiple Use (Blue) Industrial (Grey) Commercial (Red) Residential (Orange)
Source: City of Winnipeg. (2008). South Point Douglas Neighbourhood Inventory. Retrieved February 3, 2009, from http://
www.winnipeg.ca/ppd/planning/Secondary_Plans/SouthPointDouglas/SPD_nhbd_inv.pdf
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effectively and in a timely manner. At the
conclusion of the engagements with community
stakeholders each member of the project team
compiled workshop data, background research
and other information into individual reports.
This report is a synthesis of individual team
member work for use by the community and as a
documentation of the project as a whole.
In addition to the report produced here, a
community newspaper, the “South Point View”
was created to disseminate information to the
neighbourhood. Containing stories, features and
photographs obtained during the project, team
members and other contributors produced the
tabloid style newspaper for free distribution in the
neighbourhood and future planning workshops.
The newspaper was distributed in January 2009.

The future of the Disreali Freeway from the “South Point
View” newspaper. A PDF copy of the South Point View
newspaper can be downloaded at:
http://www.umanitoba.ca/architecture/cp/Pages/news.html

“Planning for Real” notes from a community engagement
workshop.
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Aboriginal Centre
Serving a large constituency with a variety of
services, the Aboriginal Centre at Higgins Avenue
and Main Street played host to the largest
workshops of the stakeholder engagement
process. Originally the home of the Canadian
Pacific railway station and hotel, the building at
Main and Higgins has been a Winnipeg landmark
for decades. The transfer of the building to the
Aboriginal community took place in 1990 and
the location continues to be a place of gathering.
Along with Thunderbird House, the Aboriginal
Centre formed a component of a larger vision for
Aboriginal development in the neighbourhood to
be known as Neeginan “The Village.”
Aboriginal Centre Workshop
Wednesday October 29, 2008
Over the course of a full day engagement,
approximately 110 people participated in six
distinctive workshops. Participants ranged from
Aboriginal Centre students and staff to general
building users. The Aboriginal Centre itself is
home to a wide range of groups, organizations
and services. Many of the users of the centre are
from outside the South Point Douglas area and as
such had a unique point of view to offer. The size
and diversity of the engagement at the Aboriginal
Centre yielded a vast quantity of information. Six
engagement methods were used:

Path Mapping
This exercise sought to gain an understanding of
the routes that people used in the neighbourhood,
where they were coming from and where they were
going.
Priority Graph
Participants were given stickers to place on a chart
listing issues of concern in the area. The project
team began with three predetermined themes and
additional themes were added by participants.

Aboriginal Centre

Node Map
Stickers were used to identify places that were
frequented by workshop participants in the area.
Model
Coloured stickers were used to identify positive
and negative attitudes to various locations in the
area surrounding the Aboriginal Centre. The project
team’s 3D scale model was used for this purpose.
Collage
This engagement tool was used to promote
creativity. Participants were encouraged to cut
and paste images and words from magazines
onto large sheets. Their stories about the
neighbourhood, their hopes and visions were
captured through one-on-one discussions during
the activity.
Flip Chart
Participants were encouraged to write their likes,
dislikes and future visions for the South Point
Douglas neighbourhood. Ideas given verbally were
captured by facilitators and transcribed.
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Create a New Image
Aboriginal Centre stakeholders see the challenges
of promoting their neighbourhood. High priority
was given to improving the image of this
community while continuing to make it a place of
gathering. Workshop participants observed that
the good work of the Aboriginal Centre and the
programming available there were being obscured
by the panhandling and addiction that so many
people saw outside. A new image that included a
preservation of heritage along with improved park
space and new activities was a positive vision for
the future.

Thunderbird House

All the workshops ran simultaneously at individual
stations. The project team encouraged participants
to take part in as many stations as they wished
and respected the variety of skill levels of those in
attendance.
Outcomes
At the conclusion of the workshop sessions a
number of key themes emerged reflecting the
mix of stakeholders involved in the consultation
process.
Celebrate Diversity
The original Neeginan vision for the neighbourhood
presented a positive image for tolerance and
belonging. While part of this vision has been
realized more work remains. Creating a “Little Italy”
feel to the area, adapted to Indigenous culture,
was held up as a model to be considered in any
new neighbourhood plan. Increasing the diversity
of the neighbourhood also included the need for
different types of activities and services such as
coffee shops and commercial amenities.

Address Social Needs
For all its promise, South Point Douglas is still
a neighbourhood in critical need. Inadequate
housing, substance abuse, sexual exploitation
and other concerns persist in the area. The
continued availability of alcohol, including beverage
rooms and vendor sales, along with the nearby
“drunk tank” present continued conflict between
neighbourhood groups. Along with shelter housing
and street missions, the concentration of social
services in this area was seen as a matter to be
addressed before progress could be made. A
general need for quality affordable housing was
also identified as a key component to addressing
long standing social issues.
Improve Personal Safety
Drugs, alcohol, gangs, heavy traffic and poor
lighting were all factors contributing to a diminished
sense of personal safety in the area. Beyond the
challenging issues of substance abuse and poverty
a number of physical improvements were identified
that could result in positive change. The installation
of an improved crosswalk across Higgins Avenue
to link the Aboriginal Centre with the MMF
parking lot would improve pedestrian safety and
follow natural walking patterns. Improved lighting
between Main Street and the Aboriginal Centre
was also suggested. Improved lighting to Main
Street would improve safety for transit users who
often need to use this route in evening hours.
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Artists

Inner city neighbourhoods with low rents and
unique spaces have long attracted artists.
South Point Douglas is but the latest Winnipeg
neighbourhood to undergo this in-migration of
artists drawn to underused buildings and vacant
places. Artists are often the vanguard for further
community development. In Winnipeg, this pattern
has been repeated in neighbourhoods such as the
Exchange District and West Broadway.
Arts and Culture Workshops
November 14th, 15th & 19th, 2008
Three sessions were held with stakeholders from
the arts and cultural community. The first of these
sessions saw 29 students from Argyle Alternative
High School participate in an “Earth Island”
exercise. Argyle is an alternative school, drawing
students from around Winnipeg to a curriculum
with a focus on environmental and sustainability
issues. During this session participants imagined
what life might be like if South Point Douglas were
the only place on earth. This activity was paired
with a short sustainability / planning quiz to build
knowledge among the students involved.

The third workshop was run in conjunction with
the annual general meeting of the Graffiti Gallery.
This one hour session included map visioning and
brainstorming exercises. Emphasis was placed on
creating a future vision and how it could be turned
into reality.
Outcomes
Although many South Point Douglas artists are
both area residents and business people specific
needs cannot be easily categorized along these
traditional lines. The influx of artists into the
neighbourhood has been part of an ongoing
transformation process for the neighbourhood.
Live / Work Spaces
Central to the life of artists is the ability to have
easy access to their studio space. Live / work
arrangements allow a flexibility for artists to
maintain their own schedules and the rhythm of
creativity so vital to their expression. The present
land use designation under Plan Winnipeg for the

The second workshop attracted eight participants
who self identified as members of the arts and
cultural community. Five workshop stations were
used to draw out stories from those in attendance.
Workshops included a station focusing on CPTED
(Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design)
principles, a story telling corner, two mapping
exercises and a final station to discuss recent
media coverage of the area. During the sessions
a distinction was made between immediate
neighbourhood needs compared with future
desires for the area. This had an effect of assigning
a level of priority to community ideas.

The Edge Artist Village - 611 Main Street
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eastern portion of the Point is industrial. While the
industrial designation was once appropriate, the
area is evolving into a centre of mixed use activity
including the presence of live / work spaces. A
Plan Winnipeg amendment, and subsequent
re-zoning, for the area would allow for greater
flexibility of land use enabling residential and
employment activities.
Cultural Destination
The Edge Artist Village, MAWA, Graffiti Gallery,
Aboriginal Centre and other scattered activities
have already made this neighbourhood a focus
for artistic activity. Winnipeg could embrace the
opportunity to create a “arts and culture corridor”
where the community can see and interact with
artists who are engaged in their work.
South Point Douglas is in close proximity to many
of Winnipeg’s most celebrated cultural institutions
such as the Centennial Concert Hall, The Manitoba
Museum, Manitoba Theatre Centre and others.
The addition of the Human Rights Museum and

convenient access to The Folks Market along
Waterfront Drive provide opportunities to reconnect
South Point Douglas to the centre of artistic life in
Winnipeg. The creation of a destination arts facility
in the neighbourhood could also help to anchor the
South Point Douglas cultural community.
Gentrification
Across many urban centres the process of
gentrification has driven many original residents
from their neighbourhoods to make way for
new development. While artists welcome new
development in their neighbourhood such activity
must respect the needs and lifestyle of existing
residents. As many of the artists consulted live and
work in the South Point Douglas area, a dramatic
transformation of the neighbourhood in favor of
higher income housing would jeopardize both their
homes and livelihoods.
Fear of high rise condominiums and gated
communities has created a mood of suspicion
in the neighbourhood. If and when new housing
is developed in South Point Douglas such
development should maintain the principles of
affordability and mixed use.
An Active Lifestyle
Welcoming and full of life, South Point Douglas
can promote an active lifestyle close to downtown
Winnipeg. Improvements to local infrastructure,
including recreational amenities like basketball
and a splash park, could promote further use
of walking and cycling for transportation as well
as facilitating the development of small scale
commercial services for the neighbourhood. Coffee
shops, groceries, pubs and an art supply store
could help to fill out this neighbourhood and create
an alternative community that is healthy, safe and
sustainable.

The Watkins Building - 80 Annabella Street
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Business

The South Point Douglas business community is a
mix of long standing merchants, industry and new
entrepreneurs. On the northern edge of Downtown
Winnipeg, the Main Street strip has been an iconic
gateway for more than a century. Recent changes
to the Downtown Zoning By-law have established
a multiple-use district in the western portion of the
study area. Once home to the Canadian Pacific
Railway station and heavy industry, the area is
seeking a new identity that blends old and new.
Business Community Workshop
Friday November 7, 2008
The project team organized one primary workshop
session for area business owners. With the
cooperation of the Downtown BIZ a luncheon was
provided to participants that offered an opportunity
for input into the secondary planning process.
Over the course of a two hour session the 14
participants representing businesses, business
organizations and other associated stakeholders
participated in an open ended brainstorming and
visioning session.
The project team developed three discussion
themes for the sessions including:
Current Business Climate
This workshop sought to understand current
realities along with strengths and weaknesses of
South Point Douglas for business.
New Vision for the Main Drag - Main Street Vision
Designed for Main Street area businesses, this
workshop sought to identify issues specific to Main
Street.
Mixing Residents with Industry - Shotgun Wedding
This workshop explored opportunities and
challenges associated with bringing new residential
development into a traditional industrial district.

Mitchell Fabrics - A Main Street landmark

Outcomes
Workshop participants represented a variety of
interests and were eager to share their views on a
secondary plan. Some key themes included:
Take a Larger View of the Neighbourhood
The current South Point Douglas neighbourhood
profile does not include the west side of Main
Street. This excludes many key business owners
and property stakeholders from the process. Both
sides of Main Street share an important feeling of
community and want to work together.
Beyond Main Street, the inclusion of other groups
such as the Downtown BIZ, Mosaic Market
BIZ, Exchange District BIZ, Chinatown and
CentreVenture was seen as being critical for any
plan’s success. Many businesses wished to see
improved integration between their district and
others in the community. A broader consultation
may assist in this process.
Improve Protocols for Urban Design Issues
Area business owners have demonstrated a strong
knowledge and interest in issues of design that
should be celebrated in future plans for the area.
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image and marketing plan (such as the work done
by the Mosaic Market) or a special area feature
(such as a neon museum) would add new life and
invigorate the business sector.
In addition, the City should re-examine how
it uses property taxation to stimulate growth.
Consideration should be given to programs
allowing businesses to phase in increases to their
property taxes after improvements have been
made to area properties.

New spark of activity and lightning rod - Winnipeg Regional
Health Authority Building concept drawing.
Source: CentreVenture. (2008). 2007 Annual Report.

Many businesses in the South Point Douglas
area have come there for a reason. They value
the quality of the location and wish to preserve
many of the characteristics that make the place
unique. A high standard of urban design should
be embraced that will serve to promote a mix of
land uses and facilitate pedestrian and other forms
of active transportation. A community based local
authority could be established to review design
issues for new developments in the area.
Ensuring that new buildings complement existing
developments in their physical form will require
a process that allows for community based
consultation on design decisions. A local authority
could be created as a mechanism to assist local
businesses and other groups to articulate their
aspirations for area design.
New Tools for Investment
Both new and long standing business owners in
the area are optimistic about the potential of the
South Point Douglas area. A tool to assist business
owners in understanding the impact of their
building improvements on assessment would help
businesses. It was also felt that a cohesive area

Strength of Location
Area businesses value their location in relation
to the rest of Winnipeg. The close proximity to
downtown, the Exchange District, the North End
and Waterfront Drive all are considered to be
important assets for current business and future
development.
Features such as the Higgins Underpass could be
addressed to alleviate long standing perceptions of
dislocation between the North End and Downtown.
Improved connections between South Point
Douglas and Waterfront Drive could help further
the strength of this connection.
Integrated Development
Businesses support new developments that are
consistent with the general pattern of development
in the area. Multiple use buildings that preserve
a street level commercial function, combined
with other uses on upper floors are seen as most
desirable. Such developments are consistent with
existing multiple use zoning.
Businesses also recognize the potential for housing
development in the area. Businesses recognize
that existing facilities such as the shelters are
part of the local community. They did not voice
concerns that such uses should relocate. In
fact businesses wished to ensure that new
developments were inclusive and would not push
out existing residents.
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Manitoba Metis Federation
The Manitoba Metis Federation (MMF) is a major
landowner occupying a multi-acre site including
their Home Office and parking facilities.
The MMF is a regional government for the
Metis people of Manitoba, providing a variety of
administrative, political and service functions to
their membership. Having long historic ties to the
Winnipeg area, the MMF have a strong desire to
promote and preserve cultural traditions in their
building and site planning.
The Manitoba Metis Federation began its process
of engagement with the South Point Douglas
secondary plan through their own desire to make
future plans to meet growing organizational
needs. The sessions that were held with the MMF
stakeholders reflect a desire both to vision new
possibilities for their own building and site as well
as the larger neighbourhood context.
Manitoba Metis Federation Workshops
November 5th, 12th & 14th, 2008
Three workshops were facilitated by the project
team with a total of 16 stakeholders from the MMF
Home Office. These workshops used a variety of
engagement techniques to gain an understanding
of the organization and its environment.
The first workshop consisted of a SWOT analysis
along with mapping and modeling exercises.
These exercises were intended to serve as an
initial component of a broader engagement with
MMF stakeholders to establish the key issues and
themes to be considered in the next two sessions.
The second workshop built on the themes that
emerged from the first. A focus was placed upon
drawing out the vision of workshop participants
and looking at potential solutions to issues
identified previously. Workshop participants were
provided with “play money” to allocate to their own
priorities.

Manitoba Metis Federation property (Highlighted area).

The final workshop was an opportunity for
participants to interact hands on with models and
maps for the building site and neighbourhood. This
workshop identified tangible improvements that
could be made in the MMF building, and between
their building site and the larger neighbourhood.
Outcomes
A variety of outcomes, some applicable
neighbourhood wide, others internal to the
organization, emerged during the workshops.
Some themes are site specific, however, the size
of the Manitoba Metis Federation property could
result in significant change for the entire area if
redeveloped.
Celebrate Metis Culture, History and Government
With roots in the Red River Valley that run deep,
MMF would hope to create a place that respects
their past and looks to the future. As a seat of
government for the Metis Nation, the MMF Home
Office site could take on a more “legislative feel”
by incorporating Metis artifacts and symbols in
the landscape. As Thunderbird House is an iconic
celebration of Indigenous architecture, so too MMF
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Attract Investment
The Manitoba Metis Federation is a provider of
business services to its membership and would
seek to foster new connections to the local
business community. MMF would welcome a
more active role by groups such as CentreVenture
in providing business and development support
services to their building site and beyond. New
local services such as restaurants and child care
were also viewed as important to making progress
in the area. The large parking lot that MMF
operates to the north of its building was seen as a
potential future development site.

