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THT ROQOSEVELT PARK PROJECT:

(1) ZIntroductory Remarks

These preliminary conments are designed to serve as a short—form evaiu—
ation of the pilot project of the Institute of Urban Studies of the University
of Winnipegz in the Rcosevelt Park area of the City of Winnipeg.

it is emphasized that this initial, short report is only a partial evalu—

ation in which the total available material, currently besing shaped into a

full evaluation, has here been most selectively used to produce an introductory.

document, As such a document, it is to be expected that the project will be
examined and described in a relatively brief manner —— with all the generali-

-

zation, loss of detail, and lack of comprehensiveness thai such brevity makes
so difficult to aveid,

The fvll report, which is expected tec be completed and ready for presen—
tation on March 29th, 1971, is a2 far more comprehensive document; some indi-
caticn of that comprehensiveness is indicated by the approved research work-—
sheet #3, which has been zdded as Appendix A to this short—form evaluation.

Inevitably these reports are very.nuch the creatures of their author.
And the implications of that may be worthy of scme brief mentiom. On the
one hand, the author brings scme credits to bear upcn the evaluyation.

These would include certain academic and professional skills, together with

2 basic knowledge of the Rocsevelt Park area derived from previous work

L

experiences within its boundaries. On the other hand, the author also
L]

infers from some debits related to the evaluation, in so far as zll his

data is "'secondary'., That is, none of the information contained within

the evaluations are the result of products of his own personal involvement

T



in the work of the project. ihile this detachment may lead to some desir-

able degree of objectivity in performing the evaluation itself, it also
tends to lose the emotional textures znd nuances which, predictably zlayed,

and continue to play, 2 significant part in the unfolding of the project.

[¢]

Remote cbservation can only identify the grossest ocutcomes of numerous
interactions between those individuals engaged in the wvarious aspects of
the project,

In short, based upon the advantages and disadvantages brought to them
by their author, the evaluations cannot altogether escape a tone of
Binformed distance',

This short—form evaluation may be structurally sub~divided as follows:

{a) 1introductory remarks, designed to place the short—form evaluation

into some helpful kind of perspective for its readers;

(b) & description of the stated goals and purposes of the Institutefs

involvement in the arsa;

(¢} a description and raw analysis of what happened in the course

of the project;

{d) & brief eveluative summary of the events and processes consti-

tuting the projects

(e) a presentation of a number of suggested alternative interventions

and action reseazrch instruments that might have served the Institutels

Puppeses in their work within the Roosevelt Part area —— and that might

prove to be desirable in future community projects undertaken by the

Institute.

(£) a presentation of 2 limited number of interim proposals regarding,

generally, the development of useful interventive and action research

tools, and, more specifically, the possible alternatives for continued

Institute invelvement in the Roosevelt Park zrea.




{2) Purpose of IUS Involvement in the Area

The purpose of the Institute’s involvement in the Roosevelt.Fark Area —
indeed an important reason for the Institute?!s entire existence —— is
grounded in discontent. The Federal (Hellyer) Task Force showed that
urban development and redevelopment in this country were not proceeding
satisfactorily along linesr £iezzly formed by the integration of political
sensitivity tc urbazn needs, the rational mobilization of resources, the
logical deployment of administrative and professional skills, as well
as the maximum consultation with, and decision-mazking by, the residents
of urban localities. Without all these factors being present and intel~-

ligently integrated, there became evident a need to pursue some new zand

IR

ifferent ways of redeveloping our urban communities. Une such mode of

g

ursuit 1s the pilot or demonstration project; of which the Institute?s
project in the Roosevelt Park arez is one illustration.

In addition, the cancellation of Federazl funds invested in traditiocnal
urban renewal plans and programs made even more necessary the widest
possible experimentation with new approaches and new techniques. There
was also some provision made for earmarking Federal funds to be invested
in such experimentation.

The Institute was highly attuned to these developments, and one need
only examine ithe public positiocn assumed by the Institute {as in the
speeches of its director) to wery quickly see that the Rocsevelt Park

nroject is one specific reflection of this general concern that new and

o,

and imaginative means wmust be tested if urban communities are to be
involved in their own development, aznd if effective economic and social

standards are to result from public or private enterprise in the contem—

pery Canadian city.
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If the ultimate ground of the project is in the sense of Mhe time

is ripe for change!, the simplest purpose of the project is experimentation,
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The project is quite clearly, in essence, & part of

w

orientation toward trying out new methods, testing new zpproaches, and

g
erperimenting with new styles of urban redevelopment. The term and model
used by the Imnstitute to capsule this same phenomencm is 'action researchl.

In z memorandum drafted by the Imstitute in the Fall of 1969

. = ~

particular elements considered eppropriate for experimentation included:

e
E

{2) a process of community participa

pation in the planning and preparation
of redevelopment programs; (b) = process of recruiting and involving
private professionals and entrepreneurs in Tae preparation and implemen—

tation of 2 community'!s plans; (c) a pursuit of different ways of making
low—cost hosing aveilable; (&) a pursuit of different techmiques for
rehsbilitating present housing; (e) a pursuit of means for rebuilding

and; (£) 2 p
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rsuit of ways
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cormunity services and facilit

educestional and social service programs might

(a3

The purpose of the Imstitutels involvement i1s best articulated in
a short quote from that same memo: "In effect, such an experimental

~

rogram would be an attempt zt fully integrated community renewal on 2

o

pilot project scale,
The selection of the Roosevelt Park area for such z pilot project

was very simply based upon that area fgliling into the designated bound—
aries of the City of Winnipeg's Urban Renewal iZrea #2; and thereby demon~
strating a public recognition of the need for renewal and redevelopment
to take place in that locality.

In addition to the Institu&“s general statement of its a2ims in the

Roosevelt Park pilot project (as being the redevzlopment of a community
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through applied or action research), the Institute also made clear the
kind of process it intended to undertake and the role that the Imstitute
expected to play in that process. In the most general of terms, the
process would involve the Institute in entering the area, probing its
characteristics together with its residents, and, again with the area's

residents, developing and assisting in the implementation of

1]

trategies
for redevelopment. An accurate technical phrase for cescribing the proces
would be to call it "community-centered problem solving'.

The Institute saw itself plaving a number of crucial rules in this
process, including initiator, coc—ocrdimatosr, resocurce mart’, and evaluator.

Most specifically, and strenuously, the Institute stated that, as an oper—

e
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principle,it would continuously attempt to bring together all the
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relevant components of effective redevelopment. These components were

to dnclucde the residents of the area; the financial traiming, organizing
and other resources of the Institute itself; the wvarious levels of
government and their zppropriate departments; the social sexvice agencies,
private and public, that served the area; the various private professional
and business persons that were willing and ca ie of bringing relevant
competencies tothe areafs residents; the Universiiy community, including
academics for comsultation and students for field work.

Once again, the 1962 memo probably best articulated the self-perception

F’“l

of the IUS:

- .

“"The role of a university-sponsored institute such as IU3
be the catalytic agent, the innovative agent and the co-o
gent in developing better sclutions tec urban r@aevelopme
can subsequently be usefully employed on 2z large scal uy
government, private industry and neighbourhood groups &nd
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The Institute also set out tec test certain hypctheses regarding
community redevelopment via the Roosevelt Part project. These hypotheses
included the greater effectiveness of developing representative mneighbour-
hood acticn groups as opposed to developing narrower interest groups within
the community. The project also set out to test the validity of the

"alliance™ of representative neighbourhood action groups with private and

-

sicnal third partner, such as IUS, which are characterized by their

(l}

profe

« This model

U

independence from governments and other established interest

would facilitate the examinatiocn of the effectivanass cof the Institute

et

(2]

itseif; particularily in its role of functionary under the general sponsocr-

skip of an urban University.

