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. ABSTRACT

In 1934, a proposal was put forward to the Vancouver Exhibition Association’s Board
of Control to construct a ‘model bungalow,’ charge visitors ten cents admission and
draw their ticket stubs on the last day of the exhibition — Labour Day - to seleet the
winner of the house. The $3,000 ’house was moved to its lot a block away from the
fairgrounds by a team of horses. Seventy years later, a modular home building
company constructed a Prize Home for the renamed Pacific National Exhibition

" (PNE), the Lower Mainland’s‘annual fair. Worth $700,000, its'desi gn was a blend of '
East Coast Cape Cod and West Coast casual styles. Fairgoers and others (online)r
bought five-dollar tlckets After Labour Day, the house ‘modules were moved by truck
and barge to its present location on the Sunshine Coast, many miles from the

fairground.

Society’s values are expressed through architecture and our homes tell us much about
ourindivi’dual preferences. The Prize Homes have appealed to a large middle ground
and, as society has become more conservative, so has the Prize Home. The modern
homes, popular through the early 1980s, have been replaced with more traditional
styles just as the world of possibilities and modernity of those earlier years have been -

replaced with our more complacent era, perhaps more premodern than postmodern

With few exceptions, the Prize Home has captured the imagination of fairgoers.
Buying a ticket means buying a dream — a single family home and the life it entails.
Two-hour llneups for entry.to the home and 1ncreas1ng ticket sales continue in spite of

* recent competition from other home lotteries.

“Increasing profits, promotion of local manufactur"ers' and products and attraction itself |
have been major goals for the PNE. The established format of the Prize Home coupled

with the lure of the single-family home have combined with changing players, styles,

materials and final site locations to continually produce the dream come true.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In 1934, a proposal was put forward to the Vancouver Exhibition Association’s (VEA)
Board of Control by Mr. L. C. Thomas of the Vancouver Lumber Company. The
minutes of the meeting record “a scheme for the construction of a model bungalow of
the very latest and highest type...to cost $3,000.00. It was also proposed to charge
patrons ten cents admission to see the interior, each patron to retain a stub of the ticket.

At the end of the Exhibition, a draw would take place and the holder of the winning

number would be given the bungalow.”

Figure 1 Model Bungalow 1934, (CVA).

This home, pictured in Figure 1, was won by Leonard Frewin, a twenty-seven year old
who, unable to afford a home, could not marry his sweetheart. He took a chance with
his dime and lived happily with his family for many decades in the home that was

“built of the best building materials throughout, modern in every respect. The house,




furnished by Hudson’s Bay Company, was moved to the fifty-foot wide lot a block
away from the Hastings Park fairgrounds by a team of horses. Originally donated to
the city in 1889 for use as a park, Hastings has been home to an annual fair since 1910.
Vancouver Exhibition Association, the first name of the fair, was changed to Pacific

National Exhibition (PNE) after the Second World War.

Seventy years later, in 2004, the Prize Home of the PNE, shown in Figure 2, was a

blend of East Coast Cape Cod style and West Coast casual, manufactured in modules

in Abbotsford by a factory-built house company, Britco.

Figure 2 2004 PNE Prize Home at PNE, 2004

This house was worth $700,000 and the winning ticket, which sold at five for $25, was
purchased by Laurie Tyson. She was delighted to be leaving her single 720 square foot
trailer and moving in with her daughter and four-year-old granddaughter to the home.’

It was exclusively furnished by the Eddie Bauer Company. Promotional material on




the Prize Home’s web site stated that “The structure combined with the exquisite
finishing materials-creates a cozy yet elegant feeling for the home.”™ It was dismantled
and moved by truck and barge to its present half-acre location on the Sunshine Coast,

two hours and a ferry trip aWay from the fairgrounds.