Manitoba Metis Federation Home Office at 150 Henry
Avenue.

would seek to establish an identifiable presence
with its building and grounds. MMF stakeholders
felt positive about the potential to develop new
programs at their current site and make better use
of available space. The newly developed Metis
museum along with improved health, education
and training services could make their Home Office
a hub of activity.
Improve Connections
Opportunities for connections between people
and places were a key to the future for MMF
workshop participants. History draws the Metis
to the Red River; connections between the Home
Office and Waterfront Drive were of high priority.
Physical barriers such as the Disreali Freeway
were identified for examination by the secondary
planning process. Community connections were
important too. A desire to get to know other
groups and organizations offering services in the
immediate area could help MMF to build new
relationships. A foot bridge to Fort Gibraltar could
link St. Boniface to the MMF site.

Image
Workshop participants felt that many Winnipegers
outside the neighbourhood still held negative views
toward the South Point Douglas area. Violence,
addiction, poverty and empty buildings were
reinforcing these perceptions. MMF stakeholders
wanted to be a part of a broader coalition for
change in the neighbourhood, projecting a positive
image and improving the reputation of the area.
MMF was hopeful that foot patrols could be
increased to improve feelings of personal safety.
Set a Sustainable Example
The Manitoba Metis Federation stakeholders
wanted to show leadership for the South
Point Douglas neighbourhood in matters of
environmental protection and sustainability. From
greenspace to greenroofs, MMF identified a vision
for the area that would create a “sustainable
development hub” in the heart of the city.
Innovative and sustainable, MMF hoped to be a
part of a larger community effort to make their
neighbourhood a model in promoting active
transportation by providing secure bicycle storage
and other amenities for its employees.
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Residents

Although South Point Douglas is often viewed from
the outside as an industrial area there is significant
residential activity. Historically, the neighbourhood
was home to many residences and some of these
homes still remain from Winnipeg’s early days.
The residential areas in this neighbourhood are
concentrated near the east end of the Point.
The project team used a door-to-door canvassing
campaign to inform residents in the area about
the upcoming secondary plan and encourage
participation in a workshop session. Invitations
were provided as handouts to residents that
contained some basic information about the plan.
The efforts of the project team to engage residents
on the doorstep met with initial skepticism among
some. On the whole, however, residents were
keen to engage in the process and had unique
information to share.
Residents Workshop
Wednesday, November 12, 2008
A residents workshop was held at MAWA gallery
where the project team facilitated 13 participants in
a variety of information gathering sessions. Three
separate workshop engagement tools were used
including SWOT Analysis, Photo Analysis and
Planning for Real.

area of the Point and not as useful for stimulating
relevant discussion about local concerns. The
selection of some images was seen as reinforcing
negative views of the community.
Outcomes
Living in a place day in and day out gives a
valuable perspective to a planning process. The
following are some highlights from the workshops.
Two Neighbourhoods
During the residents workshop the project team
encountered a reality of the South Point Douglas
neighbourhood - it should be viewed as two
distinct areas. The first of these is the western side
of the South Point Douglas area (between Main
Street and Gomez Street). This neighbourhood is
the stereotypical image South Point Douglas for
many Winnipegers. Many of the iconic buildings,
Thunderbird House and the Aboriginal Centre for
example, are to be found in this district.
“I feel like the victim of the City in my own
neighbourhood.” Workshop participant

A SWOT Analysis was used to gain an
understanding of perceptions about the present
and future in the neighbourhood.
Planning for Real solicited a wide range of
comments and suggestions from participants.
The quantity and variety of comments provided
during the workshop reinforced the high level of
awareness among residents about planning issues
in their neighbourhood.
The images selected for the Photo Analysis
workshop proved to be out of touch with the views
of the neighbourhood held by local residents.
Many images were far removed from the residential

Members of the project team conduct a residents
workshop at MAWA Gallery.
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The west side of the Point is connected to Main
Street and within the orbit of Downtown Winnipeg.
Its mixed use designation and range of activities
from commerce to government, institutional and
shelter activities give the west side a different
feel and scale compared with that of the eastern
portion.
The east side of the Point is home to many of the
residents and artists who attended the workshop.
Many of these residents are homeowners who
feel a world away from the image often portrayed
of their neighbourhood. Far from the common
image of urban decay, residents spoke of their
attachment to a sense of community, rural look
and feel of the area and opportunities to enjoy
wildlife and quiet surroundings.
Development Pressures
While residents were welcoming of newcomers
to the neighbourhood, most were not seeking
wholesale change in the area. A proposal to
redevelop the entire area as a site for a new
football stadium raised the ire of many local

Development proposals, such as the stadium proposal in
2008 have promoted uncertainty about the future.
Source: Retrieved January 27, 2009, from http://www.cbc.
ca/gfx/images/news/photos/2008/06/27/stadium-map-584.
jpg

residents. Waterfront Drive has been viewed as a
potential catalyst for gentrification in the area as
new high-rise (and high priced) condominiums
stretch out from the edge of downtown. New
development would be welcomed if it respected
the character of the area including a focus on
heritage preservation and housing affordability.
Future development will need to be balanced with
a desire of residents to maintain those features of
the neighbourhood that are of high value to quality
of life.
Access to Services
Residents hope that the future will bring both new
services and improved access to existing amenities
in the area. South Point Douglas lacks easy
access to many of the commercial services, such
as grocery, banking and restaurants that are part
of everyday life in an urban neighbourhood. The
significant inventory of vacant buildings was viewed
as an opportunity for new businesses to develop in
the area, helping to meet local needs. Promoting a
mix of neighbourhood uses was viewed positively.
Residents also noted that South Point Douglas
was a pedestrian friendly community with a need
for improved crossings along Higgins Avenue.
Small Community, Big Green Vision
Although permanent residents may number
below 200 people, the South Point Douglas
neighbourhood is not short on big vision for a
sustainable future. From the development of a
district wide geothermal heating system to urban
agriculture this “radically green” community wants
to be at the forefront of sustainability in Winnipeg.
Active transportation linked to environmentally
friendly economic development and a close knit
community were part of a common consensus
to focus future development efforts. South Point
Douglas residents participating in the workshop
would judge development proposals and the
secondary planning process through a green lens
and would like the City of Winnipeg to do the
same.
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Shelters

Residents and management of the three major
shelters in the South Point Douglas area were a
distinctive part of the consultation process. Due
to their location and operations, shelters were
considered to have issues and concerns that
would be different from those of other resident
groups in the neighbourhood.
The three major shelters in the study area - the
Salvation Army (Booth Centre), Main Street
Project and Siloam Mission were each engaged
independently in an effort to obtain their input
into the secondary planning process. Outcomes
were mixed. Consultation began with government
officials followed by shelter management and finally
residents themselves when possible.
Salvation Army Booth Centre Workshop
Tuesday November 18, 2008
Initial discussions with Salvation Army
management produced important ideas for
consideration in the workshop sessions. Shelter
stakeholders had not traditionally been engaged
by planning efforts in the past and were eager to
participate and provide assistance to the project
team. It was recommended that the shelter
population be included in future census data for
the neighbourhood.
The residents workshop included a morning
session for long term residents and an afternoon
session for any residents who wished to attend.
The morning workshop employed a variety of
engagement tools including photo analysis,
“planning for real”, memory mapping, model
mapping and area positives and negatives. The
afternoon session did not attract a strong turnout,
however, further information was collected by the
project team.
Siloam Mission
A meeting was held with Siloam Mission
management to gain an understanding of their
specific concerns for a secondary planning

Exterior of Salvation Army Booth Centre

process. The Siloam Mission completed a report in
2008 that addressed many of the issues of interest
to the project team. Conclusions from the Siloam
Mission Report are included in this analysis and no
further workshop sessions were held.
Main Street Project
An initial meeting was held with management of
the Main Street Project to discuss key areas of
interest for their organization. A workshop was not
conducted with this group due to time constraints.
Outcomes
“Try living in a shelter for a week... you’ll never build
another!” - Workshop participant
Housing
Housing topped the list of concerns for shelter
stakeholders. The quality, availability, variety and
affordability of housing were major concerns of
shelter management and residents alike. The poor
living conditions afforded by shelters were seen as
perpetuating a cycle of poverty for many.
Options are few for shelter residents seeking to
find alternative housing in the area. Affordable
transitional housing is often unavailable to residents
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the Salvation Army shelter. Loitering around the
shelter entrance along with other activities made
the vicinity unsafe. Police were encouraged to
improve foot patrols of the area in addition to
surveillance from squad cars.

Model mapping workshop discussion notes

Improve Access to Services
From transit to drop in centres, the need for
services in South Point Douglas remains high.
Fear for personal safety or physical disability
made mobility a major concern for some shelter
residents. The pedestrian crossings along Main
Street were generally viewed as unsafe with many
motorists ignoring signs and controls. An extension
of the Downtown Spirit bus, as far north as Logan
or Higgins would improve access.

who leave the shelter, causing many to return. The
stories captured by the project team helped in
gaining an understanding of the circumstances that
cause individuals to turn to shelter housing. Each
story is unique. Workshop participants encouraged
flexible, affordable housing to be a part of any
development plan for the neighbourhood, including
the reuse of buildings such as the Bell Hotel for
single room occupancy (SRO) accommodations.

Daily routines for many shelter residents revolved
around a circuit of drop-in centres, coffee shops
and other safe places to spend the day. Additional
supports for such facilities as Chez Nous could
provide better service access to shelter residents
and keep people off the streets. Such facilities
could also include services such as public
bathrooms, laundry and storage space for personal
items.

Area Safety
Living a life connected to the street, shelter
residents identified a noticeable increase in gang
related activities in the area around the Salvation
Army Booth Centre. Thunderbird House was seen
as a particular hot spot for dangerous activity
including open alcohol and drug use. Area gangs
prey on shelter residents, resulting in robbery and
violent abuse.

Build Literacy
The project team took special efforts to ensure that
participation with shelter residents was facilitated
by building planning literacy prior to the workshop
sessions. Importance was placed on providing
participants in the shelter residents workshop with
basic knowledge about the upcoming secondary
planning process, what it meant and how it could
impact their neighbourhood. The literacy building
attempted to make distinctions between issues
related to social services and those related to the
design of the physical environment. While such
issues share important connections, helping shelter
residents focus their efforts on relevant information
for a secondary plan helped our project team
tremendously and should be continued in future
planning engagements when possible.

New restrictions require all shelter residents to
smoke cigarettes outside. While such regulations
are an important component of a larger public
health strategy, outdoor smoking can present
a real hazard to residents who are placed into
contact with gang members. The closure of Henry
Avenue at Main Street was identified during the
workshops as a barrier to improving safety around
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Key Recommendations
All six stakeholder groups had important
knowledge and ideas to share in preparation for
the secondary planning process. Although each
group was unique, all shared a common optimism
for the future of South Point Douglas. Throughout
each of the workshop sessions, key themes and
common elements began to emerge that could
inform the discussions that are yet to come as the
City of Winnipeg moves toward a new vision for
the area. Continued cooperation and engagement
with stakeholders will further refine these ideas.
Make Connections
The central location of South Point Douglas should
be a tremendous asset for this neighbourhood.
Easy access to downtown and many other
Winnipeg neighbourhoods make the area a natural
meeting point for the city as a whole.
Due in part to this centrality, Point Douglas has
become home to several major transportation
routes that serve Winnipeg residents. Main Street,
Disreali Freeway, Higgins Avenue and Logan
Avenue together accommodate over 100,000
vehicle trips daily. While this concentration of
vehicle infrastructure may improve access to
the downtown it is a mixed blessing for the
neighbourhood.

Underpass at Main and Higgins

The major traffic arteries have a tendency to
isolate South Point Douglas from Downtown
and the Exchange District, while the CPR tracks
create a formidable barrier to North End access.
Connections between the neighbourhood and
other districts can be very difficult for pedestrians
in spite of efforts to improve access.
Today, South Point Douglas is a “Drive-Thru”
neighbourhood, serving as a home to major
transportation networks but without destinations
of its own. The secondary planning process
can serve as an occasion to re-evaluate the
possibilities to make this a “Go-To” neighbourhood
by improving the links between South Point
Douglas and other established destination areas
surrounding Downtown Winnipeg. Better use could
be made of Waterfront Drive as a link between this
neighbourhood and Downtown. Improvements
to the Higgins underpass could increase the
attractiveness of the area, creating a celebratory
gateway and improving active transportation links
to the North End.
Disreali Freeway emerged as a major barrier in the
neighbourhood during the workshop sessions.
Solutions for improving access across the freeway
included the establishment of a street level
underpass at Higgins Avenue and other pedestrian
improvements.
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Celebrate Diversity
Home to many cultures, rich in history and the
crossroads of Winnipeg, South Point Douglas can
build on the strength of its diversity to achieve
future goals. Though the many communities that
coexist in this neighbourhood many have distinct
interests, all share a sense of tolerance and a
desire to live together. South Point Douglas can
build on this strength.
For the Indigenous community, their strong
presence in the area could be enhanced
through increased opportunities to provide
affordable housing and attract new families into
the community. New training and employment
opportunities also exist through partnerships, such
as the Neeginan Institute of Applied Technology.
For the Metis Nation opportunities exist to enhance
their building site with new development to meet
the needs of their people into the future and foster
a stronger bond to the surrounding community.
Embrace the Arts
Home to a vibrant arts and cultural community,
South Point Douglas has an opportunity to
capitalize on the energy and optimism these
citizens bring. A large concentration of artists
and arts institutions are clustered on the east
side of the Point around Annabella Street and

Homes on Grace Street

other locations. These artists have made this
neighbourhood their home and a place of creative
energy. Their efforts could be legitimized through
redesignation of industrial land use to multiple use
zones.
The establishment of South Point Douglas as a
place for artists to live and work could be further
reinforced through a promotion of marketing and
other efforts. Draw connections between the
cultural attractions of the neighbourhood and
nearby attractions like The Manitoba Museum,
Centennial Concert Hall, Theatre District and The
Forks.
Understand the Neighbourhood
The concerns of stakeholders in the western half
of South Point Douglas are unique from those of
the eastern portion of the Point. Gomez Street
has been identified by many stakeholders as a
transition between two neighbourhoods. The
first, connected to Main Street is home to many
important institutions and home to serious social
issues, people without homes and gang activity.
The second, home to residences and artists has a
different set of concerns and visions for the future.
The western portion of the study area closest to
Main Street will need a secondary plan to address
issues of infrastructure renewal, safety, poverty and
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Key Recommendations
managing downtown development pressures. The
eastern half will require an examination of land use
designation to permit new residential development.
A secondary plan for this district will need to work
with artists, residents and businesses to realize
a vision for the redevelopment of industrial lands
that will not displace the people who call the
neighbourhood their home.
In addition to an east / west distinction, the
differing needs of various stakeholders in the
community must also be engaged in different
ways. As this report demonstrates, diverse
stakeholders can participate in planning
discussions in a meaningful way if given the
opportunity to do so.
Make it Safe
Personal safety concerns continue to hold back
the revitalization efforts of South Point Douglas.
Shelter residents, businesses and others who have
a strong connection to Main Street identify this
issue as a top priority. Continued concerns about
liquor service establishments in the area need
to be addressed. Alcohol and substance related
problems plague the area and stifle the efforts
of some organizations to provide assistance to
vulnerable members of this community. Vacant and
unprotected spaces have fallen under the influence
of gang activities.

Main Street - looking south toward downtown.