Ancther proposition which the project would test was the notion of

.

lanticipatory planning'’. Community actlon programs have overwhelmingly
taken the form of community groups, with some form of external assistance,
coning together and mobilizing themseives in order to react teo a particular

-

plen or decisiocn initiated by some level of government or certain private

4

ng is the attempt teo azzist a communitcy

=

develeopers, anticipatory plaann
to organize itself in such a way a2s to encourage the community acf:ion group:

tiative

[ N

to assume the in

n

in planning thereby forcing governments to respond
to the community's wishes, rather than vice versa.

Traditional community programs have also been characterized by a
breadth of target and diffusion of resources, The Roosevelt Park project
included an effort by the Institute to concentrate all available resources ——
including z pocl of voluntary expertise znd the economies therein implied —-

4

in order to achieve immediate, limited, targib

fand

e goals,




I+ mey be important to zdd, at this point in the report, that the
project is being evaluated according to these criteria set out within the

aime and self-perceived tasks of the Institute, and net accordiang to anmy

other, more universal set of criteria. That is, the evaluation sets out
to answer the question: "To whzat extent has the Roosevel: Fark pilot

)

nroject been successful, in termz of the expectztions of it contained in
its origination?' There has been nc effort made to judge whether the pro—

ject was 'good? community organization, social work, or community develop-—

td

(3) The Proiect: A Brief History

Nespite the brevity and therefeore the incompleteness of this report's
2 o TAaanl 3 o . -3 e 173 T g ~ b/ - I e .
historiczl and descriptive material, we will include snough to show that
the project has basically undergone four distimct phases. Zach phase has

been characterized

[

¥ a particular quality, such as the participatin

of doninent interest, or an especially interest—dominating zaske.

The four phases are:
{a)} An initial ph of preparation;
(b} A phase in which the commerity action group was developed:

{(¢) A phase dominated by the sub-project of the apartment wlock;

{d) The present nhase,
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project began with a great ceal of IUS time, effort, energy, and

Cde

resources invested in preparing for the most useful entry of the Institute
inte the area. That is, an Institute entry most likely to stimulate the
establishment of a local citizens' group capable of identifying its wants,
developing and pursuing strategies necessary for achieving these wants,
and utilizing available resources while increasing its autonomy.

Cne of the very first steps, of course, was the development of a




proposal by IUS which outlined the anticipated nature of the pilot project.
The proposal was presented to the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation,
who subsequently agreed to provide the requisite funds for carrying out
the pilot project in the Roosevelt Park area.

This preparatory phase is very much characterized by a continuous
round of discussions, consultations, and conversations. Not surprisingly,
the IUS staff figure prominently in these discussions. It would be next
to impossible, as well as unnecessary, to try and fully catalogue each and
every contact made by these means. What does emerge however, and is of
great importance, is the three-directional effort of the discussions.

These three directions consisted of: (a) the recruiting and developing

of a technical committee: (b) the earliest probes into the area, including

the use of IUS-trained students, and, (c¢) the contacting of persons,

government authorities, and social agencies which were currently active

and interested in the social and economic status of the Roosevelt Park

area. For the sake of clarity it should be pointed out that these three directions
were not part of an accidental, random sort of process. Rather it was a
deliberate and planned part of the project itself; as can be seen from the
proposal which gave rise to the project.

The technical committee represented a resource pool of expertise in 2 number
of competencies, including architecture, law, economics, Wortgage and
financing, and CMHC procedures. All of the initial recruiting of the
technical committee’s members was done on an individual basis. Eventually
the group got off the ground, as a group, and met as the technical committee.
It is interesting to note here (by way of premature comment) that the
technical committee members had all had ample exposure to discussion of

the problems, needs, and possible strategies related to the project. This




may wery well have reinforced the Mexpertness' of the committee’s members.
If this was the case, and communicated itself om the first mejor contact
between the technical committee and the residents, it could be partly
responsible for the consequent reports of the discomfort and unreadi-~
ness felt by some residents,

From November, 1969 through to about February 1970, a number of
university students were carefully trained, and then sent out by the IUS
to make contact with members of the community, and collect relevant data.
The care with which the students were trained in this preparation phase
of the project really cannot be overemphasized. The Institute did not
welcome every student volunteer; rather it demanded some clear commitment
from the students, and exercised selectivity in its choice of student
staff, These volunteers were then trained specifically for the study of

the area., They were taught to seek out personal relationships with peo
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in the community, in zdéitinn to the use of interviews and questionnaires
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skills for the student volunteers, their training included the use of role-

layiuxy situations and VID equipment,

G

While recruiting of the technical committee and training of the
velunteer fieldworkers continued, the Institute attempted te make the best

use of its entry into the zrea by systematically contacting public and

private zgency and govermment officials. These included the Honocurable
Robert Andras, Central Hortgage and Housing, the Provincial departments
of Health and Bocial Services and Municipal Affairs, the City of Wimnipeg

5 TT

Committee aznd Department of Housing and Urban Renewal, Peoples! Opportunity

[}

0

Services, St. Andrews Church, Community Welfare Planning Ccuncil, Children's

Air ZSociety, andé Neighbourhood Service Centres,




These contacts usually resulted in meetings between TUS and the

cther parties. The IUS entrv was nevertheless misunderstood by a number

In addition to the efforts described, there was also some direct,
th ough lazrgely random, contact between IU3 staff members and lecal resi-
dents., These contacts were made in shops and restaurants, as well as at
private residences.

The »roduct of the preparatory phase was 2 public meeting, on Marc
1970 at the Hugh John Macdonald School. The meeting was called, and
publicized, as an cpportunity for the Institute to report its findifgs
and share these with the peoplie of the area. About two hundred people
attended that meeting. The neeting was chaired by the IU3 fieldworker,
The meeting was divided into two parts. In the first part, six techmical
adviscrs spoke o the people about the area, znd about their discipline.
After a coffee break, the meeting reconvenzd for questioms and discussion.
Mounting frustration was expressed by some members of the audience. At

the meeting agreed tc the establishment of a steering committee to

co~ordinate the activities and inveclvement of the neighbourhood people
with the resources (such as IUS) available to them.

From that point on, the focus of the project is very much the history
and development of the Steering Committee; later to become the People's
Cormittee, The details of the group processes constituting that history
nroperly belong to the full evaluation and are not covered in this report.
For our present purposesz we merely want to make a brief note of the follow-

discussions

O
b

ing: The People?s Cormittee engaged in a lively series
regarding the problems of their area; they set out, with increasing clarity,

the concerns and goals of the residents, and; they worked out a philosophy
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of action leading to an ability to develop and select strategies. While
a great deal of energy was invested in the performance of group tasks -
such as issuing 2 community newsletter — the cruciasl, fregile, painstaking

rocesses of building a sccial group also toock up much of the available

The next highlight in the life of the project begins on April 23

. -

1970 when the Feople'!s Committes discuss a newspaper ad asking fo

a1
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to demolish tweanty buildings impeding the Cumberland Street extension.

The idea which received approval in principle at that meeting, was that
it may be preferable o movemthese homes rather than demolish them., Once

again, the detailed description and analysis of this phase of the project

N

belongs te the £ull evaluation, This phase represents a very active por—
tion of the People’s Commitieels life. A great deal of their energies and
talents are focussed on what becomes, 'moving the apartment block'. lMost
important of all the Committee now has a tangible accomplishment. %The
Feople's Committee has tackled an entire project, from beginning fo end,
and its members have demonstrated that they can tackle whatever needs

to be dome — approaching Metro; discussion and negotiaticn with Metro,

the Province, and the City; presenting a series of briefs; and finally,
of course, moving the apartment block,

-

Particular difficulties for the People's Committee resulted from
their unsettled relztionship with the City of Winnipeg. At first, the
City proved to be wvery uncoopsrative. For example, the City would not
initially provide the requisite land for the Cormittee., Also, the City
appointed a City 3teering Committee of its own. The City then insisted

upon recognizing only the Committee, of its own selection, as that citizen

zroup with which it would consulit regarding local renewal and redevelop-

11
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ans. The Peoplel!s Committee was then presented with a choice betwesn

relating tc the City Poll icians and administrators through the City

Steering Committee, or insis upon reco
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eople’s Committee
itself as 2 wiable and representative citizens! organization, for matters
relating to the Roosevelt Park area. The Feople?s Committee chose the
latter, =onfronted the City, and won recognition on its own terms.