Although much has changed over the past seven decédes and the PNE Prize Home
concept has altered considerably, it continues to be an enormous success - two-hour
R lineups to view the house are the norm and profits continue to rise. Changes to the
Prize Home have reflected the changes of its time and site. Many of the significant
benefits of the first Model Bungalow - profit, boosterism and the Prize Home as an
- attraction itself - are still important today. It is this combination of traditional format
and change with the tinies that has-made the Prize Home a success and that forrh the

. ‘basis of this thesis:

'Thesejth.emes are intertwined. The Prize Home has been concerned, first and foremost,
.with economic gain for the PNE. The profit from ticket sales has been used to fund
non revenue-producing programmes such as the 4H club competitions and multi- °
_cultural, children’s and seniors’ events. A 1981 memo from the PNE staff to the Prize
Home Comfnittee,- in helping them select a proposal, stated this succinctly and clearly :
“in the final analysis we should ask ourselves only one question — ‘which package will
sell the most prog‘rams‘?”’5 Sticking with a traditionél formula was a key element of

the Prize Home’s success.

The Vancouver Exhibition Association was founded in 1907 by a group of middle-
class businessmen to “embrace Fat Stoek, hofses, dogs, poultry, also Horﬁcultural,
Agricultural and industrial interests and also for the object of maintainirig the City of
- Vancouver in that leading position she by ri ghts should occupy.” Early on, the Prize
Home was recognized as a promotional yehicle.for British Columbia products and
manufacturers. From 1934, when Mr. Thomas advanced his‘ own firm, the Vancouver

‘Lumber Company, to build the Model Bungalow, to 2004, when Britco produced the

Prize Home showcasing its own home-building capabilities, the Prize Home team has




been comprised of vested interests ranging from contractors to architects,

organizations, and manufacturers.

A further theme is the importance of the Prize Home as an Aattr‘action itself, bringing
visitors to the fair. In order to draw fairgoers, the Prize Home would comply with the v
original mandate of showcasing a home “of the very highest and latest type” and also

continue to transform itself with the times.

- As éarly as 1934, these two themes of traditional format and change were
intercohnectéd._ At a Board of Directors meetiﬁg that year, it ‘was noted that "The
bungalow being erected by the Vancouver Lumber Company and which will be given
away at the end of the Exhibition is a manufacturer's exhibit, butalso a. great- |
attraction."7 The PNE understood tﬁe Model Bungalow’s draw‘for ticket buye_rS ahd its

interest to local industries and fairgoers alike.

‘At the same tirrie, the Prize Home committees have understood the need for change —
of contractor, designer, organization and site. To this end, a commitment was made
- and kept to provide a different house each year, showcasing the latest in desi gn and

materials.

The Prize Homes discussed in this thesis have been divided into chronologicél
chapters based on a common premise. In most sections, there will be anomalous
‘examples; these occurred for the most part as a reaction to something that had
happened in the previous year — a financial failure, for example, or a design not to the

~ taste of visitors.

The first part of each chapter will set the scene of what was happening during the same
years from an architectural, administrative and jurisdictional perspective for, to
- understand the Prize Homes, it is necessary to first comprehend what was going on in

the world and, more particularly, in the region at the same time. It would be

impossible to understand some of the architectural forms without being reminded, for




example, of the energy crisis of v1'973,'0r to appreciate the site of the prize.. homes away
from the Lower Mainland without ide'nti.f))ing incr-e'asing local land values. These
-notes will provide a perspective for viewing the Prize Homes so that they become part
of their era. Similarly, zoning bylaws illustrate some of the reasons behind the massing
of houses; in many ways, they are the most prescriptive of style setters. Jurisdictions
outside of Vvancouver have often followed that city’s lead, for exarhple, in reducing

massing, or accommodating the automobile.

~ This analysis will reduce in scale from a brief architectural overview to a local review

of residential building before examining the administrative history of the Prize Homes

- at the PNE. An examination of these houses will be followed by a- more detailed

analysis of one individual Prize Homé, representative of the period. This home will be
considered in terms of external and internal planning and materials. A cumulative
analysis of the chosen examples will be integrated into this examination and a review
of changes between periods will be listed in the final chapter. Each chapter will

conclude with a review of the significance of the themes on each period.