A major concentration of problems around Main
Street and Henry Avenue may offer an opportunity
for changes to address these issues. The closure
of through traffic at Henry and Main has been
identified as a potential cause for growing local
safety problems. Vehicle traffic through Henry, if
properly controlled, could help prevent or reduce
some of the activities that take place in the
area. All stakeholder groups would welcome an
increased effort by police to patrol the area and
any opportunities to enhance foot patrols.
The relationship of buildings to the urban
environment can play an important role in
promoting safety. In examining new developments
in the area the principles of Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design (CPTED) should
be observed. Increased consideration can also
be given to the safety of pedestrians through the
redesign and relocation of crosswalks and other
traffic calming features.
Define the Image
South Point Douglas needs an image makeover.
Many Winnipegers have no idea what this area has
to offer, limiting opportunities for growth. Recent
developments, such as the Winnipeg Regional
Heath Authority building, and development
proposals, such as a new stadium, have stimulated
interest and controversy. The City of Winnipeg
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should work with all area stakeholders to establish
an image that conveys the unique character of this
district to the community at large.
For business, this image could reflect a marketing
effort similar to the Mosaic Market BIZ on north
Main Street. The engagement by the Downtown
BIZ and other business organizations in this
planning process speaks to future possibilities
for partnerships. CentreVenture will likewise need
to remain engaged in the area and look deeper
into the neighbourhood to facilitate development
opportunities with interested property owners.
Urban design standards will need involvement
from local stakeholders to ensure that new
developments complement the existing structures
and respect the character of the community.
For artists, an opportunity exists to create an
artists’ village concept to share their talent with a
larger audience. For First Nations and Metis groups
the Neeginan village concept can be reviewed with
an eye to renewed cooperation toward common
community development goals.
The quality of heritage buildings throughout the
area are an asset to be cherished. Wherever
possible development should preserve and protect
heritage resources and make their conservation a
part of the secondary plan.

The project team reviews workshop results.

Create Infrastructure for Green Living
If residential development is in the future for South
Point Douglas, new demands for services of all
kinds will need to be met. The neighbourhood
is, and should remain, a walkable community.
New shops and services such as grocery stores,
medical services, retail and recreation facilities will
need to be integrated into the fabric of existing
development. Residents cherish the walkability of
their neighbourhood and seek to remove remaining
barriers to active transportation wherever possible.
Improved bike paths, walking trails and traffic
calming measures will improve the quality of life
and attractiveness of this neighbourhood.
As new development takes place in South Point
Douglas special attention should be paid to
integrating parks and other recreational facilities in
to the area. Former industrial sites at the eastern
end of the Point will surely require remediation.
These sites may provide an opportunity to create
much needed functional greenspace for residents.
The residents of this neighbourhood have
expressed a desire to live green lifestyles. This
enthusiasm should be captured to undertake new
initiatives in sustainable urban living that can serve
as a model for the rest of Winnipeg.
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Glossary

Throughout the document a number of terms are
used that may be unfamiliar to some readers. This
glossary is intended to provide a guide to users of
this report and cut through the jargon of planning.
Active Transportation
Modes of transportation that involve physical
activity such as walking and cycling.
CPTED
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
is a method of understanding the relationship
between how buildings and spaces are designed
and impacts on personal and community safety.
Gentrification
A process by which an urban neighbourhood
is changed through a displacement of existing
residents and land use by higher income
individuals and activities.
Live/Work Space
A multiple use space where both residential and
light commercial / industrial activities can be
accommodated in a single location.
Multiple Use Zone
A land use designation under the Downtown
Winnipeg Zoning Bylaw that permits a mix of
commercial and residential uses on the same
property.
Participatory Planning
An approach to planning that values the role of
local citizen knowledge in the decision making
process.
Photo Analysis
Using photographs for understanding attitudes
toward local scenes, buildings and other physical
features. This exercise can provide a visually
appealing method of engaging stakeholders.

Plan Winnipeg
The primary land use planning document for the
City of Winnipeg that establishes broad regulations
to control and guide development decisions.
This document may also be referred to as a
Development Plan. It encompasses the entire city.
Planning for Real
A workshop tool to engage participants in
identification of real issues and visions for their
community. Maps, models and other tools are
often used along with a means of documenting
ideas.
Secondary Plan
A neighbourhood or district specific planning
document that includes a broad range of land
use and other local issues. Such a document is
approved by a municipal council and becomes a
by-law to guide future development decisions.
SRO Housing
Single Room Occupancy housing provides a
small room with facilities, usually a kitchenette
and bathroom, to very low income residents.
Traditionally SRO housing was mixed with
commercial uses. Today there are excellent
examples of SRO housing, combined with support
services and quality management.
SWOT Analysis
A tool used to help assess known and potential
impacts. SWOT is an acronym that stands for
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats.
SWOT Analysis is used as a workshop exercise
to gain an understanding of current and emerging
issues.
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A Brief History of Point Douglas

n 1812, the Hudson’s Bay Company established Fort Douglas on the Point. By the time Winnipeg
was incorporated in 1874, Point Douglas was already a bustling neighbourhood and a prestigious
address. The arrival of the Canadian Paciﬁc Railway (CPR) in 1881 helped establish the city as a
major destination. However, it also divided Point Douglas into two neighbourhoods: North and South.
North Point Douglas retained its residential character while the South Point emerged as the industrial
heart of a lively Winnipeg.
With the CPR, an immigrant population arrived in Winnipeg looking to settle in both urban and rural
areas of Manitoba. Immigrants were attracted by the offer of affordable housing in close proximity to
employment in Point Douglas. With the construction of Ogilvie Mills in 1909 - at the intersection of
Higgins and MacFarlane - Point Douglas became the centre of the wheat trade in Canada.
By the early 1900s, workers began moving out of the neighbourhood. While many initially settled in
Point Douglas for its proximity to work, the Electric Street Railway allowed workers to live outside the
Point and commute in. In 1909, Anabella and MacFarlane Streets became Winnipeg’s red light district.
This move negatively impacted the neighbourhood’s reputation.
In the late 1960s, First Nations and Metis communities sought to redevelop and redeﬁne the area
surrounding Main Street and Higgins Avenue. The Neeginan concept - ‘our place’ in Cree – presented a
vision for the area that included education, support, training, housing and a cultural centre. The Neeginan
development vision, now almost 40 years old, continues to support community development in South
Point Douglas.
By the 1990’s, many of the industries had shut their doors. Today, fewer than 200 people live in South
Point Douglas according to the 2001 census. Three residential areas remain in the South Point. They are
valued, but secluded pockets in the context of the area. The population may be small, but the residents
are ﬁercely proud of their neighbourhood. It should be noted that census data does not account for shelter
residents, many who have lived in the Point for almost 20 years.
South Point Douglas is home to an emerging artists’ community. A collection of galleries, studios, and
residences characterize the area as a creative hub. Architecturally, it is a collection of historic buildings in
various states of repair. While many industries have left the neighbourhood, much of South Point Douglas
remains zoned industrial, preventing redevelopment and restoration of an important part of Winnipeg’s
history. With the support of the community, South Point Douglas can regain its role as the heart of a lively
city, on the edge of downtown.

Students Raise Planning Proﬁle

S

tudents who choose City Planning at the
University of Manitoba have one thing
in common – they want to improve cities
for everyone. They come to the department with
a range of technical expertise. Many move to
Winnipeg from across the province, country
and the world. Together, they learn to work as a
team. They are trained to ask questions and work
with community members to begin to resolve
planning issues. Instructors work to give students
an experience that illustrates how community
development is directly related to land use.
In the 2008 term, students worked with the City
of Winnipeg’s planning department and over 150
people from South Point Douglas. The goal was
to raise community awareness of how a secondary
plan shapes neighbourhood development. Students
worked with residents (home-owners, renters and
shelter residents), members of the Aboriginal
community, the Manitoba Metis Federation,
business owners, artists, and students of Argyle
School. Their front-line efforts helped generate
high turn-out for the ﬁrst public meeting for the
secondary plan held at Argyle School on December
2, 2008.
Communication emerged as a theme. People want
planning decisions to be transparent. They want
planners, the Mayor, and council to be accountable.
Participation, for some, meant receiving clear
information in their mail-box or in person. Others
wanted to contribute time and local knowledge to
the process.
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There was consensus that the Point suffers from a
range of planning issues. The Main and Higgins
underpass was one concern. Re-imagining
the overpass will be an important element for
revitalization. Contaminated sites and a need for
creative zoning are also signiﬁcant. Balancing
light industry and residential properties requires a
careful approach to maintain area character.
Foot-patrols, by private security or police,
were understood as the most signiﬁcant way to
improve safety in the area. A lack of connected
path networks for walking and cycling from
the Elmwood, Waterfront Drive, North Point
Douglas, and downtown also impact physical
safety in the area. The Point is a high trafﬁc zone
with poor pedestrian and cycling infrastructure. A
cross-walk in front of the Aboriginal Centre and
improved bus shelters on Higgins and on Main
Street (west side) were common requests for area
improvements. While the residential enclaves are
beautiful, stakeholders suggested that public areas
of the Point could have increased lighting, ﬂowers
and landscaping.
Students heard time and again that the Point
must remain affordable and accessible for those
who already call it home. While people were
enthusiastic about neighbourhood development
that included grocery stores, coffee shops, retail,
and restaurants, it was clear that maintaining the
unique character of the Point is essential. The
concentration of artist galleries, studios, and
residences make the Point a dynamic hub for

creativity. At the same time, Aboriginal and Metis
culture and education thrive in the area and will
continue to shape an Indigenous development
vision.
Following the community-based workshops,
students worked through the ideas in an intensive
design session the last week in November. They
began to re-imagine what the neighbourhood
could look like, based on the recommendations
that emerged from the workshops. This was a
component of their professional training. The
results are explored in plan drawings on the next
few pages, with summaries connecting the plans
to the workshop results. We hope the City will
provide similar opportunities to explore urban
design options with the community during the
secondary planning process.
This process can take up to 2 years to complete.
Ensuring community voices are heard throughout
the process is integral. Want to know more about
the secondary planning process for Point Douglas?
The next public meeting is scheduled for spring
2009. Contact your local planner, Kurtis Kowalke,
986-5917, for more information.
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What’s Happening in South Point Douglas

S

outh Point Douglas was a hotspot this past year. This once quiet
neighbourhood, tucked away along the Red River, quickly became
front-page news. Much of this attention came from media mogul David
Asper’s proposal to locate a new football stadium in the Point. The City of
Winnipeg’s Planning, Property and Development Department also had
a close eye on the neighbourhood, and was producing a series of
neighbourhood reviews.

Both studies touched on similar themes, the current zoning policy being one
of these. Presently, the zoning in South Point Douglas is divided along Gomez
Street. Properties to the west of Gomez are largely zoned as multiple-use and
properties to the east, industrial.
Many of the neighbourhood’s residential properties are located in
the area currently zoned industrial. This blanket industrial
zoning is inconsistent with the current uses in the area.
As well, in the last couple decades, many industries
have left South Point Douglas.

Because of increasing development pressures, the City
began exploring the feasibility of a secondary plan for
South Point Douglas. In April, the Planning, Property
and Development Department released The South
Point Douglas Neighbourhood Inventory and the
South Point Douglas Pre-Consultation Study to
gauge the need for a secondary plan.

Winnipeg City Council voted in September to
proceed with the secondary plan for South Point
Douglas.
In October and November, students from
the University of Manitoba’s City Planning
Department followed up on the City’s two studies.
Students built upon the information in each of
these documents by conducting workshops with six
groups in South Point Douglas. These were Aboriginal
organizations, artists, businesses, residents, shelter
organizations, and the Manitoba Metis Federation.

The neighbourhood inventory provides an
overview of South Point Douglas. Planners looked
at land use, housing, amenities and demographics
– to name a few – to assess the need for a secondary
plan.
The pre-consultation study looked at current issues and
challenges in South Point Douglas, as experienced by those
in the community. Planners conducted a series of workshops in
which participants discussed their likes and dislikes, and shared their visions
for the future of the neighbourhood.

future pressures and demands, infrastructure
needs, and other issues in South Point Douglas.
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The input of participants was a critical component
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An example of a secondary plan can be seen for
the West Alexander neighbourhood on the City of
Winnnipeg website at: http://www.winnipeg.ca/
ppd/plannning/Secondary_Plans/WestAlexander/
WAlexSecPlans.pdf

134

As a comprehensive and long-term plan, the
secondary plan will evaluate current land use,
S

The secondary plan for South Point Douglas
will increase in quality with increased public
participation. If you have concerns about the
neighbourhood, or ideas for the future, now is the
time to have your voice heard. The City began its
ofﬁcial public consultations on December 2, 2008
with more to follow.

The consultation process is designed to encourage
high-quality citizen participation in the future
vision for the area. A case in point is the recently
adopted secondary plan for the West Alexander/
Centennial neighbourhood of Winnipeg. This plan
began with pre-consultation work in September
of 2006. A series of community meetings were
held between April and September of 2007
where information was provided to interested
stakeholders in the area.

Issues to be addressed in the plan can be wide
ranging and have signiﬁcant impacts on those who
live and do business in the area. The hope of this
planning process is that these changes will reﬂect
the desires of people in the neighbourhood. Issues
such as the creation of new housing, locations
for area services, and types of land use will be
considered.

POINT DOU
GLA

in formulating the ﬁnal plan that was adopted by
City Council. The secondary planning process in
this case proposed re-zoning of lands in the area
and required the Health Sciences Centre to reveal
future expansion plans. This was important so
potential impacts to the neighbourhood could be
understood by residents and the City.

The secondary planning process will take between
12 and 18 months to complete from initiation.
The plan must then be approved by City Council
following a public hearing process. Once passed,
the secondary plan will become a city by-law to
which future development must conform.

163

A

328

The information collected in these workshops will be considered by
Planning, Property and Development as it begins work on the secondary plan
for South Point Douglas. Currently, the City is hosting community meetings
and conducting workshops in the community.

Planning with South Point Douglas

secondary plan is a bridge between
an overall community vision and the
individual zoning and land use policies
that impact properties. Secondary plans ﬁt
between Plan Winnipeg, the city’s overreaching
development plan, and speciﬁc policies such as
the zoning by-law. The City of Winnipeg has used
secondary plans in other neighbourhoods as a tool
to engage community stakeholders and create a
long-term vision for a speciﬁc area.

HIGGINS
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Industrial Heritage : Contaminating the Point
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hen industries move out of an area they
may leave a legacy of water pollution
and soil contamination. South Point
Douglas is currently zoned industrial but only a
few industries remain in the neighbourhood. Many
industrial operations have left their marks in the
form of brownﬁelds.
These areas may appear as overgrown, abandoned
lots, but the impact lies beneath the surface
due to past exposures to hazardous material.
Brownﬁeld sites can be attributed to “the improper
use, handling, storage and disposal of materials
containing chemicals with the potential to cause
toxicity”. Depending on the severity of exposure,
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Areas of Potential Concern
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brownﬁelds may pose a risk to the surrounding
population, as well the environment.
Manitoba Conservation deals with brownﬁelds
under the guidelines of the Contaminated Sites
Remediation Act (CSRA). CSRA uses three
designations for sites: contaminated, impacted, and
potential concern. Before a site can be classiﬁed,
investigators must conduct a site assessment. This
assessment consists of a review of the industrial
practices, possible contaminants and geology of
the site.
Those sites designated as contaminated are those
where the levels of contamination are high enough

to be a concern for human and environmental
safety. Impacted sites have a level of contamination
above their historical levels but do not pose a
threat to humans or the environment. Areas labeled
potential concern have been identiﬁed as needing
further assessment.
The City of Winnipeg identiﬁes two contaminated
and seven impacted sites in the South Point
Douglas Secondary Plan area. As well, there are
numerous sites of potential concern throughout the
neighbourhood.
The two contaminated sites are located at
2 Point Douglas Avenue and 8 Sutherland
Avenue. Contaminates include metals, Benzene,
Toluene, Ethybenzene, and Xylenes (BTEX), and
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. While these
contaminants are known to have a detrimental
effect on a person’s health, according to the South
Point Douglas Neighbourhood Inventory, 2 Point
Douglas Avenue has a low potential for such ill
affects.
Of the seven impacted sites, three have undergone
removal of their storage tanks. Of the remaining
contaminates, the majority are hydrocarbons.
For further information on the Contaminated/
Impacted Sites Program, please refer to the
Manitoba Conservation website at http://www.
gov.mb.ca/conservation/index.html. The Program
Coordinator for Environmental Services is Dean
Kasur. He may be reached by phone at 945-7009
and by email at Dean.Kasur@gov.mb.ca.