New problems confront the Committee in relation to the block. They

must now deal with the matter of purchasing {ownership), managing the

‘\;‘

property, renting out the suiteand so on.
in conftrast to most comparable urban citizen groups in the United

-~

3tates, what is particularly remarkable about the People’s Committee is

its present condition. Despite the fragility of the group—building
processes {under the izcrdinate buffeting they have received), despite:
the tremendous demands placed upon the Committee by the struggle for

and current administration o¢f the apartment block, the Committee has been

able to: (a) survive; (b} continually maintain some interest in the

broad issues . relevant to the entire neighbourhced, and (c)} show a real

vitality in coming up to fight the next big issue, the utilization of
the Ci:v's newly ascquired Midland Railway pTroperty,

As a final note, in this highly abbreviated history of the project,
it must be pointed out that, thm ughout the vroject there have always
teen full-time IUZ persoms assigned to working with the pecple's Committee.
Thus, while it is quite accurate to record the achlevements of the Tcommittee,
it sheoulé not be ignored that the requisite skills of organizati on and
resource mobiliration have been continually available to the lccal citizens,
F=4

The significance of that observation will become quite clear when we enter

the next section of the report; namely the evalustion of the process.




(&) Evaluation of Proiject

The processes and events which constituited the demonstration project
may be accurately described as having the methodological form of "Unorthodox
problem solving''s. Problem sclving methods, in the traditionmal or orthodox
sense, are generally characterized by a2 few major steps. The names of

the steps vary according to the authors charged with delineating the

i

problem—solving process, as well as with the particular discipline under—

P |

taking problem—solving responsibilities — social work, community develop—
ment, social planning, and so on. However, despite the wide variation in
terminology, the steps of the problem—solving processs can broadly be
described as being the folleowing: (i) STUDY, <¢ii) DIAGNOSIS, (iii) SEL-
ECTION OF APPROPRIATE STRATEGIES, (iv) IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIES, and

(v) EVALUATION. Put very simply these problemsoiving steps acknowledge

that, in order to do something constructive about a problematic or disturb-

[=1

ng condition, there are a number of actions that have to be performed.

And these typically include z phase in which relevant facts are collected;
a phase in which these facts are collectively expected to.yield some answer
as to what it is, precisely that is responsible for the existence and
maintenance of the undesireable conditdom; a phase in which the methods,
appropriate to impreving the situation, are determined and decided upon;

a phase in which these methcds are applied to the situation, and; a phase

N

in which the pr=ce

D

t

Zing procedures are examined in the light of their

#h

effectiveness and appropriateness — a phase that asks the questions;
"has the job been done??!, 'are we doing the right kind of things??

If these are the broad steps or phases which characterize the problem—

L

solving process, as generzllyunderstood, then there is one additional, and
highly significant quality attached to the nature of the process., That is,

the process, constituted of a set of steps, is zlso characterized by the




fact that these steps are sequential in character, and not haphazard
or random. One step follows another. One phase is the prerequisite for
znother. This is such an obvicus characteristic of the process that it
very understandably becomes taken for granted. 3But to take the rigid
sequence of the process for granted is to miss the most significant
unorthqé&pxy'of the demonstration project.
The project was based upon an idea of ‘taction research?. The history
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lological iInheritance of th
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of the project demonstrates the metho

P
L 1lga.

™

If the regular problemsolving intervention contains the previocusly
described sequence of phases, then the Roosevelt Park pilet project
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roblem~solving steps. First,

there is the testing of the Institute itself zs an iunstrument for "develeoping
better splutions to urban redevelopment’. Second, there is the application
of the problem~solving process tc specific, local issues; issues such as

the utilization of residential buildings, the future uses of the Midland

1

Railway property, the intricacies of incorporaztion, the struggle o be

recognized and consulted by local govermment, and zo on. Doth these processes

are exercises in the sclving of problems. Doth zre distinct as separate
and icdentifiszble processes., Zazch process and problem wovld appear to be

totzlly legitimete, in its own right.
Toguickly summarize: the Roosevelt Fark demonstration project basically

pursued two strands of problem—solving. Generally, it was the problem of
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finding new ways %to recdevelop =z localil

Institute's efferts. It was specific conditions of the loczality that
served as the problems which the Pecplels Committee sought to solve. How,

while these two strands mzy be relatively simple to sepzrate zna

P}

they are very tightly interlocked in rezlizy —~ expecially since the problems
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to which the community action group sddresses itself in fact represent

ioes not, care about the difficulties faced by the people resident in the
sroject area, Rather, it merely acknowledges that while the Institute is
seeking methods that might be applied to any urban neishbourhood, the

People’s Committee has priorities which renk such universal interventive
tangibie accomplishments very

cechrnicues somewhat low — but ranks loca

LA S,
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ct must include reference
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As a result, any evaluation of this proj

to 2 ninimum of three areas. First, there must be some assessment made

egarding the effectiveness of the problemrsclving process pursued by the
Institute, with regard to exploring interventive forms. 3Second, there

must be some gssessment made regarding the effe
sclving process pursued by the Institute and the People¢s Committee with
inding materizl, tangible solutions to local difficulties. And
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third, and very important, there must be some assessment mede regarding
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ribed processes of preblem—solving are com—

patible and mutually reinforcing - rather than being in conflict and

Once again, the indepth assessments of all three of the above facets
of the project await the full evaluation., In the context of a summarized

evaluation the followiug majior points should be introducad at this time:

-~ among the 'ways? tested by the Imstitute the two which stand out in

perd

terms of apparent =ffectiveness are, (2) total community preparation,

end (b) total community resource mobilization. As described in the history
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of the preject, the Institute was very deliberate in its initial stage

peeparation., The various elements which would go into making wup the
project {residents, staff, students, experts) underwsnt maximum pcssible
zxposure to ome another. Hazarding a zeneralization, it was found that,

the greater the mutual familierization, the greater the mutusl task
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achievement, This is probably most clear in the case of the members of

the People’s Committee and their working relationship with the IUS field staff.
qually, it can be argued that mutual task achievement fell as mntual

tion fell; and this is probably most clear in the difficulties

faced by the Yechnical Committee upon thel he resident
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The Institute was alsc very deliberzte in efforts at mobilizing

the zotal rescurces available to the target community. It is more diffi-

=n

cult to assess this part ¢f the process than the matter of

Compzred t¢ many community action pregrams in the United States, under the
OEO legislation, the Roosevelt Park demonstration project tock exceptionzl
pains to avoid 'confrountations', and stressed throughout the desireability

of co-operative activity awmong the various parties — residents, local

s n

government, Senior govermmenis, private organ tions, technical experts
etc » Although this attempt at fotal commw:rity harnessing failed, the

ttempt is assessed zsz effective because it did zeem #¢ gusrantee that the

m

project, znd the residents® committee, were never isclated, never completely

N
H

without imstitutional supporters and sympathizers, newver trapped intc

An additional way?! pursued by the Institute was the continued and

concenirated input invested In the process of greoup buildins., This parti~

culzy dinput czunot be overemphasized. Without it the committee of resi-

dents would have folded under the various pressures to which it was

howewver, the group building proccess is peculiar




the one hand the group building process must be credited with the very
survival of the Committee. Cun the other hand, one would have to estimate
that, given the rewmoval of that input, the Jommittese would probably

be most accurate
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collapse under, ewven relas
t¢ say that, to date, the group building process is incomplete.