The focus of the second chapter is on the Model Bungalow of 1934, the only Prize
Home before 1952.I The .19305 were the years of the Great Depreséion and, along with
the rest of the world, Vancouver’s economy was seriously impacted.‘Imagi‘ne the
excitemeht caused by this first Prize Home woffh $3,000. In othef parts of the world,
modernism was the new arcﬁitectural development and the beginnings of this
movement were being experienced on this side of the Atlantic and even in Vancohver.

. Why wbuld the bungalow’s architect have chosen the California Craftsman style?

There were no other Prize Homes until 1952 and the postwar houses in ‘Chapter 3
cover the years 1952 to 1959. In addition to respondihg to the global housing shortage
followihg the Second World War, architects in Vancouver were gaining worldwide
recognition for their cedar and glass houses symp‘athetically a_dapted to their dramatic.

sites. Why then were the Prize Homes of this period mainly of a prefab cohstruction,ﬁ '

simple rectangles with little drama or formal style? Of course they were a serviceable




answer to an enormous concern, but Vancouver’s leading architects were also

involved with budget conscious design during this time. -

The modern style became popular at the PNE in the period discussed in the fourth
chapter, comprising 1960 to 1975, with modern designs every year.except for one
traditional house, entered ‘for a change’.® Here were progressive and contemporary
houses and, for thousands of fairgoers living in old housing stock with few modern
conveniences, these homes prdvided a window into the modern, even future, world.

- One fairgoer, then a young girl, recently observed: “Every year, our family waited in
line to visit the PNE Prize Home. We lived in a 1910 house at the time and, as a girl
and teenager, I loved seeing the modern interiors and was transfixed with the idéa.of a

better world.”

How ironic that the later Prize Homes have tried to réplicate her 1910
house. During the same period and concurrent with the writer and activist, Jane
Jacobs, questioning suburban development in 1969, events such as the irhplosion of

“the Pruitt—Ingde apartments a few years later signified to many the death of
modernism. As the energy crisis of 1973 threatened the lifestyle many were beginning
to enjoy, the Prize Homes of this period presented a modern look to Vancouver’s

fairgoers.

Chapter 5 encompasses the next decade of Prize Homés - 1976 to 1986. These ten
years were bracketed by the 1976 development of the south shore of False Creek, an
innovative development of mixed income housing types, and by Expo 86 along the
same water’s north and east sides. As the conflicting trends of High Tech, heritage
conservation, and-Post-Modernism swept the design world, a house termed the
‘Vancouver Special’ was emerging lbcally. Energy conservation became increasingly
impértant and a West Coast stylé of cedar and glass was continuing its prominence at
the PNE, culminating in Ron Thom’s oeuvre in 1981. Did the rest of the Prize Homes
from this decade live upto their West Coast billing?

The Prizé Homes of the years 1987 — 1993 are included in the sixth chapter. They

were influenced by an array of interested parties including home-builder associations




- with their home plan designs, a factory-built house company, and the Architectural

Institute of British Columbia. The resulting styles varied from California style’ stucco -
to modular traditional.‘ At the same time as New Urbanism, with its retreat to earlier
times, was entering architecture’s vocabulary, V.ancouver’s land was becoming -
increasingly expensive, suburbs were expanding, development was being influenced
by immigration, and new wealth was redefining the concept of home. Who, among
these interested players, was responsible for rhe_single-felmi]y home in the Lower

Mainland?

'The site of the Prize Home has followed a circuitous path, largely following patterns

of growth 1n the Lower Mainland. The most recent period of Prize Homes, included in
Chapter 7, dates frorrr 1994 to the present and has emphasized this movement with
locations outside of the Lower Mainland, mostly on the Sunshine Coast. The renewed
opportunities of dramatic site have barely influenced the design of these homes, which
has swung from ‘neo’ styles to West Coast casual. Why has a renewed interest in -
modernism as well as ecologically sensitive desi gn not been reproduced among the

revival styles at the PNE"

In the preparation of this work, a variet/y of sources were consulted. The City of
Vancouver Archives produced the minutes of all of the meetings of the VEA and PNE
committees including those of particular interest to this subject : Board of Worké,
Board of Governors, Board of Directors, Executive Committee, Finance Committee,
'Programme Committee and Prize Home Committee. Some early Prize Home
photographs were also located there. Additional archival marerial was made available
by the PNE offices, especially for the more recent years of the Prize Home. Local
background 1nformatron was also located with the Clty of Vancouver’s Plannmg
Department. Libraries, at the Umversrty of British Columbia and the Crty of
Vancouver, provided much of the background material used in setting the scene of

each chapter.