Feet Over Footage

S

afety may or may not be an issue for the
South Point Douglas neighbourhood. Crime
statistics can only tell us so much and a
feeling of security is often subjective.
There has been a lot of discussion concerning
security measures in the Point. Some believe
action is warranted while others believe security
measures are a waste of time and taxpayers
money. Over the past few months, the Winnipeg
Police Service has held various public forums
aiming to gather public response in regards to the
installation of crime cameras throughout the City.
These cameras are part of a one-year pilot project
examining occurrences of crime within the city.
As a result, a security camera has been deemed
necessary in South Point Douglas at the east corner
of Main Street and Henry Avenue.
This particular type of crime camera is intended
to act as a prosecution tool rather than a
preventative police device. Access to footage will
only be granted with a court order in regards to
a speciﬁc crime which has already occurred. This
regulation is different from legislation for standard
surveillance cameras as their footage is routinely
monitored. Footage from these cameras will only
be retained for a period of 72-96 hours and then
discarded. This is an issue the police agree requires
further examination. It will be difﬁcult to clear an
investigation request in a maximum of four days.
It is important to note that although these cameras
record victimization, they do not truly assist at
Winter 2008 /2009

the time of the crime because they only record.
Ofﬁcers will not appear on the scene as a result of
captured footage.
Speaking with various residents, most people
feel as though this proposed camera would be a
complete waste of money. Residents at the east
end of the Point have found safety is not a concern.
Others, especially shelter residents, strongly
believe safety is a problem, but one which cannot
be addressed by the presence of a camera on the
corner of the street. Instead, suggestions have been
made to introduce a community foot patrol within
the area.
A local precedent for such a security measure is the
Downtown BIZ’s Downtown Watch. Downtown
Watch ambassadors, the majority of which are
volunteers, provide additional eyes and ears for

the Winnipeg Police Service. Ambassadors offer
directions, tourist information, ﬁrst-aid assistance
(CPR-certiﬁed) and other assistance wherever
needed. It has been a beneﬁcial and successful
service since 1995, but does not currently extend
beyond downtown’s ofﬁcial boundaries. South
Point Douglas rests on the periphery. Many wish
the Watch would travel into the Point.
According to Stephano Grande, the Executive
Director of the Downtown BIZ, “if there is interest
from within the community, we will deﬁnitely
look into extending the Downtown Watch into
South Point Douglas.” He adds, “The health of
our downtown knows no boundaries. We will do
whatever is in the community’s best interest to
either extend our services or assist the Point in
initiating their own community foot patrol.”

SOUTH POINT VIEW

T

Workshops: Voices of the Community

he secondary planning process in South Point Douglas is being
supported by planning students at the University of Manitoba. Students
contacted everyone in the community, informing them of planning
and how it might affect their neighbourhood. As part of the process, six
constituent groups were identiﬁed as stakeholders in the community. These
included the Aboriginal Centre, the Manitoba Metis Foundation (MMF),
private residents, area businesses, the shelter community, and the artist &

5

cultural community. Students held workshops with each of these constituent
groups and were encouraged by the high turnout and active participation of
all involved. The objective was to gain local knowledge and stories from the
neighbourhood to inform the emerging secondary plan. The following articles
offer a concise consolidation of the information gathered at these workshops.
This information has been compiled for use by the City in the development of
the secondary plan.

Aboriginal Centre Workshop

T

he rotunda of the Aboriginal Centre was a popular spot for participatory neighbourhood planning
in Point Douglas on October 29, 2008. Information sessions and interviews were conducted by
planning students in the days leading up to a public workshop. The partnership between students
and staff of the Aboriginal Centre and the University of Manitoba produced great results and saw a high
level of community engagement.
Planning students used a range of methods to gather information about the area. These included a scale
model, photographs, maps and collages. They gathered local knowledge about the Point and gained
insight into how people at the Aboriginal Centre are involved in the area. Participants communicated that
the Aboriginal Centre was important and ideally located. Heritage buildings and area character were also
valued. People appreciated both the Aboriginal Centre and the Manitoba Metis Federation and felt both
contributed to the area.
Community economic development emerged as a priority. Students and staff of the Aboriginal Centre
suggested a range of commercial and retail developments would enhance the Point. Although the majority
of students and staff are not Point Douglas residents, many suggested that increased opportunities to
work, shop and live in the area would be welcome.
Participants wanted Aboriginal culture to be celebrated in the planning for the area. Suggestions included
changing the name of Higgins Avenue to Neeginan Way (Our Place). They also suggested improved
pedestrian and bike safety would make the area more accessible for all people. A cross-walk in front of
the Aboriginal Centre and improved bus shelters emerged as key needs.
Results illustrated that assets, like the Aboriginal character of the area, were valued. At the same time,
people communicated that more affordable housing is needed. This opportunity would enable many
students to live closer to school. If housing were to be integrated into an area plan, a place for youth
activities, including sports and a community library, would also be required.
Increased housing, commercial and retail development would also be welcomed by Aboriginal Centre
stakeholders. A grocery store, Tim Hortons and other commercial shops were regarded as compatible with
the area. Participants strongly emphasized that any future development must consider income diversity
and the Aboriginal character of the neighbourhood.

Artist Community Workshops

A

rtists often see potential in neighbourhoods that others have overlooked. Homes or studios
are created which enhance and compliment an area. Unfortunately, when interest in these
neighbourhoods increases, artists are forced out as a result of rising property values. Gentriﬁcation,
as this process is often called, is a signiﬁcant threat to artists in the area.
Students facilitated three workshops meeting with local artists, the Grafﬁti Gallery, and youth from Argyle
Alternative School. Several key points emerged. Preserving the arts and cultural nature of the Point is a
priority. To achieve this, rezoning is required. Constituents desire mixed use or creative zoning that allows
light industry to coexist with residential dwellings. Access to affordable housing for artists and residents
is critical. Combined with that, a community centre or recreation facility would serve an existing need in
the area. Maintaining diversity through mixed income and sustainable green development is considered
critical to the area.
Brownﬁeld sites are a large concern. The general desire is to establish South Point Douglas as a
sustainable, green neighbourhood. Argyle students recommended using the Gateway Industries site for
a wind farm to generate energy for the neighbourhood. Other participants recommended vegetation to
remove contaminants from the soil.
Pedestrian and cycling opportunities should be increased along the riverfront. The Louise Bridge should
be closed to motor vehicles and redesigned as a pedestrian and bicycle pathway. Artists recommended the
Downtown Spirit bus be extended into the Point, creating a more solid connection to downtown.
Any development in South Point Douglas should take into account the people who are already there,
including those without permanent residence.
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Manitoba Metis Federation Workshops

T

he Manitoba Metis Federation (MMF) is one of several major landholders in the South Point
Douglas neighbourhood. Students designed three workshops with key MMF stakeholders, to
explore a shared vision for their site that could potentially be incorporated into the secondary plan.
The ﬁrst workshop clariﬁed MMF’s place in the larger neighbourhood. The second workshop identiﬁed
opportunities for moving forward and prioritized seven key themes in the following order: economics,
image/identity of the area, greenspace/sustainability, connections and barriers, community connections,
and parking. The third workshop explored possible futures. Recommendations that emerged from the
stakeholders included:
Create a more “legislative feel” for the MMF building and immediate area
A strong MMF identity, reﬂected in the building design, would make the MMF as identiﬁable as
Thunderbird House. This involves the use of Metis symbols in building design, signage and monuments.
Metis artifacts should be collected to display in a museum on site. The interior of the building would
beneﬁt from increased Metis identity, in part based on designing an ofﬁce layout to reﬂect the concept of
a collaborative Metis Government.
Develop a Metis event centre
A mixed-use event centre, established on MMF’s parking lot, could incorporate Metis businesses with a
large event space. This center could accommodate 3,000 to 5,000 people for holidays, assemblies and
related celebrations. It should be combined with a public awareness and education campaign to increase
literacy about Metis culture, history, identity and to advertise events and holidays.
Increase active transportation opportunities
Bike trails, connecting the MMF to the Red River and Waterfront Drive should be established. Create
a bicycle and pedestrian path across the Disraeli Freeway to encourage active transportation. Storage for
bicycles on-site and shower facilities should be provided for people who bicycle to work.
Establish a comprehensive support system for people without homes
Provide supports to help people without homes and encourage healing opportunities. Limit the distance
people must travel in order to get the services they need. Explore opportunities to create low-income
transitional housing and a daytime drop-in centre.
Draw economic investment to the neighbourhood
Increase awareness of MMF services, such Elsie Bear’s Kitchen, the Louis Riel Centre, and other MMF
afﬁliates. Establish a business incubator to provide low-cost space and shared services for emerging
businesses to gain a foothold in the marketplace.

Expand community awareness and partnerships
MMF recognizes that they need to learn more
about the programs and services that exist in the
neighbourhood, to establish partnerships with
community groups and to encourage more private
sector group partnerships.

Business Workshops

T

he business community identiﬁed ﬁve key recommendations that should be given further
consideration as the City of Winnipeg moves forward with its secondary planning process.

Take a larger view of the neighbourhood and engage more stakeholders
The current South Point Douglas neighbourhood proﬁle does not include the west side of Main Street.
This excludes many key business owners and property stakeholders from the process. Beyond Main
Street, the inclusion of other groups such as the Downtown BIZ, Mosaic Market BIZ, Exchange District
BIZ, Chinatown and CentreVenture was seen as being critical for the success of any plan.
Establish a community based protocol for urban design issues
Many businesses in the South Point Douglas area have come here to do business for a reason. They value
the quality of the location and wish to preserve many of the characteristics that make it unique. Embracing
a high standard of urban design will serve to promote a mix of land uses and facilitate pedestrian and other
forms of active transportation. Ensuring that new buildings complement existing developments in their
physical form will require a process that allows for community based consultation on design decisions.
Create meaningful tools for businesses to make investments
A tool to assist business owners in understanding how improvements impact assessment and taxation
would help them make needed investments. It was also felt that a cohesive area image and marketing plan
(such as the work done by the Mosaic Market) or a special area feature (such as a neon museum) would
add new life and invigorate the business sector.
Build on the strength of area location
Area businesses value their location in relation to the rest of Winnipeg. The Higgins Underpass could be
redeveloped to improve the connection between the North End and Downtown. Improved connections
between South Point Douglas and Waterfront Drive could also strengthen the area.
Ensure an integrated approach to mixing new development with existing area activities
Multiple use developments that preserve a street level commercial function combined with other uses on
upper ﬂoors are seen as most desirable. Businesses also recognize the potential for housing of all types
being developed in the area. Businesses wish to ensure that new developments are inclusive and will not
push out existing residents. The South Point Douglas business community sees its future in the strength
of diversity and an inclusive attitude towards change.
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Local Resident Workshops
Residents Workshop
In October, students went door to door and met with neighbourhood residents to inform them of the
upcoming planning process. On November 12th a visioning workshop for the residents was held at
Mentoring Artists for Women’s Art (MAWA), located on Main Street. Twelve residents attended the
workshop. Students chose three activities that would best engage participation in order to obtain valuable
information from residents and draw out their stories. Residents had valuable insights ranging from largescale development changes to small-scale neighourhood improvements.
Shelter Community
Students met with staff of the three main shelter providers in the City: Siloam Mission, Main Street
Project, and the Salvation Army Booth Centre, in November. These initial meetings generated much
useful information regarding the concerns of the community. Subsequent to these meetings, a workshop
was held for the residents of the Salvation Army Booth Centre on November 19th. The workshop was
designed to garner the knowledge of the residents about their area and many strong ideas emerged.
Common Themes
During the workshops with the shelter residents and those further east on the Point, several key themes
emerged. Although permanent residents indicated a distinct difference between the residential community
and area surrounding Main Street and Higgins Avenue, there were similarities that arose between the two
workshops, which were of particular interest including: fences, trafﬁc, safety/security, social services and
housing.
Fences
Permanent residents predominantly feel that fences and cement barriers in the neighbourhood are
aggressive. They keep people out and create an anti-human environment. Interestingly, shelter residents
acknowledged that fences may be visually unappealing, but indicated that they are necessary for security
- bottom line.
Trafﬁc - Higgins as Truck Route
Permanent residents compared Higgins to a highway and urged that trafﬁc-calming measures be
implemented. As a main route through the City, there is signiﬁcant noise pollution. In particular, residents
expressed concern about trucks idling near industrial sites, and consequently, near their homes. As a
possible solution to this, residents proposed closing the Louise Bridge to vehicular trafﬁc. The Louise
Bridge would become a pedestrian bridge and trafﬁc would instead be diverted to the Disraeli Freeway.
Trafﬁc - Disraeli Freeway
Shelter residents have expressed concerns regarding the absence of pedestrian crossings in the
neighbourhood. In particular, they require a safer and more useful pedestrian overpass on Disraeli.
Amenities
Basic amenities need to be provided in South Point Douglas in order to enable people to remain in the
area and to support the local economy. Both shelter and permanent residents agreed that there was need
for a grocery store, a bank, and other commercial services in the neighbourhood. Both permanent and
shelter residents expressed interest in the development of a coffee shop as well.
Safety & Security
Shelter residents are constantly faced with crime and violence. Safety and security emerged as their
strongest concern. They expressed a need for an increase in police presence in the area. In particular,
there is need for community policing, daily foot patrol and clean up, safe parks, and a safer outdoor
area for smoking. Shelter residents also expressed a need for better camera surveillance, both directly
outside the Salvation Army and at the intersection of Henry Avenue and Main Street. On the other hand,
safety and security were not as much a concern for the permanent residents who attended the visioning
workshop. With the exception of property-related crime, such as break and enter, crime is not a concern
in the area east of Gomez.
Social Services
There is a need for increased social services in the neighbourhood. There is a large shelter residence
population and services should be made more accessible. Improved substance abuse programs and a daytime drop in centre need to be a part of this. Currently, the Salvation Army’s Anchorage Program treats
addicts for only 60 days. Shelter residents explained this is not nearly long enough because when they hit
the street, they fall back on old habits.
Housing
Both permanent and shelter residents would like to see an increase in housing in the area. It is critical
that affordable housing for those with low-incomes be incorporated. Shelter residents suggested that the
Bell Hotel be converted into single room occupancy housing. There is fear among residents that more
gentriﬁcation will occur as a result of the condo developments along Waterfront Drive. This is a critical
issue that must be considered in the upcoming secondary plan.
Both workshops offered an exciting opportunity for residents to come together. Further supporting the
ﬁndings from the Salvation Army workshop, Siloam Mission has been generous in providing its internal
long-term planning report to students. In particular, they indicate a signiﬁcant need for comprehensive
integrated services and housing to help people get off the street. A highlight of the resident workshop was
the announcement of the formation of the South Point Douglas Residents Association. This association
will advocate for neighbourhood residents and will enable their voices to be heard in the public realm.
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he following map represents a culmination of ideas shared at visioning workshops with six South Point Douglas stakeholder groups. Several innovative,
sustainable plans emerged and ignited further brainstorming. On November 26, 2008, city planning students heldGaOvisioning
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Slow Down Disraeli - You’re Missing the Point

T

he Disraeli Freeway was built in 1959, during
an era of urban freeway construction across
North America. In many cases freeways
were planned to run directly through functioning
communities without public consultation, dividing
neighbourhoods and isolating communities in the
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EA
RN

LO

R
VE
RO

E
AV

X
RE

AV

E

P

VE

Y

ST

AV
E

AV
E

T

ARGYLE

GLAD

ST N

STON

E ST

IS
EL

N

L

L E ST
VE

ELLA

EXISTING
UNDERPASS

ANNA
B

STRIA

LE ST

ES

ST

TN
GOME
ZS

PR LIN

ARGY

ST

ST

WI
N

ED

RU
PE
RT
A

GA
LT

MACD
ONAL
DA

POIN

NEW UNDERPASS

ST

CURT
IS

GOM
EZ ST

AR
GY
LE

ST

if the City proceeds with the planned replacement
and commercial areas on the west side of the
ACDO
of the Louise Street Bridge with a M
four-lane
NAL Point while leaving the east side of the Point
AVEto be developed for much needed residential
structure. Such a project would vastly increase the Dfree
level of trafﬁc presently ﬂowing though the Point
development and create an unbroken community.
and doom it to continued use as an industrial area
Trafﬁc would run down Higgins and a new road
and throughway for trucks.HEA
either along the north side of the rail-line, or along
TON
AVE
Sutherland. This proposal would also address
There was a strong response from the workshops
concern that Sutherland is under-utilized. This
that the existing Louise Street Bridge should be
vision would begin to return the area to the way
GEchanged to pedestrian only and the trafﬁc from
it originally was, before the era when Modernist
OR
GEStreet be redirected to the Disraeli Bridge.
Nairn
urban freeways were constructed through the
AV
CombinedEwith the removal of the overpass, this
centre of cities beneﬁting automobiles rather than
would direct trafﬁc through existing industrial
the residents who live there.