At the same time, the work of the Institute would also have to be
evaluated according to the criterion of the degree to which local leader-
ship was developed. Unlike, for example, the memberS5cf the steering
Committee appeointed by the City of Winnipeg, the mnember of the Pecple’s
Zemmittee were not previously invelved in ceommunity groups concerned with
the tackling of local problems. A number of local leaders have very
clearly emerged from the Teople’s TCommittee, and ite activities, which
{this evalustion maintains) are specific indicaticns of the effectiveness
T

of the project,

a4

In eddition, = number of relevant, local social service agencie

n

public and private, have reacted to the entry of the IUS project in ths
arez, Their reactisme have teen ambiwvalent. Some entrenchment has taken

place, by which the zgencies have sough %o maintain som:s monopoly of

(=5

interventive mandate, This included agency support for the City Steer

4

ng

Cormittee in preference to the Pecplels Committee. Bub on the other hand,

these same sccial service agenciss have imitated aspects of the Instlitutels

g

roject, including the use of VIR. To iparaphrase the American community

organizer, Saul Alinsky, it would appear that the IUS project in Foosevelt

Park has to some extent, enccuraged some socizl service zgencies fo fide

g o3
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its ability to influence the making
irst, there is the committee?s successful battle for recognition from
the runicipal government. Second, there is the highly wvisible achievement
cf the apartment block'!s move to, and establishment on, Ross Avenue.

The immediate means for both these accomplishments were .. t especially
dramatic or new., The Committee simply appeared to Mget in there" and fight.

However, the experiences of similar committees across North america, in

I

similar circumstances, suggest that success is not at all that readily

assured. This evaluation suggests that the accomplishments of the committee

—

are based upon three factors; (a) the growth of local le

dership via the

M

medium of the committes: (H)

local zevernment is at much less of =

‘Tz Zagree to which the pursuits of IUS and the pursuits of the Peoplefs
Committee were, and are, compatible is an extremely difficult matter to
discuss definitively. To begin with, there does not appear to be any

clear acknowledgement, by either party, that the pursuits are different, or
indeed that they should be different. Rather, very much like other,

roughly equivalent urban programs, an undefi el zmount of emotionazl vola-
tility and suspicion seems to have been present — both within the Institute
within the Committee, and between the Committee and the Institute, Whatever
the extent of that emotionaily charged suspiciousness, there existed enough

to make more difficult an already complex task., It iIs the conclusion of
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this evaluation that these emotionzl obstacles were pnot based predominantly
upon personality clashes, but that these were ounly symptomatic of an
inevitable confusion - a confusion resulting from a failure to distinguish
between the properly 'narrow' ends of the residents? group and the properly
far more inclusive concerns with methodologies, as:'well as ends, character—
istic of the Institute's participation in the project., The fact is that

the two concerns are compatible and mutually reinforcin Tnfortunately,

.

he

f

Fh

Fzilu¥e to ackunowledge and clarify this led to some confusiony which

2 m e
I

o

rn led to zome mistrust, One conseguence of the preceeding seems
tc have been a masking of the actual compatibility existing betweei Lhe
two preblemsolving processes,

(5) GCther Action Resezrch Instruments

There are z great many numbers of ways in which the study of an urban

community may be organized and undertaken. In the Hcosevelt Fark project,an

=N

mportant first step was the door—-to~door survey, guided by a schedule of
questions, and undertaken by a number of university students., Although
the survey served well enough azc one more initiator of contact between the
Institute and the residents of the project area, the survey schedule itself
did suffer from some absence of orzcnizing principles. In other words,
despite the fairly comprehensive nature of the data sought, and founé,

the survey schedule itself &id lack a certazin concepitional tightness that,
had it been present, might easily have gemneraied z more effective and
accurate measuring tool.

However, this point should be kept in context. The most important

functions required to be performed during the study phase were certainly

facilitated by the survey. In addition, there were cither cintracts macde

which more than made up for any concentual weakness ian the Iormulation of
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the survey schedule. For exanple, IUS staff went into the high schools
in the area and talked to the younz pesple of Roosevelt Fart shout what
zhey though of and what they nmight do, concerning the conditions of their

2ighbourhood. These contackts resulted in the establishment of a Vouth

Cormitree which, among other things, worked on the field office and the

An important and interesting result of the survey was the discrepancy

noted between the community profile found by IUS, znd the communit rofile
Joor 9

hr

e

(9]
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found by the Secial The Imstitute found the community
character considerably more positive than did the Social Service Audit.

The IUS concluded that the people of Roosevelt Park did care about what

was happening to them; and the achievements of the Pecple's Committee
would seem to confirm that conclusion.

Neot wishing to attempt a comprehensive presentation of all the con—

ceptual tools azvailable only one approach has been selected as a suggested

[

tsol for phzse one of the project's cycle., That is, as we look toward
new approaches for setting out on the initial study of the target arezs
the following, highly modified medel is offered for consideration.

1

The model suggested essentiazlly helps us to develop a relevant

"inventory! of

data on our target community. The mcdel was developed
by Fassonmeau (19%€),

Passconneau divides all the data considered necessary for knowing
a community well enmough to intelligently plan change, into these three
categories; population characteristics, envirenmental characteristics,
and the presence of public goods and services, The Passonneau Inventory

is extremely demanding in terms of statistical sources in all of these

or information, the slightly modified inventory is presented
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Population Characterist

e
-

average age

O8]
-

sex distributicn
53Y educational levels
7) length of residence

9) employed labour force

11} population density

Environmmental

(93
o

21

Cs

i

variation from average age

income per household
ethnicity

occupational distribution
school enrollment

family sizes.

Characteristics

total residential income per unit of land area

public capital investment

percerntage of land covered by buildings

averzge building height
average variation from the average
amount and type of non~resicdential
average age of buildings

distance from centroid of populati

Subcategories of Public Goods and 3ervices

educational facilities

recreational and cultural facilities

public tramsportation
soccial services

heazlth care services

police protection and legal counsel services

fire, ambulance, and other emergency services

perks, playgrounds, and lansdcaping - as in “oulevards, trees

municipal amenities: water, heating, power, sewage, garbage
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Obviousiy, the Institutels most immediate community-study-needs would be
met by using the populztion characteristics, the categories of public

geods and services, and only 2 few 2f the envirommental characteristics,

L

such zs amount and type of non-residential land and building use. In

[0}
[a N

dition, the Passonneszu Inventory ignores some of the more typical
observations we would want to make, including; hecusing standards, crowding
of residents in homes, range of rentals being paid, ratio of tentants

tc homeowners, znd so on. Of mostvalue, of course, is the general division
of cheracteristics into the social (humen), envirommental {physical),
and public (institutiomal) categoriss,

In additicn, Warren's community model {1963) is exceptionally useful

in determining factors such as the autonomv of the community with which

one is working. TFrom Warren’s model z community check-list zan be developed
and one such list will be suggested in the full evaluszzion.

4 particularly useful model is that of Clark and Ho?kins (19695,
Among other things, Clark and Hopkins offer a2 listing of what characterizes

a relatively effective community pregram, and this listing coul

“
t‘f

ezce, be transformed into a monitoring and evaluative tcol — as will be

an

emonstrated in the full evaluation,. For cur present information, ths

~haracteristics listed are as follows:

(1) A clear statement of purposes, definitions and gozls of comminity
action,

(2) Actual programs which seemed relevant tc and compatible with

the stated community zction purposes and gozls.
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(&) Some form of involvement or representation of the puoocr on the
policy-making or staff level,

(5) An early confrontation with the local political apparatus and*™
progress toward the working out of an acceptable accommodation
by which the community action program is permitted to operate
either with minimum political interference and with integrity
or with the political apparatus as an ally actively protecting
the integrity and.effectiveness of the anti-poverty programn.