Some of the most informative details were gained from interviews, particularly those
with the staff at the PNE. Consultation with others included representatives from
construction firms, factory-built housing companies, lqcal organizations, architectural

firms, jurisdictional authorities as well as Prize Home owners.

The winners of each Prize Home and the state and location of Prize Homes today are

beyond the scope of thi;s'.study as is_thé future of the Prize Home and the PNE. .

Highlighting the rélationship between the Prize Home and its background w’illlanswer
the question of whether the aspirations of the original Model Bungalow to be ‘of the
very latest and highest type’ have been achieved. This is the story of the PNE Prize
‘Home and how the right blend of traditional format and annual change has éombined

to promote its continued success.



CHAPTER 2
THE MODEL BUNGALOW : 1934

Although it is not known exactly from where Mr. Thomas would have heard of a
‘Model Bungalow’ in 1934, there was throughout North America considerable interest
in the design of a ‘progressive house’ and, as a result, many model bungalows were
being designed. Early in the century, for example, the St. Louis Exposition displayed a
Model Street of bungalows in 1904 and a Model Bungalow was shown at the Indiana
State House for the 1913 National Conservation Congress. Many competitions for
model homes and developments were also held. The highlight of the United States
based ‘Better Homes in America’ programme of the 1920s was the Better Homes
Week where a moderately priced model demonstration home was open to the public.
In 1926, there were more than two hundred model homes across United States costing
an average of $3,500 and, by 1936, this number had risen to four thousand, all open
for tour. Closer to home, the Shingle Association of British Columbia raffled a $5,000
bungalow at their 1921 Building Show and the Western Home Building Exposition
offered a modern $4000 bungalow prize. These Craftsman bungalows provided an
ideal platform for the display and promotion of local manufacturers and products.

The proposal by Mr. L. C. Thomas of the Vancouver Lumber Company to construct a
model bungalow on the site of the Vancouver Exhibition, to sell tickets and to award
the house to the winning stub holder was presented to the Board of Directors at a
meeting in 1934. The minutes noted that it was also proposed to have a firm in the
city furnish the bungalow. The scheme presented so many angles that after
consideration it was decided to refer the matter to the Board of Works with the power

to act.”'® The administration of the association had their own grand ideals. John
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Mathesdn, Genefal Manager of the VEA, linked his group with the Better Homes
movement and renamed the home the Ideal Bungalow. “Home-life has been and is the
backbone of the greatness of the British Empire and this laudable enterprise of
impressing this fact upon the Citizens of Canada deserves the suppoﬁ of everyone.
‘Better Homes for Better People’ app]ies to every true Canadian and in providing an
Ideal Bungalow, bright and cheery in character, it is hoped that the Better Home
movement will spfead throughout this Dominibn_ with lightning rapidit)".”11 ‘He
concluded by stating that the VEA “respectfully invites you to help this movement by
pﬁrchasing one or more strips of tickets.”™? In idealistic terms, this was the pihnacle of

ticket buying incentives.

V ihtxi will: ha given. away. !oqelher with a 504oot. lot c:‘i the
""fVﬁNCOUVER EXHIBITIONV'
v'f:-'ﬂugust ‘29th to- Sept. Sth I 934 ;

B

- Figure 3 The Ideal Bungalow Promotional Brbchure 1934(BC Archives).

The Board of Works decided to adopt the scheme and, at the end of the Exhibition,
* Mr. Thomas applauded the directors and management on the success of the bungalow;
Mr. Wallter Leek, the chair of the Board of Directors, reciprocated with his

congratulations.