DU
NC
AN
ST

T

YS

LIL

MA

RTH
A

ST

ities are literally ‘shaped’ by their
transportation systems. Point Douglas
is no exception. The fractured nature of
the community and its historical industrial use
are the direct result of transportation systems: the
rail-line bisecting the neighbourhood, bringing
industry, and the Disraeli overpass quartering the
neighbourhood and fracturing the community. One
part of the solution to this problem is the removal
of the overpass, re-stitching neighbourhood streets
back together. But this would be far less effective
AL
EX
AN
Winter 2008 /2009
DE
R

ING C

MEADE

Building a Community

C

EXIST

L INDU

AVE

HE
NR
YA
VE

RICT

AVE

ERCIA

AUSTIN ST

KING S

HIGGI
NS

A
SR
I
D

L DIST

COMM

MAPLE
ST

MAIN ST
T

MIXED

ER

MEADE

MAPLE

ERCIA

DOUG
LAS

B
AR

ST N

ST N

B

COMM
POINT

E
AV

Re-establishing the original grid in place of the
freeway will reconnect South Point Douglas
T downtown and improve the connections
with Sthe
D
within
the neighbourhood. These connections
AR
contexts. For example, Milwaukee’s East Park DWwill promote pedestrian and bicycle trafﬁc, whileRO
E
Freeway was demolished in 2002, fewer than 30
also offering plenty of new options for inﬁll VER
E
C
AV
IN
years after construction, and the original streetRgrid
development.ST
E
ST
T
E
While this proposal is a large-scale
re-shapingT
LL
S
A
of the trafﬁc patterns in theH area, it is a solution
VE
that has been adopted in other cities under similar
RO
G

E

LAND A
VE

was re-established. Much like the Disraeli Freeway,
the construction of Milwaukee’s freeway severed
connections between surrounding neighbourhoods
and the downtown. The removal of the freeway
opened up a large swath of prime land for mixeduse development while also encouraging further
investment in the surrounding area.

AV

SUTHE
R

AV
E

R
VE
RO

spanning the Red River. In place of the freeway,
students proposedE the re-establishment of the
AVoriginal street grid. To remain as
neighbourhood’s
ED
T
S
a key commuter
corridor, the bridge would open
LU
T
Sto
onto Higgins and Sutherland
divide the trafﬁc.
E
LL trafﬁc route, please
For an outline of an alternative
I
NV in the centre section on
consult the map belowAand
R
G
page 8 and 9.

OT

D

The plan suggests dismantling the Disraeli
overpass and freeway up to the foot of the bridge

VE

I
CL
EU

With these issues in mind, planning students
looked at ways in which connections could be reestablished within South Point Douglas and with
the rest of the city without obstructing commuter
trafﬁc. In a design charette, an alternative was
explored to reshape the heavy trafﬁc route.

TA
LB

ST
LD

AL
K

VE

IE
SF
ON
AC
BE

AW

Currently, a secondary planning process is
underway in South Point Douglas. Re-evaluating
and re-imagining the Disraeli Freeway has been
one of many hot topics. During the workshops
held in South Point Douglas, participants shared
their views on the freeway, describing how it
divides their neighbourhood,
separates it from the
STELLA
A
V
E
downtown and restricts pedestrian and bicycle
trafﬁc. However, the Disraeli Freeway is a key
commuter route to the downtown, handling 49,000
vehicles on a typical weekday.

RA
GA
S
I
L

ARGY

SC

HU

South Point Douglas was a victim of this same
approach to freeway construction. Prior to the
arrival of the Disraeli, neighbourhood streets
ﬂowed largely uninterrupted. While there was
opposition to the freeway in North and South
Point Douglas, the City nonetheless continued
with construction.

ET

X
RE

TN

GLAD

Y

T DRIVE
WATERFRON
EXTH ENSION
KE

T
PA

ICA

SYND

ELLA

ST

MCFA
R

ICATE

ST

LANE
S

TN

MCFA
R

STON

GLAD

E

NEW RESIDENTIAL

MCFA
R

IDGE
0

GLAS
AV

GLAS E
AV
LANE
ST

LANE
ST

ST
CURT
IIS
S

GOM
EZ ST

FOOT BR

ST
E
IDG

DU
NC
AN
ST

AV
E

PATH

T DO U

50

BIKE P

100

150

Metres

BIKEPATH
EXTENSIO
N

FOOT BR

TWO POSSIBLE LOCATIONS:
FUTURE PEDESTRIAN FOOTBRIDGE

FO

TH
PA ON
E
BIK ENSI
T
EX

E
IDG
R
B
OT

IDGE

AV
E

0

Riverwalk and Waterfront Drive

T

he Red and Assiniboine Rivers deﬁne the city and life within it. Presently,
a riverwalk extends from the Legislature through the Forks and continues
along Waterfront Drive. Unfortunately, South Point Douglas has no
ofﬁcial relation to its riverbanks. There are river paths and walkways within this
neighbourhood, but they are not formally recognized or cared for by the City.
Extending the riverwalk around Point Douglas would add to the active
transportation network in the City and it would allow for more cycling and walking
through the area. With the development of a public riverwalk, access to the river
will be available to everyone and connections to the surrounding neighbourhoods
on the river will be strengthened.
A connection to surrounding neighbourhoods could also be strengthened by
extending Waterfront Drive into South Point Douglas. The Waterfront Drive
extension along the river from its current location to Annabella Street could open
a new world of possibilities for the neighbourhood. Imagine a quiet street for
pedestrians and cyclists away from the heavy trafﬁc and noise of Higgins. The new
route would link the emerging artists’ community and residents of the Point to the
Theatre District and downtown while providing quality access to the riverfront.
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magine Whittier Park as a local park. It could be a reality. A pedestrian
bridge linking South Point Douglas to St. Boniface was an interesting
idea to emerge from the workshops. The goal of this idea is to link
the Point with Whittier Park and increase the connectivity between the
two neighbourhoods. One possible alignment of the bridge would be a
continuation of Annabella Street south over the river. This bridge would
be a valuable asset for the community because despite being only 600 feet
across the river, Whittier Park is almost a world away for area residents.
The Louise Bridge and the Provencher Bridge are the closest links, and
both require a roundabout route adding signiﬁcant length to the trip.
Neither bridge offers a feasible walk for pedestrians despite the “stones
throw” actual distance. A pedestrian bridge would serve both the residents
of Point Douglas and St. Boniface, and act as an important link to the city’s
active transportation network for pedestrians, bicycle commuters and
recreational cyclists alike. When combined with the widened pedestrian
access on the Disraeli, cyclists and pedestrians would be able to travel
from Elmwood to St. Boniface in a short amount of time, and Annabella
Street could become a hive of activity.
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Opening Henry To Main Street
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enry Avenue needs to be re-opened. Located east of Main Street and
one block south of Higgins Avenue, it has been labelled one of the
most dangerous streets in Winnipeg. It was closed to vehicle trafﬁc in
1999, a recommendation made by the North Main Task Force in preparation
for the Pan American Games. Its closure was intended to increase safety for all
pedestrians, particularly residents of the neighbouring Salvation Army shelter.
Closing the street may have decreased trafﬁc/pedestrian accidents, but it has
ignited several other safety issues for the area.
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Most locals and tourists avoid walking down Henry Avenue at all costs. The
trafﬁc barricade has led to very few eyes and ears on the street. Pedestrians feel
a sense of security when there are other people around. A sense of isolation
does not breed comfort. Instead it provides an ideal setting for gang activities
to transpire.
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bring back trafﬁc and street-life. The beneﬁts of doing so will far outweigh
A criminal element has been able to ﬂourish in the “dead zone” where Henry any negative repercussions. Trafﬁc creates presence and activity on the street.
E the area. More eyes and
meets Main. Shelter users have been victimized because of the opportunities Presence and activity provide
eyes
AVfor
NDears
LAand
THER
SU
presented to criminals in the artiﬁcially enclosed area.
ears provide witnesses which deter criminals. For the safety and well-being
of innocent downtown residents, trafﬁc needs to actively ﬂow down Henry
No one should feel terriﬁed to exit their front door. Opening the avenue will Avenue, as soon as possible. Tomorrow is not soon enough.
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According to Stephano Grande, Executive Director
for the Downtown BIZ, extending the Spirit is “a
realistic possibility.” The extension would of course
have to be approved by the City and Winnipeg
Transit, who spend $1 million a year to provide
this free service. However, if the neighbourhood
expresses sincere interest, they may be able to
inﬂuence the decision. Grande believes the opening
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he Downtown Spirit is a free shuttle service
for Winnipeggers and tourists. It comprises
three bus routes, which enable riders to zip
through the downtown core. Presently this service
ends at City Hall. South Point Douglas locals
envision this service extending into the Point with
bus stops at the Aboriginal Centre, Grafﬁti Gallery,
and another close to Argyle Alternative High
School. Through increased public transportation
options, and by encouraging tourism, the addition
of this bus route would be a signiﬁcant asset to the
area. As South Point Douglas is partially within
downtown’s ofﬁcial boundaries, the Downtown
Spirit should service the Point. This would increase
access to the proposed Aboriginal/Metis Cultural
District and Artists’ Hub.
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If this is the case, perhaps we need to start thinking
outside of the box. Why not move a controlled
intersection at Maple that no longer makes any
sense. Afterall, what once was an active ﬁrehall is
now a museum. Certainly they no longer require
the trafﬁc lights.

Extend The Spirit
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However, according to the Transportation Division
in the Department of Public Works, installing
a crosswalk at this intersection would not be
“desirable.” As speciﬁed by City of Winnipeg

quit living in the past. Would moving the trafﬁc
guidelines, a crosswalk should not be installed
AVE
DOUGLA
POINT
lights not
be an affordable
way toSsolve
a range of
within 200 metres of a set of trafﬁc lights. Austin
E
problems?
The
students
at
the
Aboriginal
Centre
V
Street is located between Maple and Main Streets
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so.
and both of those intersections are already
controlled by trafﬁc lights. The distance from
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Street to Maple Street is only 80 meters,
WA
NE
ABORIGINAL
LK
R
LO
thus the installation of a crosswalk at this location
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with
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guidelines. A pedestrian corridor, which is the
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crosswalk with overhead ﬂashing lights, is saidL to
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cost between $30,000 and $35,000.
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P

edestrians in the area of Higgins and Main
are well acquainted with the risks posed
by vehicle trafﬁc. Trafﬁc statistics for the
major streets in South Point Douglas support the
perception that interventions are needed to manage
the heavy load of cars. In planning workshops
with residents, students, Aboriginal groups, shelter
residents, service providers, the Mantiba Metis
Federation and businesses, it was clear that an
improved pedestrian and bike path network is
required in the area. Crosswalks were identiﬁed
by many people as a necessary safety measure,
particularly at the intersection of Higgins Avenue
and Austin Street. This is where many students
cross Higgins to access the large parking lot on
Austin.
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During public workshops, several alternatives
were expressed. Some suggested an increase in
residential zoning, more mixed-use and a creative
form of zoning, which would beneﬁt artists and
other cultural organizations within the community.
On the other hand, some people in the area were
content with the current zoning designations.
If there was to be an increase in residential land use,
stakeholders do not want it to be devoted solely
to high-end condominiums. A common concern
was that if zoned residential, South Point Douglas
would blend in with the rest of Waterfront Drive
and its new high-end developments. The presence
of these residences would raise property costs and
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make it very difﬁcult for current residents to remain
in the area. Residents would like to see more
residential zoning comprised of mixed-income
affordable housing units. These establishments
are gaining popularity across the continent, with
many precedents located in Portland, Oregon,
Minneapolis, Minnesota and Vancouver, British
Columbia. These residences could also be included
in mixed-use zoning along with small retail and
commercial services to be provided within or
near housing units. There is a critical shortage of
affordable housing in Winnipeg. This has been
exacerbated by the closure of several Single Room
Occupancy hotels and increasing rental rates. For
those attempting to move out of shelters there are
few options. Needed are hundreds of small single
room, bachelor, and single bedroom apartments.
Typical rental rates for those working low wage
jobs would need to be less than $350 / month (30%
of income).
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oning refers to the assignment of land,
by a municipality (typically a city), for a
particular use. Common zoning designations
are residential, commercial, agricultural and
industrial. Currently, South Point Douglas has
two zoning designations. West of Waterfront Drive
is multiple-use zoning, with light industrial zoning
to the east. Multiple-use sectors “encourage a range
of uses, sites, activities and buildings typical to a
diverse and vibrant central business district.” Light
industrial districts “provide for light industrial
uses that are carried on within a building. Outside
storage must be enclosed within a wall or fence
and no residential activity is allowed except for
staff/family employed upon the premises” (Zoning
By-law No.100/2004). Industrial activity within
the Point has been declining over the past few
decades and the City has recognized a need for
alternative zoning. There has been a lot of public
discussion regarding this change. However, the
particular type of zoning has yet to be determined.
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Government has also expressed interest in
changing the way that housing and services are
provided to those in need. In 2007, the Province
announced the HousingFIRST program designed
to improve the public housing stock and the

Federal Government has begun a test program
combining housing and social services. However,
what is desperately needed is the construction of
new affordable quality public housing.
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Another option is “artist zoning” which would
encourage the artists who currently live here to
remain in the area. This type of zoning would
permit artists to live and work in the same location
safely and securely. This space would also permit
them to hold art classes and/or workshops in the
same location. Artists often move into industrial
areas that are seeing a decline in their industrial
activity. This raises the area’s proﬁle, which in
turn transforms the industrial region into a trendy
destination. When property costs increase, artists
are forced to move from the area. Artists in South
Point Douglas do not want to be forced out. This
is their home and they love being here. If zoning
designations change in the neighbourhood, they
want to know that it will not affect their current
living situations.
Zoning deﬁnes neighbourhoods. The zoning
decisions made for the Secondary Plan will affect
the area and its residents for many years to come.