(6) Some early evidence of actual positive changes in the conditions
of the poor or evidence that through the activities of the
program the poor have learned or cdeveloped methods and techniques

by which to help themselves in the future.

In using the Clark-Hopkins model for evaluation, the Roosevelt Park
project was found to score consistently at a high level. The details

of such scoring will be elucidated in the full eveluation,

Interim Provoszis

ation sequence in such a way that

[}

—That IUS recycle the familiari

there is, in effect, a continuing training of (i) field staff, (ii) project

area residents, (iii) technical

H

esQurce persins.

otal community resource mobilization sequence

[

— that IUS maintain their

in order to mawimize community support (and comprehension) for the project.

bu nput to prevent collapse

[2N
et
s

— that IUS maintzin their grou ding

¥

of the People’s Committee.

]

— that IUS proceed to clarify the distinctions and the compatibility

between its goals and the goals of community groups who are consumers of

the Institute’s services,
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— that IUS proceed to test a variety of inventory and assessment
tools, including Passonnezu, Warren, and Clark-Hopkins (extensive elabora-
tion of these and many other instrumeants appears in the full evaluation).

— that IUS institute en ongoing meonitoring scheme. This wodd enor-

mously facilitste evaluation of any project at any time.

i

o,

that ITS now pursue the development of loczl lea

&

ership in the same

b

ject area, through channels other than the fecple's Committee, It would

be an error to allow IUS and the People’s Committec o become monogamously
tied to one another,
- that IUS identify a2 sample of the project area's population for

the purpose of accurately testing the feelings and responses of the com

munity. Such population sampling techniques have been developed by cor-

8

poretions for marketing purposes, and there is every reason to assume

™M

that these same techniques, appropriately modified, will usefully serve

-

the purposes of the Institute in its work in any communitye.




APPENDIX A

ROOSEVELT PARK PROJECT —~ WORKSHEET #3

PART 1

(1) History and Background of Area

a)

b)

e)

d)

e)

£)

g)

File B material:
Midland Railway

Lord Selkirk Park Redevelopment Scheme

Gerson Study, 1957

City of Winmnipeg Study of Urban Renewal Area No. 2, 1968

Canada, Urban Studies mimeo

City of Winnipeg, Housing Survey, 1955

City of Winnipeg, Urban Renewal Area No. 2, Interim Report, 1966

Winnipeg General Hospital, Manitoba Medical Review, 1960

Social history of area and its socio-economic profile

Social Service Audit material

Reports and evaluations, briefs and assessments of relevant

social agencies

Examination of the processes of socizl change related to the
area; rural -~ urban draft, migration of Indians and Metis,
immigration of Italian, Portguese amnd other peoples; historical
review of settlement and mobility patterns of various minorities
which have been significant in the area, such as Slavs, Jews,

Anglo-Saxons, etc.

Impact of various economic factors including industry, distri-
bution, "Fruit Row"; as well as past, present andpproposed

physical changes such as the proposed bridge.

Brief to the Federal Task Force by City, endorsing participation; i
also, general impact of governments on area: Federal, Provincial,

Metropolitan, and Municipal




(2)

h)

Problem areas: population, demography and ethnicity; housing;
poverty; education; juvenile and adult crime (index of social
disorganization); transportation, industry, “ecology; and employ-
ment (physical economy); financing and jurisdictional handicaps;

government and voluntary agencies' record for "reform".

Areas of strengths: positives of living in the area; semse

of community? cultural vitality?, etc.

Bringing material up to date, December 1970 - this may include
Provincial Government's proposed changes in local government

for Greater Winnipeg.

History of Interventions and Planning other than IUS and People's Committee

()

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

(g)

(h)

As in file B (see section (1) above)

general examination of Social Service and Welfare systems

and their involvements (public and private sponsorship).

Analysis of urban renewal efforts by City and Metro.

Federal government involvement, including Task Force

Provincial government interest and involvement, including up-

coming legislation re changes in local government

Data from Social Service Audit

Review of trends in nature of interventions: centralization

and decentralization, "planning' and participation

Data from voluntary social agencies and organizations, including
Neighbourhood Service Centre, St. Andrews Church, MacLeans

Mission, St. John Bosco.

.

L




(3) History of People's Committee

a) File A material:

History and Operation of IUS

History of Project Aaea

History of, and reasons for, the interest of IUS in Project Area
Objectives of Project

Planning of Project

Developing a Demonstration Project: the steps
Technical Committee

Arranging IUS entry with government authorities
Contacting established agencies in designated area
Contacting the citizen-residents in the area
Establishing a Field Office

Experiences of field staff in relating to other groups and
agencies in the area

Experiences of People's Committee in relating to other groups
and agencies in the area

Experiences of field staff in relating to public officials
Experiences of People's Committee in relating to public officials
Relations between field staff and Technical Committee
Relations between People's Committee and Technical Committee
Relations between Field Staff and IUS
Relations between People's Committee and IUS
Procedures and Activities: home visiting, mewsletter, moving

of apartments.

Mimeo of "Informal History of People's Committee”

b) Examination of coneepts behind project, including neighbourhood

corporation concept

¢) Resources used by IUS: funding, financial support from CMHC;
use of VIR

d) Role of technical committee, and evaluation of effectiveness

e,



e)

£)

g)

E)

PART II

Assessment of tangible accomplishments

Evaluation of IUS personnel involved in project

Nature of IUS involvement: approaches, purpose, planning,
process, resources; concept of university-based research
centre and university involvement in social change within
the community

developing a dynamic model of interdependencies between
the significant components: IUS, People's Committee, City,

CMHC, social agencies, media, etc.

4) Literature regarding Concepts Available and Used

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

£)

g)

as in File B, see Part I, (1) a.

as in reports on OEO work: Clark & Hopkin, Aleshire,

Morns and Rein, Kramer, Moynihan et al.

as in newspaper clippings for Canada and U.S.

examining tensions between physical planning and social planning;
between administrative convenience and people’s needs.

Analysis of single-interest groups vs representative neighbourhood
groups

concepts of community and community organization: Warren,

Ross, Cloward and Piven, Aremnsberg and Kimball et al.

New concepts: the challenge of finding new ways of performing
the requisite tasks in urban change and development; assessment
of the roles private and professional groups and institutions
may play in the performance of such tasks; developing new

forms of urban management.




h)

general concepts re urbanization

Comparative Urban Work in Other Cities

(5)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
£)

PART III

6)

as by Cassidy, Lithwick and Plagnet et al

as above, in (&)

comparing the existing forms of urban management in other
Canadian and U.S. Cities, model cities, typologies of city
planning.

comparing some demonstration projects in other cities, as these
projects relate to, or resemble, the IUS and People’'s Committee
activities in Winnipeg.

Attempt to glean a beginning model of effective and ineffective
interventions in the urban context, with the purpose of
assisting the effort at intelligently assessing the project in
Roosevelt Park.

developing an evaluative system useful in measuring "'success"”

of projects in urban development and redevelopment.

Assessment of Project as a Whole

a)

b)

c)

Evaluation of conflict and/or consensus with other groups

models and systems for evaluation of effectiveness of social
action.

perceptions of project by People's Committee, other residents
of area, IUS, professionals, technical committee, of other

projects in the literature (as in OEO programs).




d) questions raised as to whether new forms for people<planning
are emerging; role of private professional organization;

third party alliance concept.

(7) Assessment of Apartment Block as Innovation

a) As above, with specific forms and concentration on the apart-

ment block as a tangible achievement.