The Model Bungalow was influenced by the events of the 1930s. Following the U.S.
stock market crash-of Black Friday, which occurred on October 25, 1929, the Great

Depression had a devastating impact on Vancouver with loss of employment and
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reduced construction activity; many industries in British Columbia failed and prices
plunged. There was a sharply reduced buildihg programme and 1933-1934 was, in
fact, the lowest point for construction dollar value of building permits in Vancouver
since the early years of the First World War, with less than $2,000,000 being issﬁed,
about a quarter of that for dwellings. " Not -only were fhere fewer dwellings, they were
also srﬁallcr in size as a resﬁlt of falling incomes and lower birth rates. Between 1928
and 1932, the peréentagé of trade union members in British Columbia who were
unemployed rose from 5% to 24% and, by 1934, almost 75% of skilled trades people
were without work. Real estate pribes dropped by 40%. The Vancouver Exhibition, in
fact, hired nearly seven hundred advance ticket agents to work on consi gnrhent,
including ten ‘pretty Bungalow Girls’ dressed in majorette costumes, to sell tickets for

the ‘Model Bungalow’.

The annual exhibition, howevér, provided a surprising contrast to the downturn of the
general economy with estimated attendance figures generally rising dufing the 1930°s
from three hundred to four hundred thousand;' this likely reflected the escapist appeal
of the fair to those adversely affected by the Depression and paralleled the increase in

movie theatre attendance during the same decade.

Throughout much. of the world, there was increased pressure to provide housing ;1s the
absence of construction and losé of housing stock during the First World War had
resulted in a critical shortage of dwellings in the 1920’s. There was an optimism after
the war suggesting a better world for all. The Garden Cities of Great Britain, les cites-
jardins (Garden Cities) of France, and the Neue Sachlichkeit (New Realism) of -
Germany all emphasized healthy.and affordable hqmes with access to sun and

ventilation, easy relationships to the outdoors, improvements to plumbing, functional

~ floor plans, and ornament-free design. One of the most influential movements was the

construction of the Weissenhof Colony in 1927 in Stuttgart, Germany under the
direction of Mies van der Rohe; this exposition, international in scope because of its

inclusion of architects from outside Germany, aimed to display these sound living

conditions in its ‘New Home’ for people of limited incomes. The residences were of a
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‘modern’ dési gn and, with flat roofs, simplified forms and open plans, represented a
departure from more traditional period styles. Their ‘International Style’ with its
‘machine for living’ — made famous by Le Corbusier in 1923 - was to have limited

success, however, in North America.

On the other side of the Atlantic, some garden apartments and high-rise apartment
houses were buil.t\ in the years-between the wars. The multi-tasking Canadian and
American family home of the nineteenth century was no longer the centre of |
education, entertainment, health care, food and clothing production, nor the residence
for extended family and servants. The tall and narrow Victorian house, fancifully
ornamented and shielded with porches and shutters, was replaced by the broad, low
bungalow, stripped of applied decoration. For the most part, North America was
enamored with the California Bungalow. It was first popularized by Gustav Stickley at
‘the turn of the centﬁry; he was a furniture maker and seif—described architect who
pubiished The Craﬁsman, a monthly magazine used to sell his furniture and home
-designs. Influenced by a visit to Great Britain, where he became acquainted with the
-work of William Morris, Stickley’s -designs emphasized simplicity, functionalism, and
a strong relation to the outdoors. His homes also integrated characteristics from the
Arts and Crafts movement such as respect for craftsmanship, truthful nature of
materials, and integration of the arts. The Bungalow was further popularized by the
Greene brothers, two California architects whose fiﬁely crafted houses and regional

relevance celebrated the relaxed lifestyle of their state.

The main characteristic of the bungalow was its single-family status; located on its
-own property, the house was usually 6ne storey sofne_times with a partial upper storey
‘built into the eavés. Catalogues of patterns were popular in the 1910s and 1920s and
the bungaldw dominated the mass housirig market of western United States and
Canada, allowing the middle class to take advantage of the good designs available.

The historian, Peter Ward, affirmed that “the Craftsman or California bungalow, as it

came to be known, was the quintessential twentieth-century American suburban
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home.”"® The 1920s proved, in fact, to be boom years for the construction of

bungalows but also, in the United States in particular, the years of its decline.