Maple Street Pedestrian Underpass

A

proposal to construct a pedestrian
underpass on Maple Street is not a new
recommendation, but a reinstatement of
a much needed connection in the neighbourhood.
The link seeks to promote ‘walk-ability’ and
improve connectivity in the neighbourhood.
It would serve as a remedy for the current
neighbourhood fragmentation. The connection
is valuable for the students and members of the
Aboriginal Centre to use. It would enable access
to key resources such as the neighbourhood library
in North Point Douglas. A pedestrian-friendly
route will help generate more foot trafﬁc in South
Point Douglas. It would encourage other forms
of active transport, such as cycling, within the

neighbourhood. A similar underpass exists on
Annabella Street.
Some of the design features of this proposed
pathway could include: 24-hour security lighting;
widened and divided sidewalks and bike paths to
enable pedestrians and cyclists to move freely; and
potential space for retail outlets such as a coffee
shop or ice cream parlor incorporated within the
tunnel. The proposed connection will enable the
removal of a dead-end Maple Street. Largely, the
connection will provide a safe and secure crossing
of the CPR railway lines. Many may not realize
this underpass was a part of the pre-consultation
study conducted by the City with North Point

FILLED IN MAPLE ST. UNDERPASS
Douglas residents, but the topic has arisen in
several workshops. At one point in time, there
was an underpass on Maple Street and many of the
residents of North and South Point Douglas would
like to see this re-opened.

Opportunities for the MMF Parking Lot

T

he parking lot in front of the Manitoba
Metis Federation (MMF) building presents
a signiﬁcant opportunity for development
in the area. The parking lot is over 59,000 square
feet, which is larger than the entire footprint of
the new Winnipeg Regional Health Authority
development on Main St. Because of its central
location between the Aboriginal Centre, the MMF
and Thunderbird House, a development in this
location would be ideal for serving the surrounding
community. Throughout the workshops, many
visions for the parking lot were suggested.
One suggestion was to develop the parking lot
with an event centre capable of holding upwards of
3,000 people. This centre could be used to house
larger events put on by the Aboriginal Centre and
MMF. According to this concept, the event centre
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would be located on the second level, while the
ﬁrst level would have shops and services to beneﬁt
the area.
A Metis green space that celebrates the culture
of the area was also suggested. The green space
could include a place for resting and recreation, as
well as a garden for traditional Metis plants used
for medicine. This would allow people in the area
to reconnect with nature in the middle of the city.
A concern when it comes to developing the parking
lot is the potential loss of available parking space.
Several people from the MMF and the Aboriginal
Centre depend on that particular parking lot.
While developing the site would remove surface
parking, a parking garage could be erected to the
south of the MMF building as an alterative.
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Leave Louise Alone

T

he Louise Bridge is a beautiful structure,
the second oldest span in the city. Its use to
move cars through Point Douglas has come
to an end. Agreed. The city’s plans to replace
it with a four-lane structure in 2015 have been
announced. Bad idea.
The initial promise and purpose of the Disraeli
Freeway was to move cars from downtown, over
Point Douglas and onto Henderson Highway. It’s
been doing that well. Recently, thanks in part to
the stadium controversy, due attention is being
paid to Point Douglas.
Any plans for the future of this prize area cannot be
determined by a primary 20th century concern….
moving cars and trucks. Outdated thinking. Is it
ten thousand vehicles going down Higgins each
day… just passing through? Direct Transport is
a marshalling yard for inner city deliveries from
off-loaded semi-trailers. Relocate that operation
and we have the potential for a burgeoning 21st
century model community. Close the Louise
Bridge to cars – keeping it open to pedestrians and
cyclists and activated gates for real emergency
vehicles. Well now the city can realize this goal of
a very desirable community.

Editorial By: Jordan Van Sewell

Picture this: Higgins becomes the natural extension
of Waterfront Drive meandering, yes, meandering
down to where Sutherland meets it. Bicycles
and pedestrians can then cross the beautiful and
historic Louise Bridge. This bridge will serve that
type of trafﬁc for another hundred years without
much attention. Now we are heading back up
Sutherland towards Main Street. There are many
options here; along Rover (the dyke road) and
going up to Pritchard or Burrows perhaps.
Now we are about $30 million ahead because
we needn’t recreate another Esplanade Riel, this
one connecting Annabella to Brazier Street in
East Kildonan. Remember we have the Louise
Bridge….something we could never recreate. The
money saved goes toward widening the Disraeli,
keeping its mandate on course.
Those cars previously passing through Point
Douglas now pass over. On the north end the cars
traveling east exit towards Nairn on the designated
one-way street – Midwinter? Cars coming from
Nairn travel a one-way street to Henderson…
Roche…Johnson? By the time they are above
Point Douglas they’ve spent less time and gone

through less trafﬁc lights than the outdated route
through the Point. Recall there is still Redwood to
Nairn and also Archibald to Provencher to access
downtown.
The only property expropriated is Direct Transport.
Maybe it becomes the new Manitoba Filmstage?
Okay, the Direct Transport Film Soundstage
(branding of course). No communities need endure
horriﬁc trafﬁc problems and our eyes focus on the
future when less cars and more public transport
are the norm.
Is this possible? Absolutely! The requirement
is to get our heads around the idea that the auto
will not dictate the look of our town. What an
opportunity this presents to have a community
built on the needs of its residents. Imagine Higgins
as a passive avenue ﬂanked by shops, houses,
multi-use structures, orchards, and green spaces.
What would it take to make this happen? Vision
and cooperation. Surely, that’s possible? What
could happen on this new extension of Waterfront
Drive? What would the ﬁnal “look” be? I don’t
know. I’ll leave that to the dreamers.

City re-Cycling
Written By: Macho Phillipovich

F

or the past three years, the Bike Dump has
been providing people in Point Douglas,
and across Winnipeg, with tools, expertise,
and a space to ﬁx, build, and maintain their own
bikes. Everything we provide is on a sliding scale,
or for work trade, with no one turned away for lack
of funds. We sell refurbished bicycles, but don’t
ﬁx other people’s bikes for them, for money or
otherwise. Instead, we’ll guide you through how
to ﬁx it on your own.
We’re volunteer-run and depend on peoples’
donations of time, money, and bike parts to keep the
space going and cover our rent and replace tools,
since we receive no grants or outside funding. If
you’d like to get involved in any capacity, please
stop by on the second Wednesday of any month at
7pm for a volunteer orientation.
We have a strong social-justice bent. Our group
is organized non-hierarchically (no boss!) using
consensus decision-making. Most summers
we offer hours for women & transgendered
people only, who are commonly excluded
from mechanical knowledge. We’ve partnered
with people in Grassy Narrows First Nation, a
community struggling against the clear-cutting of
their traditional land use area, to provide bicycles
for children in the community ﬁnishing school.
We’ve helped support Critical Mass participants
after they were roughed up by police. We have
Winter 2008 /2009

also worked with inner-city groups to do bicycle
workshops for children, including Turtle Island
Centre, IRCOM, Hugh John MacDonald School,
and Gordon Bell.
We’re hoping to inﬂuence the current South
Point Douglas Secondary Plan consultation to
better reﬂect the community. Many people in
the neighbourhood are more concerned with
maintaining its character and affordable housing
stock, than in deciding where exactly the American
Apparel and the condos should go. The vast
majority of the neighbourhood’s residents, who
live in shelters and residential hotels, a number
of whom work with us at our shop, don’t seem to
be recognized as residents by planners at all, and

are at the gravest risk of displacement by swelling
land values, ritzy development, and gentriﬁcation.
We’re happy to be starting to work with a number
of others in the neighbourhood who share the same
concerns and hope to meet with more of you in the
near future!
Presently, the Bike Dump is open to the public
on Sundays from 12-3pm, and on Tuesdays and
Thursdays from 6-9pm at the back of 631 Main
street (at Logan), entrance through the courtyard
on the south side of the building. We work with
people on a ﬁrst-come-ﬁrst-served basis so
make sure to come early! You can always visit
our website at http://bike-dump.ca/ for current
updates.
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Neon Museum A Bright Idea

T

he Neon Factory’s Mike Wolchuck has
been breaking new ground in Winnipeg’s
inner city for two decades. Originally
located at Main Street and St. Mary Avenue, the
Neon Factory made the move to the re-emerging
Exchange District in the early 1990’s. After 16
years of operation on Princess Street, Mike and
his operation made the move to 594 Main Street
two years ago. The current Neon Factory location
has been good for business with signiﬁcant room
for the storage of Mike’s collection of neon signs
and other memorabilia from around Winnipeg and
beyond.
A tour of Mike’s store and workshop revealed a
unique collection of neon signs both new and old.
His passion for neon art and historic preservation
is evident. He strolled from sign to sign telling
stories about how the signs were obtained and the
history of their original locations.
While Mike’s core business involves the
restoration of neon signs, his vision to promote
and preserve neon art extends far beyond. Along
with other business owners on Main Street
between Alexander and Higgins Avenues, Mike
has a vision for the future, illuminated by the glow
of neon signs. “I’ve had the idea for a long time
but Princess (Street) wouldn’t have been the place
for it. We’re taking a bunch of junk and turning
it into art.”The Neon Museum concept would see
buildings along Main Street serve as platforms to
showcase restored neon signs from Main Street’s

past along with new pieces. As Mike put it, “People
have been saying lets do something about this area
(Main Street) for years...its a disaster...well, why
don’t we just do something?”
Inspired by Las Vegas, Mike sees the establishment
of a Neon Museum on Main Street as a city
attraction but also a way to re-introduce a new
generation to neon as an art form. “By doing this
(the museum) I hope we can introduce neon to a
whole generation of people. I don’t want the art
form to die.”
His collection of Main Street neon includes pieces
from Main Meats, the Starland Theatre and the
Alexandria Cafe. In all, 20 pieces of vintage signs
could be installed along these blocks of Main
Street from the present collection.
With the cooperation of local businesses and
building owners, Mike hopes many of the neon
signs in his collection can be restored to their
original Main Street locations. As the project
develops the Neon Museum concept may expand
beyond the boundaries currently proposed.
The design for Winnipeg’s Neon Museum is still
in the planning phases. Initial support from the
local business community has been positive and
both CentreVenture and the Downtown BIZ have
agreed to provide ﬁnancial support for a feasibility
study of the project. The future deﬁnitely looks
bright.

Student’s Concerns About The Disraeli

Voices of Youth

Written By: Samuel Unrau

A

Written By:Stanley Wood

vital link that connects the northeast quadrant of the city to downtown Winnipeg is due for
an overhaul. As you guessed, I am talking about the Disraeli Bridge. This bridge services
approximately 42,000 cars a day. The Disraeli Bridge is a vital route that services local
businesses, residents, a high school, and connects downtown to the rest of the city. Currently, it is
in critical condition, and if not repaired in the near future, it could face an emergency shut down
and repair.

nce upon a time, South Point Douglas was the
birthplace of Winnipeg. It was a thriving farming
community in the latter half of the eighteenth
century. It was the most desirable and prestigious area
of the city. However, due to poor planning in the area,
it transformed into the industrialized neighbourhood in
which we go to school. The area is now only partially
residential. These residents are walkers and bikers,
leaving very few motor vehicles in the area.

The City has proposed a $140 million overhaul of the bridge that would require it to be closed
for up to 16 months. A contractor that is prepared to keep the bridge open as much as possible,
would be considered preferably. Unfortunately, for some processes of the repair, it will have to
be closed.
As a student of Argyle Alternative High School, which is located at the base of the Disraeli
Bridge, numerous concerns have arisen. One of the main concerns is access to the school. Bus
service may be disrupted with the potential of causing headaches to the students and staff. Other
concerns are the noise and dust in the air that would also have an impact on our school. However
this is expected in any construction zone.
If the City is planning on overhauling the Disraeli Bridge, I personally would recommend
expanding it by turning it into a dual span, six-lane bridge. My reasoning behind this suggestion
is that we are planning for the future, not the present.
Eventually bridges need to be repaired, and numerous bridges in the area have seen just that.
With the expansion of our city, and areas surrounding the City of Winnipeg, closing the Disraeli
Bridge would not be an option in the future. If we can build a dual span bridge, this will allow for
easier repairs in the future. During rush hour times, the bridge can sometimes become backed up.
By adding a dual span, six-lane bridge, we will be increasing the capacity to handle more trafﬁc,
in case the Louise or Redwood Bridge needs to be shut down for their repairs.
I hope that the City re-considers the plan for a dual-span bridge, and that the provincial government
steps up with funding. This street is more important than motorists and citizens think. When the
bridge is closed, most will realize how much they relied on this route. When the bridge is closed,
gridlocked trafﬁc will be felt throughout the city.
Samuel Unrau is a student at Argyle Alternative High School in South Point Douglas.

O

Recently, the Department of City Planning at the
University of Manitoba decided to run workshops
with individuals who live, work or spend a lot of time
within their study area. On November 14, 2008, there
was a workshop held at our school. The workshop was
informative and mainly revolved around maintaining
and stabilizing the South Point Douglas neighbourhood.
The workshop included an activity in which three groups
of students created a society of the “hood” as if it had
broken off and only the land was left.
In the end, the student voice was heard and ideas were
collected. The university’s City Planning Department
will share their ﬁndings with the City of Winnipeg’s
Planning Department and our ideas will be taken into
consideration. There was a public meeting at our school
on December 2nd. There will be additional meetings in the
coming months, and they too will be open to the public. I
urge you to get out there and have your voices heard!

Stanley Wood is a student at Argyle Alternative High
School in South Point Douglas.
Winter 2008 /2009
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Bringing Down the Open House

S

outh Point Douglas is a community to
be reckoned with. On December 2nd,
local residents, business owners, artists,
representatives from shelters and Aboriginal
organizations, and others attended the City’s ﬁrst
ofﬁcial secondary plan meeting. Over 75 people
gathered at Argyle Alternative High School, which
pleasantly overwhelmed the facilitators. This
turnout underpins the unrelenting dedication to the
neighbourhood.
Kurtis Kowalke, District Planner for the area, was
the main facilitator for the evening. Three planners
from the City and city planning students assisted
Kowalke. City Councillor Mike Pagtakhan gave
a warm welcome. Kowalke continued with a
slideshow presentation introducing the secondary

The Next Steps

O

ver the next 12 to 18 months, the City of
Winnipeg will be working with the South
Point Douglas community developing
a neighbourhood secondary plan. Background
analysis began back in 2007. As a summer
intern project, University of Manitoba student
Cara Nichols gathered research on the historical,
geographical and socio-demographic aspects
of the area. A few people in the neighbourhood
were spoken with to ascertain whether some basic
assumptions were correct - that many residents
take great pride in their neighbourhood, that a
unique culture is taking hold in the neighbourhood,
and that people think positive change is possible
through proper planning.
The process over the coming year will involve
more public meetings, concluding with a Public
Hearing at Community Committee. Throughout
this process, there will be communication across
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plan process and provided a brief overview of
the background study conducted by the City.
Brock Feenstra spoke on behalf of the U of M’s
City Planning class, giving a summary of the
engagement workshops they held. The participants
broke into groups and began a mapping exercise,
enabling them to explore visions for the
neighbourhood.
Rigorous discussions ensued and groups presented
their ideas. Recommendations were made to
explore creative housing options for the area.
These included the creation of co-op housing,
live/work spaces, mixed-income and rent-to-own
units with ﬁxed property taxes. Others focused
on transportation within the neighbourhood.
Suggestions included transforming the Louise
City departments to ensure that we understand the
perspectives and needs of Community Services,
Water and Waste, Transit, Public Works and others.
As we move towards a draft plan it will be critical
that we have concurrence with those departments
so that all of our efforts are aligned.
Stakeholder participation will be increasingly
essential over the next six to seven months as we
sort through the comments and visions that came
out of both the public meeting and the individual
stakeholder exercises carried out in advance of
that meeting. Many questions were asked and
ideas were raised that will require some followup. We will conﬁrm the status and opportunities
for input on various transportation projects on the
horizon. We will talk to Housing Development
about how affordability issues can be addressed.
As we review the survey results and mapping
exercise, we will see relative consensus on some
neighbourhood issues and diametrically opposed
views on other issues. By sitting down with a team
Welcome to the South Point
Douglas Residents Association
(SPDRA)
We would like to take this opportunity to
announce the formation of the South Point
Douglas Residents Association (SPDRA). The
SPDRA’s mission is to represent, promote
and protect the residential character of South
Point Douglas (SPD). While understanding the
historical nature of SPD, we will advocate for the
ethical and environmentally sound growth of the
area, focusing on housing, green space, cultural
initiatives and independent small business. If
you are interested in having a voice in the future
development of SPD, we would like to invite
you to join SPDRA. If you are interested please
contact Nadin Gilroy by e-mail: nadgil@mts.net
or at 943-8911.