PART IV

{8) Lessoms Learned

a) Concepts reinforced or rejected, modified or learned

b) comparison with neighbourhood development corporatiomns: RFK,
Kahn, Citizens' Advice Bureau (UK)

¢) role and function of technical committee in project

d) assessment of new ways of undertaking urban redevelopment

e) emphbasis on differential functions of public and private
resources, technical experts, professiomals, residents,
enabling personnel, etc.

f) problem of identifying the "erunch'': that is, that situation,
or series of situations, critical to productive participation
of residents in controlling the urban developments within

their own meighbourhoods.

(9) The Emerging Future

a) Quo Vadis for Project: the beginning or the end?

b) Questions raised by Project regarding urban planning process.




c)

d)

Development of a mddel or set of criteria by which to

measure at what point in self-development a community

finds itself; and indicators re interventive options open

to a People’'s Committee, a professional Imstitute, other

private sources (University, Business), and the various

levels of government.

recommendations re issue of rational planning in the urban
context and its relationships to decentralized community contreol
plus "alliance" of professiomal and private third-parties

with representative neighbourhood action groups.




DEMONSTRATION PROJE

RESULTS

SAMPLE SIZE = 421 responses

1. Ownership-tenant ratio:

a. QOwmer

b. Tenant

2. Area of residence:
a. North Midland Railway
b. Isabel to Sherbrook
¢c. Isabel to Ellen

d. Ellen to Princess

3. Length of residence in area:
2. less than one month
t. 1 - 3 momths
c. 3 - & months
d. 6 months to one year
e. 1 - 2 years
d. 2 - 5 years
f. more than 5 years

z. don't know

4. Rent-ownership:
a. owned

b. ©being bought

5. (if rented} Landlord source:
a. private landiord

b. opublic landlord

Numerical Response

140
281

60
196
83
82

15
29
29
21
47
82
194

33.25%
66.75%

14.25%
46.56%
15.71%
19.48%

3.56%
6.89%
6.89%
4.997%
11.16%
19.48%
46.08%
.095%
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6. (if rented) Desire for home cwnership:

a. vyes 128
b. 1o 88
c. don't know 203

7. (Where applicable) Number of places lived in durimg the last two years:

a. more than 3 places i3
b. two to 3 places _ 57
¢. one place only 51
d. No answer 300

8. (Where applicable) Length of time spent at each place:

a. less thaan 6 months 12
b. & moanths to 1 year 21
c. 1 - 2 years 28
d. 2 years or more 43
e. Mo answer 317

9. Reason for moving: (major reason for actually moving):

a. lower rents 29
b. opportunity to buy house (cheap housing costs) 19
c. urban renewal dislocation and/or expropriation 25
d. job relocatiom 18
e. friends znd/or relatives in the area 4
f. general dislike of former neighbourhood 11
g. Other 139
h. No answer 176

10. Reason present area was selected as a residence: (major
reason only)

a. lower rents 68
b. cheap housing (opportunity to buy) &4
¢. friends, relatives, etc. live in area 41
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10.

1i.

12.

Numerical

s£goonse

7
i

{continued}
d. job relocation
e. genmeral dislike of former neighbourhood
f. only place available at the time
g. (general convenience of downtown location)
h. No answer

Number of friemds and relatives living in this area:

a.
b.
c.
d.

2.

mOSt
some
only a few
none

don't know

Number of neighbours known:

a.
b.
<.

d.

W‘-:J'r-*"if

most

some
only a few
none

don't know

do your children play:
Roosevelt Playground

Hugh John Hacdonald School
Sacre Coeur Ecole

Victoria Albert

Dufferin School

Dufferin Park

West—-End Community Club
0ld St. Andrews' Boys' Club, Community organizatioms
remains at home

other

No answer

48

31
122
62

63
86
122
123
29

82
77
130
97
37

52

10

49
12
2717

11.4%
1.90%
7.0%

29.0%

15.0%

15.0%
20.07%
29.0Z%
29.0%

7.0%

19.0%Z
18.0%
31.0%
23.0%

9.0%

12.4%
2.0%
1.0%
2.0%
1.0%
2.0%
1.0%
.20%
16.0%
3.0%
66.0%




i4.

1

’,w.;YA

Organization household members belong to:

{major ome only)

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

£.

church (eg. 0ld St. Andrew's)
ethnic (eg. Italian, Chinese)
comnunity {eg. West End)
clubs (eagles Club, etc.)
other '

No answer

126
26
17
40
23

189

5. People have talked about Urban Remewal in this area for a long time. Do you

=

D

Ce.

Yes
No

No answer

b. 1f yes, needed improvements are:

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

£.

[ T & B 1)
. o

2
.

7
¢

housing

recreaticnal

streets and traffic
services (garbage pick-up)
commercial development

service centres {(day care nurseries, etc. or
Dplti-service centers)

-

Soeiel {remove drunk, Indians,

¥ A
i
(a9
2]
p

Do you have any objiecticns to Urban Remewal in the

a8

<

]

o

=

b
@]
!\\
&4
4]
<
[
H

have any suggestions or ideas for Urban Renewal in the area?

279
137
5

178
53
20
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A
i6. b. if yes, objecticns are:

a. expropriation 5 1.0%
b. dislocaticn ié 4,07
¢c. depreciation of properts values 2 L.O%
d. dislike of public housiig 4 1.07%
2. fear of urknown and/or overnment 5 1.0%
£. other iz 3.8%
g. 00 answer 377 5C.0%

17. WUould you be willing to discuss these suggestions and or objections with
other residents in the area?

a. yes

nNa
£~
[¥,]

58.0%
p. mo 34.0%

0%

-]
(WS I S
W

[o no answer

(=)
!

i8. Sex of househeold head
1. male - : - 321 76.0%
2. female 57 23.0%
3. no answer 3 1.0%
19. Age of household head:
a. 25 years or less 34 g.0%
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~33 years

-3 O
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i et
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c. 36 45 years 3 17.0%
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21. Ocupations:

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
£f.
g.
h.

L.

businessman

professional

blue collar

tRilled labour

skilled labour

unemployed and welfare
retired

other (student, housewife)

no answer

22. Ethnic origin of household head:

Qe

b.

anglo saxon

french

ukrainian

polish

german

Italian & portuguese
chinese and oriental
scandaniavian

Native (Indian & Metis)
hungarian

other Hropeans
other

o answver

23. household size:

1
2
3
4

person
personsl
persons

- 5 perscons

more than 5 persons

no ansver

24, No.

of children per household:

1 onl

2

o}

)

o

14
11

108
88
61
&3
22
20

90
43
41
17
31
44
19
i1
30

17
40
32

116
75
50
70

104
12
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24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

continued

more than 5 children

noe answer

Total household income:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

under $3000
83000 - $3,999
$4000 - $4,999
$5,000 -~ $5,999
$6,000 ~ $6,999
$7,000 and over
No answer

Ownership related to area:

S WN

north of Midland Railway
Isabel to Sherboook
Isabel to Ellen

Ellen to Princess

Tenants related to area:

.

. °

S N
.

north of Midland Railway
Isabel to Sherbrock
Isabel to Ellen

Ellen to Princess

Ellen to Princess

25

221

163
49
41
31
21
26
90

27
57
33
23

33
139
50
59
59

Tenants related to Ownership desire:

1.

2.