Figure 4 Spanish Revival House at 171 West 23™, built in late
1930s,Vancouver, 2005.

In the 1930s, buyers became more attracted to revival styles, especially English,
French and Spanish as seen in Figure 4. In spite of their lack of functional planning
and focus on exterior appearance, period designs gained dominance over bungalows

for the house buying public in that decade.

House and Garden, a popular American magazine since the nineteenth century,
suggested that Modernism, although popular in Europe, was not being adopted by the
general American population. In an exhibit of models of houses in New Y ork designed
by prominent local architects and visited by more than half a million visitors, a
traditional home was chosen over more modern styles. In January, 1934, it was noted
in the magazine that *‘Critics of American architecture are fond of saying, and

frequently do, that European architects are several laps ahead of our domestic
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designers in planning houses for today’s kind of living. That the layman is less cordial
to modernism than the designer is evinced by the fact that in the poll taken during the
experiment, at which more than a half million visitors made known their selection, the

choice fell upon the [traditionally styled] house...""®

This same predilection for traditionally styled houses was evident in the southwest
corner of British Columbia in the 1930s but they were not the only type of dwellings
being built. Some local architects were inspired by the International Style, and,
although few in number, these houses were greatly admired by others in the field.
With the opening of the Lions’ Gate bridge in 1937-38, the British Pacific Properties
subdivision was being developed across the Burrard Inlet from Vancouver. Here, and
throughout the region, examples of modern domestic design included H. G. Barber’s

house of 1936 (Figure 5) and B.C. Binning’s residence of 1939 (Figure 6).

Figure 5 Barber House, 3846 West 10" Avenue, Vancouver, 2005.
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Figure 6 B.C. Binnings House, 2968 Mathers, West Vancouver, 2005.

During the 1930s, Vancouver’s population rose from 250,000 to 275,000. It was
largely a single-family house city with a few apartments appearing on the west side of
the city along Kitsilano Beach, Granville Street and Oak Street as well as in the West
End.”

Single-family zoned areas in Vancouver were regulated by the RS-1 District Schedule,
introduced in the 1930s. The basic building envelope permitted by the City of
Vancouver was generous at that time and allowed a great variety of styles and sizes of

homes to be built within it. The size of the vast majority of houses built during the
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1930s, small by foday’s standards, was limited by economic factors and dwellings
were built well within allowable maximums. Basements were required for storage of .

fuels such as coal and wood.

'1. Prize Home History

Although there is some speculation that the idea of Prize Homes was begun at the

- Vancouver Exhibition in the 1920s with houses built away from the fairgrounds’
location,.'it is generally considered that the Model Bungalow of 1934, now located less
than a block from the Exhibition, was the first Prize Home to be built at the park.
Vancouver Lumber Company (VLC) was to construct the bungalow, which was to be
ready for removal at the end of the Exhibition. They also assumed responsibility for
the costs of transferring the house.from the grounds to the lot, advertising, etc. The
cost of these additional items was estimated at $1,500.00 above the original $3,000.00
price tag of the bungalow itself. In the event of a deficit, Vancouver Lufnber Company
would be responsible to pay; howeverb, if there were a surplus, it was to be divided
evenly between that company and the Vancouver Exhibition Association. Mr. Thomas,
President of the VLC, was to be officially in charge .‘of the exhibit and organization on

behalf of the Association.

With the parameters of the house now fixed, the VEA realized the benefits of the Prize
Home and its purpose was est'a,b'lished. In addition to its importance as a profit-making
venture, thére was recognition for the house’s potential for promoting regional

products and. manufacturers; A third factor - the appeal of the Model Bungalow as an

attraction to the Exhibition in and of itself - was also acknowledged.

2. Representative Example : 1934 Model Bungalow

It is in this setting that the 1934 Model Bungélow, shoWn then and now in Figures 7

and 8, was built. This bungalow style must have appealed to the Depression-weary

fairgoers. The architect of the house, Harold Cullerne, had a keen interest in providing
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low-cost housing and produced many standard plans and plan books while wondering
“is there any reason why every workingman in this country should not occupy a

decent, comfortable, aesthetically-pleasing home instead of the dismal, gerry-built

hovels in which so many of them are forced to live?” '®

Figure 7 The Model Bungalow at VEA, 1934.