Contacts and Further Information:

South Point Douglas Pre-Consultation Study
http://www.winnipeg.ca/ppd/planning/Secondary_Plans/SouthPointDouglas/SPD_Pre_Consult.pdf
South Point Douglas Neighbourhood Inventory
http://www.winnipeg.ca/ppd/planning/Secondary_Plans/SouthPointDouglas/SPD_nhbd_inv.pdf
Kurtis Kowalke, District Planner (Downtown), City of Winnipeg
kkowalke@winnipeg.ca
Dr. Sheri Blake
blakes@cc.umanitoba.ca
Winter 2008 /2009

Marcella Poirier
mpoirier499@gmail.com

Bridge into a pedestrian-only bridge, creating a
walkway/bicycle path all the way around the Point
and reconﬁguring the Disraeli.
Participants envision South Point Douglas as
an eco-friendly, model neighbourhood. This
vision could include geo-thermal district energy,
community gardens, an orchard, and outdoor
recreation area on Gateway Industries’ property.
This was only the beginning of the secondary
planning process, which could last anywhere
from 12 to 18 months. At the close of the evening,
Kowalke encouraged attendees to leave their
contact information for small discussion forums.
The second public meeting is scheduled for March
2009.
of stakeholder volunteers, a group that represents
a cross-section of community interests, we hope
to advance the dialog on why there are some
conﬂicting views and try to build some common
priorities about the long term vision for South
Point Douglas. That dialog is expected to begin
in January. The stakeholder advisory team will
then present its ideas, and how they came about,
to the general public at an open house most likely
in early spring. If the team’s progress at the time
is well-received, the secondary plan will be on
track to have a draft document by early summer.
If not, we will have to decide whether to spend
additional months to work through issues, or to
reduce the scope of the plan so that a concensus
can be submitted for Council’s endorsement. At
the end of it all, we hope to have a road map for
new development that will help the community
achieve its goals.
Planning information from Planning, Property and
Development, City of Winnipeg.

Sharrows

I

n September 2008, Winnipeg City
Council approved a reconstruction plan
for the Disraeli Freeway that includes the
construction of a separate bridge for cyclists
and pedestrians. Although the ﬁnal alignment
of the bridge has not yet been ﬁnalized,
preliminary plans show it linking Annabella
Street in Point Douglas to Brazier Street in
Elmwood. When constructed, the new bridge
will offer cyclists a car-free environment
to avoid the busy and dangerous Disraeli
Freeway and the narrow Louise Street Bridge.
South Point Douglas already serves as a
major piece of the city’s emerging active
transportation infrastructure. Annabella Street
is a key north-south route in the current
network, and Higgins Avenue recently
received shared-roadway signage and onstreet markings designating it as a bicycle
route. These road markings, referred to as
“sharrows,” are intended to alert motorists as
to a cyclists’ right to use the roadway, as well
as indicate a safe passing distance. Sharrows
have been used in cycling networks across
the world including San Francisco, Paris, and
Chicago. This is part of the City’s $3 million
commitment to cycling infrastructure in 2008.
A public consultation process will begin in the
near future.

APPENDIX J
City of Winnipeg  Secondary Plan Process Outline

South Point Douglas Plan Process and Timeline

Technical Advisory Team (Transit, Public Works, Water & Waste, Community Services, etc.) review and input

Community
Committee Request

Background
Research

Council Direction
and Authority

Affirm
Stakeholder
Commitment
December 2007

April 2008

Pre-Plan

Public Meeting:
review background
info; scope out
community vision
and priorities

Select stakeholder
advisory team reps

October 2008

December 2008

Public Meeting:
Review of draft land
use priorities and
policies

Public Meeting:
Draft Secondary
Plan

Plan submitted
for first reading
at Council

Public Hearing at
Community
Committee

Council Approval

Stakeholder advisory team reviews and organizes
communty feedback

March-April 2009

Plan Development

June-Sept. 2009

Sept.-Dec. 2009

March-June 2010

Committee and Council review and approval

APPENDIX K
City of Winnipeg Open House Questionaire

South Point Douglas Neighbourhood Plan

Q U E S T I O N N A I R E

Tuesday, December 2, 2008, from 7:00pm to 9:00pm
Argyle School – 30 Argyle Street
1.

Are you a:
12
12
8
7
6
2
1

A representative of a cultural or social institution
Business or property owner in South Point Douglas
Resident living in South Point Douglas
Resident (North Point Douglas)
An artist with a studio in South Point Douglas
Resident (Exchange District)
Other: “curious”

2. How did you find out about the open house?
12
11
10
4
3
3
1

Flyer
Email
Word of Mouth
Other: “University of Manitoba”
Other: “Telephone”
Poster
Newspaper

3. What kind of land use would you like to see more of in your neighbourhood?
26
22
21
3
3
1
1
1
1
1
1

Residential
Green space
Commercial
Industrial
Institutional
Other: “social housing with rent geared to income; grass roots community projects; treatment
programs; tenancy advocates”
Other: “arts + music venues”
Other: “bike paths”
Other: “recreation – especially youth”
Other: “balanced development”
Other: “food mart”

4. Are you satisfied with the amount of greenspace in your neighbourhood?
Yes

13

No

25

If no, what form(s) of greenspace does the neighbourhood lack?
• for every square foot of building, return to green space – German concept
• sidewalks, trails, waterfront access
• recreational greenspace, greenspace for eco friendly transportation
• there are more parking lots & pavement than green spaces
• NPD but not well tended or utilized; needs developed + maintained walkways along river, rest spots, benches,
access to riverbank, docks, play structures for kids, lawn bowling for seniors, swimming pool, bike paths, tennis
court
• could clean up the riverbank

1

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

waterfront greenspace like Steve Juba Park
tree/plants on sidewalks, mini parks; sitting areas
community gardens, parks, natural growth areas
areas to sit & enjoy the outdoors – walking paths; lit areas to congregate & meet others (park-type areas)
There is ample greenspace in riverbank, bike trail and undeveloped lots but all of limited program possibility –
no playground/park for example; i.e. not family-oriented
Yes in NPD. SPD needs walkways, encouragement to pedestrian/cycle traffic, transit as well as green space
including paths around the point connecting other existing paths
parks / if existing “vacant” land is developed there will be little greenspace
more parks to encourage family activity
well lit parks, usable riverbank space, continuous walkways
parks, orchards, community gardens, riverbank wildlife area
recreation areas
The Waterfront Drive should continue east and join with Higgins at the new Louise Bridge
soccer pitch
developed linear riverbank parkway, town common green; lot and lots of trees
just more of it
too many run down factories + rental homes that are not looked after
clean, tranquil, secure sectors
I am satisfied with the amount, but not the quality of local greenspace
all

5. What is special about the neighbourhood that requires protection or enhancement:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The heritage buildings (housing, comm. & industrial); the small blocks; old trees
old centre of the city
cultural diversity
riverbank central location (but inaccessible)
the cultural & historical value
affordable housing, social programs, small business
the history – the structures – the story
The housing, the people, the arts community, small businesses, the riverbank
some of old bldgs.
riverbank
historic – CPR Station, firehall, churches; no gentrification – work with community to support homeless,
prostitutes etc.
old buildings, history, warehouses
the people – “no gentrification” – work with community to build strong community with those who are already
there! not just “homeowners”
existing residential/studio neighbourhood population. Heritage industrial architecture
NPD: little thru traffic, riverbank; SPD: heritage structures, riverbank
big trees; low income housing
a few heritage buildings, old warehouses + brick buildings, trees
residential, greenbelt at riverside
The neighbourhood is home to many poor people who are likely not counted as current residents. Planning
should start with them and should seek to house and provide services for them.
Central residential area; historic area
heritage building – both commercial & residential; affordable; multi-cultural
Buildings come and go the water / riverbank should be enhanced
river/woods
location close to Forks, etc.; downtown bus routes easily accessible; can easily walk to downtown
aboriginal/cultural/artistic
The riverbank should be left to its natural state and not manicured as Juba Park etc.
greenspace, cachet

2

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

heritage bldgs need to be preserved
it is one of the oldest neighbourhoods with great potential along the river
the greenspace – the informal evolution to date
It is a beautiful little village in the middle of the city.
The perception of the area doesn’t match the reality.
public and private property
affordable housing, limited traffic
low taxes, heritage buildings, riverbank

6. What do you feel is your neighbourhood’s biggest concern?
15
14
13
12
12
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Restrictive zoning
Crime/safety
Vehicular traffic
Preservation of community assets
Incompatible industries
Other: “hotels
Other: “lack of affordable housing/non-market”
Other: “bad/suburban design
Other: “lack of investment”
Other: “racism, economic exploitation”
Other: “derelict and abandoned buildings”
Other: “poor road + traffic planning”
Other: “petty vandalism”
Other: “more residents”

Comments:
• used to have a lumber company with 2 trucks they locked up at night; now we have a trucking company 24
hr/day
• perception of crime problem
• opportunity for the community to develop the “character” of this neighbourhood as part of Winnipeg
• Some people stay in transitional shelter because they don’t want to leave the area!
• existing residential+ industrial bldgs at risk
• All of SPD should be mixed residential-commercial with transit + green space. It is completely obsolete as a
manufacturing, cold storage etc. area. Trucks!
• More so than existing crime rates, I am more concerned about increased policing and BIZ patrols being an
oppressive force.
• support of ab. programming
• sustaining lifestyle
• A major roadway is required for future + present populace.

7. Did you find this meeting valuable and informative?
Yes

29

No

3

If no, how do you think it might have been improved?
• more public dialog + consideration; people that live here that did not attend
• could have had a “board” paper to record people’s questions
• I would have liked to learn more details about how the planning process will proceed and how residents can get
involved.
• mix up people/stakeholders
• the meeting could have been much better with a couple of microphones and a good free for all town hall
session

3

8. Are there other issues on which the secondary plan should be concentrating?
Yes

12

No

3

If yes, please describe:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Design standards. I am more bothered by offensive design than I am by offensive land uses.
working with other levels of gov’t to secure funding for more public housing.
there should be more focus on resolving the issues behind the reasons why there has been little or no
revitalization to a center community of Winnipeg; whether this has anything to do w/ city zoning, ownership, etc.
a real mixture of housing: by age, socio-economic, density; real mixture – no enclaves; rail line for rapid transit
gentrification + preserving the earth
recognize people who live in non-traditional residences i.e. – shelters – in parks – in abandoned buildings by
river – where will they go
mix of resident/income types
listen to the people who live and work here
very important to review traffic flow and road networks
protection of existing businesses
social/public housing, not-for-profit housing, co-op housing, rent geared to income housing
owner of the southern most point
bring transportation expert next time
moving cars through area
affordable housing for inner City of Winnipeg
There should be a review of the homeless services so they mesh with infrastructure and other area changes.
Example: some services are located on the east side of Main but available meal services are located on the west
side. So they start to move at the peak times as commuters.
traffic bridges housing marginalized populations

Note: more than one box could be checked for any question.

Planning, Property, & Development Department
#15 – 30 Fort Street, Winnipeg, MB R3C 4X5

4

APPENDIX L
South Point Douglas Residents Association
Annual General Meeting Invitation

KEEP IN TOUCH

SOUTH
POINT
DOUGLAS
RESIDENTS
ASSOCIATION

Please fill out the form below and leave
it at the AGM. The Residents
Association will use the information to
contact you about news and events.

Name
_____________________________
Address
_____________________________
Phone
_____________________________
Email
_____________________________

ANNUAL
GENERAL
MEETING

Comments

CONTACT US

spdresidents@gmail.com

Thursday July 9th
7:30 PM
Argyle School
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2. INTRODUCTIONS
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HOW CAN I HELP?
Come to the AGM and get involved. Our
voice is made stronger by working together.
Email spdresidents@gmail.com for more
information.
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1. CALL TO ORDER

STON
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WHAT HAPPENS AT THE ANNUAL
GENERAL MEETING?
The annual general meeting is an
opportunity for citizens to discuss issues
of interest in the neighbourhood. Any
ongoing concerns such as safety, recreation,
streets and roads, housing or other
issues can be part of the discussion. The
issues come from you. The AGM will also
be an opportunity for the selection of
neighbourhood representatives to carry on
the work of the association throughout the
year. The AGM is also a great opportunity
to get to know other members from the
community.
TA
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South Point Douglas Residents
Association
Annual General Meeting
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WHY DOES SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS NEED
A RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION?
South Point Douglas is a neighbourhood
that will see big changes in the years ahead.
Just last year, a proposal was made to
turn the entire neighbourhood into a new
stadium site. The quick action of concerned
residents helped stop that project. The City
of Winnipeg is undertaking a secondary
plan for South Point Douglas. This plan
will propose changes to zoning, building
regulations, streets and other issues
that will impact all of us. Some of these
changes will be positive, others may not.
A residents’association will let the City of
Winnipeg know what our concerns are.

WHO CAN BE A MEMBER?
Any resident of South Point Douglas can
be a member of the residents association.
You do not need to be a homeowner to join.
Anyone who lives in this neighbourhood is
welcome. Whether you have lived in the area
for many years or only a short time, your
views are important.

ALLA
N

WHAT IS A RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION?
Residents associations represent the
opinions and interests of a neighbourhood.
Every neighbourhood has its own unique
issues. The people who live in an area
understand their issues better than anyone.
A residents’ association is a group of people
who can meet regularly to discuss local
issues and take action with City Hall or
other officials when required. The residents
association will work throughout the year
to work for the interests of local residents.
This association is an advocacy group for
you.

Other Business
10. ANNOUNCEMENTS
11. ADJOURNMENT

APPENDIX M
South Point Douglas Residents Association
Neighbourhood Concept Map
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APPENDIX N
South Point Douglas Residents Association
Six Point Plan

May 25, 2009

SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS
Vision for a Neighbourhood
South Point Douglas residents have a vision for a
vibrant, creative and sustainable community. As the
area makes its final transition from traditional industry to new uses serious choices will need to be made.
Proposals for stadiums, freeways, and even an inland
beach have distracted attention from the real work of
building a vision for a new Winnipeg neighbourhood.
Building on the advantages of its people and geography, South Point Douglas can be a model community.
Red River Greenway

Vibrant.
Creative.
Sustainable.

been born. Artists support each other through strong
community bonds. An Artist’s Village concept would
permit live/work spaces for creative work. The
growing number of gallery, museum and performance
spaces in the vicinity could help support the area as
a centre for the arts in Winnipeg. This concept would
add other attractive feature to the edge of Winnipeg’s
downtown along with The Forks and the Exchange
District.
LEED Neighbourhood Development

Much of Winnipeg’s riverfront is cut off from public
access due to historic development patterns. The
spectacular waterfront along the Red River can be
enhance in a new neighbourhood plan. The eventual
clean-up and development of Gateway Industries
and other formal industrial sites offers the opportunity
to create a complete greenway belt along the Point
Douglas waterfront. As part of a larger trail system,
the greenway would support active transportation in
the city. As a wildlife corridor, the greenway could
preserve elements of natural riparian vegetation and
vital habitat for nesting birds and other animals. The
Red River corridor must be preserved as a place
available for use by all Winnipegers.