3.

yes

no

0o answer

38.7%
11.6%
8.7%
7.3% -
4.87
6.17
21.3%

197
417
247
16%

127
497
i8%
217%
217

467
31%

237%
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CORRELATIONS

Ownership~tenant ratio related to area:

AREA

1. North Midland Railway
2. Isabel to Sherbrook
3. Isabel to Ellen

4, Ellen to Princess

Length of residence related to area:

AREA

1. North Midland

2. Isabel to Sherbrook
3. Isabel to Ellen

4. Ellen to Princess

Number of places lived in related to area:

AREA

e

1. North Midland

2. Isabel to Sherbrook
3. Isabel to Ellen

4, Ellen to Princess

Length of residence area related to number of places

LENGTE OF RESIDENCE

OWNERS TENANTS
No. % No. %
27 457 33 557%
57 29% 139 717
33 &0% 50 607
23 282 59 727
1 Year 1-2 2 -5 More Than No
Less Years Years 5 Years Answer
No. % No. % No. Z No. % _ No. 7
10 17% 5 8% i3 22% 32 53% 0 0%
48 2647 21 117 38 1972 38 45% 1 1%
16 19% 9 1172 12 147 43 52% 3 &7
20 247 12 15% 19 23% 31 38% 18] 07
Number of Places lived in: (last 2 years):
3 Places 2 -3 1 Place No
or More Places Only Answer
No. z No. 2% No. Z No. Z
2 3Z 3 57 1 2% 54 9CZ%
10 5Z 27 147 28 147 131 67%
1 1z 14 17% 6 7% 62 75%
0 0Z 13 16Z 16 207 53 64%
lived in:
3 Places 2 -3 1 Place No
or More Places Only Answer
¥o. Z No. Z No. % No. Z
13 147 43 467 ] 107 29 30%
0 1174 10 217 9 19% 28 807
0 0% 1 1z 12 15% 69 847
O 0% 3 2Z 21 11% 170G 87%
0 0Z 0 0% 0 0Z 4
-2



Area Lived in related to Reasons fo

r living in area:

AREA REASON FOR LIVING IN AREA
General
Lower Opportu- Urban Job Friends/ Dislike
Rents nity to. Renewal Re- Relatives of Neigh-
. buy house Dislocation location 1in avea bourhood Othey
No. Z No. Z No. 2 No. 7% No. % No. % No. 2%
1. North Midland 6 10% 8 13% 8 13% 7 127 1 2% 4 1% 17  28%
2. Isabel to Sherbrook 32 16% 17 9% 17 9% 32 167 3 27 19 10% 55 27%
3. Isabel to Ellen 13 16% 14 17% 9 11% 6 77 1 17 5 6% 22 26%
4. Ellen to Princess 16 20% 5 672 7 97 3 47z 1 17 3 47 28 347
Area Lived in related to number of friends in the area:
AREA NO. OF FRIENDS AND RELATIVES ALSO LIVING IN THE AREA
Most Some Only a few None No Answer
No. %  No. %  No. %  No. % No. %
1. North Midland 16 27% 7 12% 15 25% 19 312 3 5%
2. Isabel to Sherbrook 27 147% 43 22% 62 327 52 267 12 6%
3. Igabel to Ellen 11 137 17 217% 19 237 25 307 11 137
4. Ellen to Princess ° 11% 19 23% 26 327 25 302 3 47
Area Lived in related to number of neighbours known in area:
AREA NO. OF NEIGHBOURS KNOWN IN THE AREA
Most Some Only a few None No Answer
No. % No. z No. 3 No. %  Ne. %
1. North Midland 18 307 6 10% 14 23% 17 287 5 9%
2. Isabel to Sherbrook 30 157 37 197% 67 347 49 257 13 17
3. Isabel to Ellen 14 17% 16 19% 26 317 14 17% 13 167%.
4, Ellen to Princess 20 24% 18 999 94 "qy 19 ate g

NOL :/i

9 15%
21 119
13 16%
19 227




Avea Lived in related to location of children's play area:

AREA
LIVED
IN LOCATION OF CHILDREN'S PLAY AREA
Roose- H.J.Mac—- Sisler Victoria
velt donald High- Albert D.
Park School School School School D.PM. W.E.C.C. O.5t.,A. at home Othey No Answer

No. % No. %Z No. %2 No. %X No, %Z No. % No. % No. %Z No. % No. %2  No. Z

. North Midland 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 27 4 77 9 15% 0 07 0 oz 9 157 3 5% 33 55%
Isabel to

Sherbrook 37 19% 2 17 1 17 0 0)4 2 17 1 172 4 27 0 07 19 10% 3 2% 127 65%

Isabel to

Ellen 12 147 0 0% 2 2% 3 47 0 07 0 0% 2 27 0 0% 5 6% 4 5% 55 66%
. Ellen to

Princess 2 27 5 67 0 07 3 47 0 07 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 7 97 2 2% 62 767

Area lived in related to organization or association belonged to:

AREA ORGANIZATION OR ASSOCIATIONS :
‘ Club
Commun~ (service or
Chuxch Ethonlc ity fraternal) Other No Answer
No. % No. %z No. %  No. 2 No. Z  No. Z
« Noxth Midland 14 2372 3 5% 4 1% 2 37 3 5% 34 1%
Isgbel to
Sherbreook 63 327 12 67 8 4% 18 9% 12 67 83 427
Izabel to
Ellen 31 377 7 872 2 2% 4 5% 2 2% 37 457

Ellen to

Princeaas 18 227 4 5% 3 L7 16 20% 6 7% 35 437




Area lived in related to resident's opinion of needed improvéments:

AREA RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS
N ’ Commun-—
Recrea~ Streets ity Dev~ Service Edu~ Employ,
Housing tilon Traffic  Services elopment Centres  Social cation - Opport. Other No. Answe

No.- Z No. %Z No. %Z No. Z No. %2 No. % No, Z No. %Z No. %Z No. Z No. %

. North Midland 32 5372 3 52 3 52 1 27 1 220 0z 2 3% 0 0z 0 0Z 1 2% 17 28%

. Isabel to

Sherbrook 88 457 22 117 10 5% 1 17 5 37 2 17 9 5% 0 0% 0 0% 3 27 56 297
. Isabel to '

Ellen : 27 3372 14 177 5 67 0 0% 7 8% 0 0% 1 17 1 1% 0 07 0 07z 28 347
. Ellen to

Princess 23 28% 14 177 2 2% 2 2% 0 07 1 17 2 2% 1 17 0 0% 0 07 37 457

Area lived in related to age of Household Head:

ARVA AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD
25 yrs 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66 Yrs
or less Years Years Years Years & Over No Ansvery

No. % No., % MNo. % No. % No. % No. %  No. %

. North Midland 5 872 8 137 12 207 11 187 10 17% 11 187 3 5%

Tsal

bel

2y 11z 41 217 31 16% 34 17% 22 11% 39 20%2 6 37

. Isabel to

Ellen 3 47 12 Y47 14 177 13 16z 18 227 12 147 11 13%

. Ellen to

Privnceas 5 6% 5 67 16 207 14 177 15 18%Z 26 327 1 17



12.

Avea Lived 1in related to marital

. North Midland

d

Izabel to
Sherbrook
Isabel to
Ellen

. Ellen to

Princess

Area lived in

AREA

Novih Midland
Yzabel to
sherbrook
isghel to
Ellen

Ellen to
Princess

MARITAL STATUS

status of

Household Head

Separat—~ Common Unwed
Single Married Widow Divorded ed Law Mother No Answer
No. %  No. %z No. % No. % No. % No. %2 No. %  No. Z
2 3% 40 67742 9 152 0 0%z 6 1072 1 27 0 07% 2 37
40 207 108 557 31 167 1 17 14 7% 1 17 1 17 0 0%
11 137 37 457 15 187 2 2% 11 137 0 0% O or 7 87
28 347 27 337 12 157 2 2% 5 6% 6 772 0 0z 2 27
related to occupation of Household Head
OCCUPATION OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD
Skilled Unemploy- Other
Pro- Blue Un- ed and (student/
Business fessional Collar Skilled Laboug Welfare Retired thousewife No Answer
No. %# No. % No. %2 No. %2 No. %2 No, 7" No. 7 Re."Z" TNo."Z
4 7% 0 07 1 27 12 2072 18 307 12 202 9 157 2 3% 2 3%
3 2% 9 5% 5 3% 55 28B%Z 45 23% 23 127 38 197 12 67 6 37
5 6% 2 27 1 1z 22 27% 15 187 9 117 13 167 5 67 11 137%
2 2% 0 0% 1 1% 20 247 10 127 17 217 28 347 3 47 1 17




14,

1.
2.