Moving beyond the individual building, LEED
Neighbourhood Development promotes and accredits
sustainable design in a larger context. South Point
Douglas is ideally suited to serve as Manitoba’s first
LEED neighbourhood. Canadian Standards are now
being developed for LEED Neighbourhood Design
in North America. 24 Canadian projects are a part
of this pilot project, none of which are in Manitoba.
The principles of proximity to the city centre, reuse
of brownfields, support for active transportation and
sustainable energy may make this neighbourhood an
ideal project. When combined with other elements
of the neighbourhood vision, LEED Neighbourhood
Development would add profile and purpose to this
community as a component of Manitoba’s strategy for
action on climate change.

Transportation Infrastructure

Mixed Income Housing

The future of the Louise Bridge is a vital component of
any plan for Point Douglas. The eventual configuration
and capacity of the Disraeli Freeway will impact future
decisions for the Louise Bridge and other elements of
the road network. As older industries leave the Point
for improved access to facilities such as Centreport,
the need to construct a new twinned bridge to
replace Louise Bridge will no longer exist. There is an
opportunity to decommission the existing Louise Bridge
as a vehicle route. Alternate configurations of the
Disraeli network could make these changes possible.
Higgins and Sutherland Avenues could become
reactivated as retail and mixed use streets. Decisions
about road and mass transit routes in Point Douglas are
critical to the types of development that will occur.

From waterfront condominiums to shelter housing, Point
Douglas is a mixed income neighbourhood. The natural
beauty and location of South Point Douglas will make
it an attractive location for new housing development.
There must be room for everyone in a community vision.
Affordable housing must find a place along side
market driven development in Point Douglas. If current
residents, including artists and others, are to continue
to live in this neighbourhood planning will be of vital
importance. Wholesale gentrification of the area with
high rise condominiums will destroy the hard work of
those who helped build this community. A mandate
for a mix of housing types will support this vision for a
mixed income community.
Winnipeg’s Heritage and Multicultural Hub

Artist’s Village
Point Douglas has a long history. As the site of Fort
Creative people make dynamic cities. Winnipeg has
Douglas and the home of Winnipeg’s first river crossa strong artistic community. Richard Florida’s research ing, Point Douglas is steeped in the history of Winniindicates that although Winnipeg represents only
peg’s settlement. The Aboriginal Centre and Manitoba
2.25% of Canada’s population, it is home to over
Metis Federation have a prominent role in this neigh12% of its artists. Many of these artists call Point
bourhood. A First Nations centre, Neeginan, is already
Douglas home. Artists have come to the neighbourhood growing as a centre for services, training and housing.
because of the availability of unique spaces suitable
The MMF is exploring a master planning vision for its
for studios at reasonable cost. As many creative
site as a centre of Metis government. This neighbourpeople from around Winnipeg have come together
hood can once again become a crossroads for many
in this neighbourhood a sense of community has
cultures.

APPENDIX O
South Point Douglas Residents Association
Transportation Report and map

Disraeli Louise
Bridges of Point Douglas

Introduction
Bridges of Point Douglas
Point Douglas is impacted by the location of
two of Winnipeg’s major transportation links to
Downtown, the Disraeli and Louise bridges. These
two routes bring large volumes of traffic through
both the north and south ends of Point Douglas as
vehicles use these routes two cross the Red River
and CPR Main Line.
South Point Douglas residents and other groups
have expressed a desire to see changes made to
the current configuration of these routes in their
neighbourhood. As the City of Winnipeg continues
to move forward in the creation of a secondary
plan for South Point Douglas, the impacts of
these two routes on future planning should be
considered.
As land use changes from industrial to a
greater degree of mixed use in South Point
Douglas, how will the Disraeli and Louise
bridges support or impede this evolution? Both
bridges are also in the process of, or are being
considered for, redevelopment and infrastructure
renewal. Residents in the area are seeking to
understand how these changes may impact their
neighbourhood and if alternatives exist to current
redevelopment proposals that could meet the
needs of all stakeholders.

The Disraeli Bridge crossing Sutherland Avenue.

This document outlines some proposals for
consideration as Point Douglas enters this
critical era in its evolution and development. The
recommendations attempt to strike a balance
between the needs of Winnipegers who rely on
these two vital transportation corridors along with
the aspirations of this emerging neighbourhood.

Area overview - Traffic volume data from City of Winnipeg 2007 Traffic Counts. Disraeli and Louise
Bridges at centre. Redwood Bridge (top) and Provenchier Bridge (bottom) Traffic count information
represents average weekday volume over a 24 hour period. This map highlights the link between Nairn
Avenue / Louise Bridge and Henderson Highway / Disraeli Freeway.

Louise
Bridge
Backgrounder
The Louise Bridge was Winnipeg’s first bridge.
Originally constructed in 1881 to serve as a
crossing point for the Canadian Pacific Railway
main line, the Louise Bridge also handled
pedestrian and carriage traffic. The CPR
discontinued its use of the bridge in 1904. The
current Louise Bridge supports two lanes of traffic
and was constructed in 1911. After the Redwood
Bridge (1908) it is the second oldest bridge in the
City of Winnipeg.
At present the Louise Bridge averages 24,000
vehicle trips per weekday according to City of
Winnipeg traffic counts. This level of traffic is
similar to that of the Redwood Bridge (22,000) and
just more than half of the Disraeli Bridge (41,000).
A local residents group has promoted the idea of
retaining the existing Louise Bridge but closing it
to vehicle traffic. Improvements would be made
to the bridge to support active transportation
along this route. Vehicle traffic would have to use
alternative routes.
The replacement of the current Louise Bridge with
a four-lane structure has been considered by the
City of Winnipeg. The 2009 capital budget calls for
the Louise Bridge to be replaced in 2015 or 2016
with a new four-lane structure. The estimated cost
of the project has grown from an original estimate
of between $20 - $60 million to a current estimate
of $100 million.

South foot of the Louise Bridge.

Residents are concerned over the volume of traffic
generated by he Louise Bridge. Area residents
assert that the traffic along Higgins Avenue
caused by the bridge is not destined for the
neighbourhood and is seeking passage through to
Main Street. South Point Douglas residents have
indicated their opposition to the further increase in
traffic that a new four-lane bridge would generate.
The closure of the Louise bridge would have
impacts for vehicle traffic. These concerns could
be addressed by a reconfiguration of vehicle
access at the north foot of the current Louise
Bridge. Traffic approaching from the East via Nairn
Avenue would need to directed further west to
Disraeli.
The closure of the Louise Bridge would create
a “closed loop” linking Higgins Avenue traffic to
Sutherland Avenue. With the exception of the one
large truck depot on Higgins Avenue most all of
the heavy traffic generators have disappeared from
the area. The eastern portion of Higgins Avenue
between Gomez Street and the Louise Bridge
may no longer be required as a truck route if these
changes were made.

Intersection at Nairn and the North foot of the Louise Bridge. (Top)
Tight squeeze - Truck negotiates the same intersection (Below)

Concept map outlining basic traffic flow issues. Traffic that once entered the Louise bridge from Nairn
Avenue intersection would be directed along Midwinter through the existing Disraeli underpass at Talbot
Ave. to cross the bridge. Traffic exiting the Disraeli for points east would exit at Talbot Ave as they do
currently. Access from Henderson would not be impacted.

Midwinter Avenue going under the Disraeli Bridge - A view from the east.

Disraeli
Bridge
Backgrounder
The Disraeli Freeway is a combination of a
bridge, overpass and surface road providing a
transportation link from the Northeast of Winnipeg
to the Downtown area. The total roadway is
approximately two kilometers stretching from
Henderson Highway in the North to Main Street
in the South. The Red River Bridge spans 320 m
(1050 feet) and the CPR Overpass spans 390 m
(1280 feet).
The Disraeli Freeway was completed in 1960
following a lengthy debate around the exact form
the project would take. Early project proposals
called for a bridge over the Red River and an
underpass through the CPR tracks. Concerns
over the present condition of the Disraeli system
has resulted in a decision by the City of Winnipeg
to make improvements to the structures.
The current proposal adopted by City Council in
2008 would see the existing Disraeli configuration
remain in place with four traffic lanes and a
sidewalk on one side of the bridge. This project is
estimated to cost between $120 and $160 million.
Construction is to begin in 2010 during which time
vehicles will be required to use alternative routes
for a period of 16 months.

in regard to pedestrian and bicycle access on
the bridge and overpass. Proposals to improve
access for active transportation have ranged from
the addition of a sidewalk on both sides of the
bridge to the construction of a new pedestrian and
cycling bridge over the Red River in the area of
Annabella Street.
For residents of Point Douglas, the Disraeli
Freeway is a serious barrier to neighbourhood
improvement. The overpass and freeway portions
of the corridor have dislocated the original street
grid in the area and made pedestrian crossings
hazardous or impossible in many areas. As a part
of the secondary plan process for South Point
Douglas, residents are recommending that final
decisions on major infrastructure projects such
Disraeli should be delayed until land use plans are
completed.
The renewal of the Disraeli infrastructure could
consider the use of a street level route that would
allow direct access to both Higgins Avenue and
Sutherland Avenue. These two east-west streets
would allow access to Main Street without the
need to cut off the natural street pattern in South
Point Douglas.

Other options were considered as a part of the
Disraeli reconstruction project including the
expansion of roadway capacity with a six-lane
structure, an increase from the existing four lanes.
Additional concerns have also been presented

Disraeli Freeway crosses over Sutherland Avenue and the Point Douglas neighbourhood.

A view from the Disraeli Overpass near Sutherland Ave. Opportunities exist to improve area image.

Existing street grid in South Point Douglas with Disraeli Freeway.

Disraeli Freeway is rerouted, providing an opportunity to re-establish the neighbourhood street grid and
opening new property for development.

Overview of Disraeli and Louise Bridge proposals.

APPENDIX P
Planning Process Evaluation Matrix

PLANNING PROCESSES EVALUATION MATRIX
Evaluation Terms
High - Quality representation of this
evaluation. Superior in comparisson to
other processes

Medium - moderate representation of this
evaluation. Average in comparison to other
processes

Low - Inadequate representation of this
evaluation. Poor in comparison to other
processes.

N/A - Not applicable to this process

UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA STUDIO
ENGAGEMENTS

CITY OF WINNIPEG STEERING COMMITTEE

SOUTH POINT DOUGLAS RESIDENTS
ASSOCIATION

High - Over 100 individuals engaged over the
course of the studio project

Medium - Over 50 individuals engaged
including open house

Low - Annual General Meeting was largest
attenance event attracted 12 individuals

High - six individual constituencies engaged
Medium - Diverse group in attendance at
including Aboriginal Centre, Manitoba Metis open house session. Mixed group selected for
Federation, Business Community, Artists,
Steering Committee membership. Shelter
Residents and Shelter residents residents and other marginalized groups not
engaged directly
Medium - Some individuals attended multiple High - Members of the Streering Committee
workshops, most participants attended only a
each attended up to 8 meetings. Some
single workshop
attended fewer

Low - Participants represented local
residents.

Number of Participants

Diversity of Community Participants

High - Members of the residents association
attended multicple regular meetings and
engaged in ongoing dialogue

Participants Engaged Multiple Times

Intensity of Engagement

Diverse Engagements Used

Medium - Some constituencies were engaged
in multiple workshops that used a intensive
approach. Others were more passive
participants as attendees
High - Variety of engagement methods used
suited to the needs of each constituency

Medium - Most participants only engaged at
Medium - Some participants very actively
open house session in a passive manner. engaged in all aspects of the association work
Steering Committee members were
with a hands-on approach.
intensively engaged.
Low - with the exception of the open house
Low - all meetings were of a face to face
session all of the steering committee
nature with other members of the
meetings took place in identical formats, held
organziation
at City Hall

High - 14 graduate students and two faculty
Medium - City of Winnipeg provided space
members provided significant time resources
rental for events, lunches for steering
to the studio project. Printing costs and committee members. Planning and other City
workshop production costs provided as a
staff participation in meetings
component of the program

Low - all resources of the organization came
from the private donations of individuals.

Availability of Resources

Can Process be Reproduced?

Low - The processes undertaken by the studio
are very unlikely to be reproduced outside of
a university context.
High - studio project produced a report to the
community and South Point View newspaper
distributed throughout the neighbourhood

High - Public Open House and Steering
Committee process commonly used

Medium - Community engagement with the
participation of one student planner a
possible model for future action
Low - City of Winnipeg process not Medium - Distribution of AGM invitations and
completed, timeline for completition of
general engagement with members of the
deliverables not provided to participants
South Point Douglas community

Deliverables to the Community
Medium - the number of workshops held had
an impact on stimulating discussion within
the neighbourhood context. South Point View
newspaper also stimulated public discussion

Low - Little observable impact on the public
discussion

Low - The processes undertaken by the studio
did not have a focus on interaction with
public officials

Medium - the steering committee process
brought community members into contact
with some middle level managemet of the
City of Winnipeg

Impact on public debate

High - SPDRA activities included an
appearance at City Council which generated
coverage in the Winnipeg Free Press.
Discussion generated by Provincial Park
concept capitvated media attention
High -The activities of the SPDRA brought
contact and engagement with the most
significant figures in municipal and provincial
politics. Meetings were held with Premier,
Mayor, City Councillors, Winnipeg CAO and
other senior government officials

Influence with public officials
Medium - Studio students identified initial Medium - Steering Committee themes were
themes from background rsearch but were selected by planning staff based on feedback
able to adapt to the interests of participants
from the initial public open house.
Committee members were able to add issues
to an extent during the sessions.
Community selection of local issues

High - As a community directed exercise the
issues addressed by the SPDRA were chosen
by the membership.

Medium -The needs of the studio program
were balanced with the needs of the
community
Level of community empowerment
N/A - The studio process was not designed to
represent an ongoing commitment to the
community
Ongoing engagement

Low - The needs of the City process were High - SPDRA members were able to realize
viewed as the priority for the steering
their own desire for participation in the
committee. Trust in the process was not
activist process.
developed with stakeholders
Low - The City did not carry out the original High - SPDRA members were able to continue
timeline for the planning program.
their engagement in community issues in a
Communication with the community was
manner suitable to thier needs.
poor.

APPENDIX Q
Glossary of Terms

GLOSSARY OF TERMS
SWOT

Stregths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats - a workshop designed to
encourage participants to consider issues related to a project or proposal

Brownfield

A property impacted or otherwise contrained by the presence of contamination
from prior uses such as heavy metals and fuel handling and storage

Sharrow

A shared use cycling and vehicle travel lane with visual identification to
promote cycle safety
South Point Douglas Residents Association - this term is used both prior to and
following the formal incorporation of the organization
refers to the South Point Douglas Secondary Plan Steering Committee
developed by the City of Winnipeg as a stakeholder group
a workshop tool that uses photographs to solicit responses from participants

SPDRA
Steering Committee
Photo Analysis
MMF
Centreventure
SPD
Our Winnipeg

Manitoba Metis Federation - the governing body of th Metis people in
Manitoba
Downtown Winnipeg property and deveopment corporation operated at arms
length of the City of Winnipeg
South Point Douglas - an area of the City of Winnipeg
The official plan land use and development plan of the City of Winnipeg

PAR
RAG

Participatory Action Research
Residential Advisory Group - vehicle for citizen involvement in local decision
making in the City of Winnipeg following the amalgamation of municipalities

Unicity
CPR
Priority Chart

The amalgamated City of Winnipeg with other area municipalities
Canadian Pacific Railway
A workshop exercise allowing participants to identify individual priority issues
related to a project or proposal
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design principles - the use of site
design features such as landscape and lighting to promote safety in public
places

CPTED

Downtown BIZ

The merchants association representing businesses in downtown Winnipeg