3.

§

Avaas lived in related

AREA

Norih Midland
Tenhel to
Sherbrook
Isabel to

. Bllen to

P

e

i’ﬂ

7.

‘o

¢
[

Princess

Avea lived 1n

AREA

Norih Midland
Isabel to
Shevbrook
Tasbel to

11 len

FElien to
Princess

HOUSEHOLD STZE:

1
Person
No. %

4 A
42 21
23 287
41 50%

2
Persons
No. 7%
13 227
43 22%
10 127%

9 11%

to houschold size:

related to total household income:

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Under
$3000
No.
22

80

19

42

%
417%
237

51%

$3000~
$3,999
No. %

8 13%
24 127
11 137

6 7%

More
3 4~5 than
Persons  Persons Persons  No Answer
Ne. % No. %z No, %2 NO. Z

7 12% 12 20% 21 357 3 5%
29 15% 42 21% 37 197 3 27

6 7% 11 13%Z 27 3372 6 17

8§ 102 5 672 19 237 O 07
$4000- $5000~ $6000- Over
$4,999 $5,999 56,999 $7,000 No. Answer
No. %2 No. % No. Z No. Z  No. %

5 872 7 12% 5 8% 2 3% 11 187
21 117 14 7% 12 6% 19 107 25  13%
13 16Z 5 67 1 17z 2 2% 32 397

2 2z 5 6% 3 4% 3 47 21 267



16.

4

*

17.

Avea lived in related to ethnic origin of household head:

. Novth Midland

Isabel to
Sherbrook
Isabel to
Ellen
Ellen to
Princess

con't

ETHNIC ORIGIN OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD

Italian ]
& Chinese & Native
Anglo- Ukrain- nes (Indian  Hungar-  Other
Saxon French ian Polish German Portguese Orilental Scandin, & Metis) ian European
No. % MNo. %Z No. % No. % No. % No. %z No. % No. Z No. %  No. Z = No. %
7 12% 3 52 2 327 0 0 4 72 6 10Z 0 0 3 572 7 127 O 0 1 2%
50 267 26 127 19 107 8 47 18  10% 23 127 2 17 3 27 14 772 4 2% 11 67
15 187 7 8% 13 16z 2 2% 6 7% 13 167 3 4z 2 2% 3 47 2 2723 47
18 22% 9 11z 7 9% 7 9% 3 47 2 27 14 177 3 47 6 2 0 0% 2 27
Other No. Answer
No. %  No., 7%
18 30Z 9  15%
11 6% 9 5%
3 4% 11 137
8 107 3 47

Respondent's Objections to or fears of Urban renewal related to Ownership-tenant ratio:

OBJECTIONS TO URBAN RENEWAL:

1. Expropriation
2. Dislocation
3

. Depreciation of Property Values
v. Dislike of Public Housing
5. Fear of Unknown and/or government

~

G. Otherx
7. No.

Answey

No. %

5 100%
7 447
2 100%
0 0%
4 80%
3 25%
9

11 32%

HOME OWNERS

TENANTS

No.

oIl A N = R\-Na

A
0%
66
0%
100%
207
757
68Y%




Respondent's willingness to discuss with other residents related to ownership-tenant ratio:

WILLINGNESS TO DISCUSS

1. Yes
2. No
3. No.

Total Household Income related to Ethnile

INCOME

Ansver

ETHNIC ORIGIN:

. Under §3000

. $3000-$3999
. $4000-84999
. $5000-55999

$6000-$6999

. Over $7000
. No. Answer

Anglo-
Saxon French

HOME_OWNERS

Origin of

Household Head:

TENANTS
No. Y3
153 627
102 707
26 847%

Chinese. Scandi
& Orient—- nav-—
al ian

Native Hung-

(Indian & ar~
Metis) ian

No. %z  No. %

55 34% 16 10%
9 18% 7 147
4 107 5 127
2 67 3 107
3 147 1
7 277 2

10 117 9 107

Other No Answey

R e

No. #%#  No. %

22 137 9
2 4% 3
2 52 1
4 137 1
2 107 1
0 0z 1
8 9% 16

19%

Italian
& Portu-
guese
2 17
2 47
11 277
7 23%
6 297
4 15%
12 137

No. 7% No. 7%

3 272 4 2%
2 4% 3 6%
4 107 1 27
0 0 0 0
2 10%2 O 0%
3 127
0 0%

2 8%
6 7%

No. % No.

13 8% 3
4 87 2
5 1272 O
0 0% 1
0 02 0
0 0%z 0
8 9% 0

Other
Europ-

6%
8%
2%
37
0%
47
17




20, Ownership-tenant ratio reaasted to ethnle ovigin of household head:
p

Natdve

OUWNER~TENANT - ETHNIC ORIGIN Italian Chinese Scandin  (Indian Other
Anglo-—~ Ukrain- & Portu~ & Orien- avian & Pavopeai
Saxon French jian Polish Geyman guese tal o Megds  Hungarian
Fo. "% No. % No. 7z Wo. % No. X Wo. % No. 7z No. %2 No. & No. % No. %
1, Ouners 14 107% 7 5% 24 197 10 7% 18 13% 28 107 9 6% 1 17 0 07 2 1% b b7
2. Tenants 76 27% 36 13% 17 77 7 2% 13 5% 16 6% 10 4% 10 4% 30 117 4 1Z 11 hi
Other No Answer

21. FEthnic Ordgin of Household Head related to length of residence in the area:

ETHNIC ORIGIN LENGTH OF RESTDENCE

Less than 1 - 2 2 -5 more than

one year Years Years 5 years No. Answer
1.Anglo-Saxon 22 247 11 12% 18  20% 39 447 O 0
2. French 13 30% 10 23%2 6 1l4% 14 337 O 0
3.Ukrainian 4 107 1 2%2 10 24% 26 637 O 0
4.,Polish 1 6% 1 6% 2 12%Z 13 76% O 0

German 1 37 1 3% 9 297 20 6572 O 0

6.1talian &

Portguese 6 147 11 257 8 18% 18 417 1 2%

7.Chinese &

Oriental 6 322 2 11%2 3 167 8 427 O 0%

8, 8candinavian 4 37% 1 97 1 9% 5 457 O 0%
9.Native (Indian &

Metis) 19 637 4 13% 5 177 2 7% 0 0%
10.RHungarian 2 337 0 0 0 0 4 6772 0 0%
11.0ther Furopeans O 0 2 127 4 247 11  65% O G7%
12.0ther 8 204 2 54 7 18% 23 58%Z O 0%




59, Eihnde Origin of household head related to vespondent's willingness to organize:

STHNLG ORICIN WILLINGNESS 1O ORGANIZE:
V6 N NO_ANSWER
No. % No. %  No. %
1, anglo-Saxon 53 597 33 7% b b
2. French 25  58% 14 337 4 - 9%
3. Ukvainlan 28 68% 10 25% 3 7%
h,Polish 10 59% 7 417 0 0
5.German 19 61%Z 9 297 3 107
6.ltallan &
Portguese 28 647 13 3072 3 67%
7.Chinese &
Oriental 9 477 6 324 4 21%
8, 8eandinavian 6 5572 4 457 0 0%
9. Native (Indian
& Metisn) 15 507 12 407 3 107
(0, Bungavrian 2 33%Z 3 5072 1 17%
:1.0ther Europeans 11 652 6 352 0 0
12,0ther 76 657 13 337 1 2%
i3, No. Answer 13 417 14 447 5 15%