Figure 8 The Model Bungalow 2812 Dundas, Vancouver, 2004.
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- The Model Bungalow was undoubtedly an impressive housé. The exterior of the home -
presented a characteristic California Bungalow style with a medium-pitch sloped,
cross-gabled roof entirely containing the house; it had a forward-facing gable dormer
toward the street and an additional small shed dormer to the rear. Its cedar shingles -
were treated with exterior oil shihgle stain in bright red and fastened with galvanized
nails; the roof was described in the publicity brochure as being “easily good for fifty
years.”"® The house was clad in cedar lapped siding and painted dark brown with _
cream trim. It provided a typical ‘honest” expression of the stru.ctur’e., with structural
elements becoming decorative elements, typicél of Craftsmen houses; these included
main floor joists ‘extended’ as decorative supports for window boxes under the front

~ windows and extended roof rafters ‘supporting’ the generous overhahg. Wood
windows éontained decorative leaded glass panes and clearly reflected the intended
importance of the room behind with the largest windows into the living room and -
dinette and the smaller ones associated with bédrooms, bathroom and closet. The
absence of a generous front porch with‘ large tapered posts marking the transition from
exterior to interior is notable; this may have been due to the unsophisticated moving -
techniques (this house was moved to its site by a team of horses). Access to the rear
gardén was through a modest porch. Both porches and steps were finished in slate grey

* porch paint. The house was moved onto a full, under-height basement with space for

storage of coal.

With a main floor square footage of nearly one thousand square feet and a partial,

unfinished second floor, this dwelling would have made an exceptional prize, situated

on its fifty-foot wide property.




19 .

PORCH see =

[+]
: I | MAIN BEDROOM
Ko IEN | [ 120" x 11'9"
DINETTE [
76" x 120" 50
O|o O
4
LIVING . Il BEDROOM
163"x 126" | 120" x 109"

PORCH

1934 Model Bungalow | is=io-

Figure 9 The Model Buﬁgalow Main Floor Plan.

The interior boasted a functional main floor plan with front entry hall entered through -
| a heavy wooden door, replete with wrought iron hinges and door knocker. The living
room was accessed through leaded-glass French doors and interconnected with the
dinette. The dinette boasted a beamed ceiling and paneling of a rich brown colour.
Floors of the living room, dinette and the entry were of ‘eyecatching’ quarter cut oak,
however, other floors on the main floor were cdge grain fir, all being protected by
Inwood, a sealer advertised as lasting indefinitely. The kitchen’s walls were paneled
-and cove'réd by an.acid—proof, spring-green enamel paint. Next to the kitchen, with
plumbing economically concentrated in one area, the bathroom walls were similarly
.paneled and painted in an orchid colour surmounted by a chromiﬁm—plated strip. The
9920

bathroom had jade green vitreous china fixtures —"‘practically unbreakable

including a six-foot-long cast iron tub, and featured one-inch coloured porcelain

mosaic tiles. In addition, there were two bedrooms and a bath entered from a common
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central hal.l along with linen, coat and bedroom closets, one with a ventilating window. -
The secdnd floor, which could be finished when desired, would accommodate two

- ladditional bedrooms and a sewing room in the front dormer. Except for the kitchen,
each room had windows on two sides to increase sunlight and fresh air ventilation. All |
Walls were plastered. Typidai of Craftsmen dwéllings it hnuSed space-saving bililt—in. |
bookcases and ironing board, and featured a full-length mirror concealmg the way to
the attic. All w1ndows were fitted with Venetian blmds made from B.C. Cedar and
finished in a light cream colour; this window covenng was a new product in the
marketplace. (Kirsch, fdr exarnple, one of the leading providers of blinds did not start
manufacturing the wood slats until 1935). In addition: to afireplace in the living roorn,
the house was heated by the ‘latest in coal furnaces.” Heat was supplied and regulated
by a thermostat-controlled automatic coal-burning stoker. The accompanying brochure
highlighted this feature: “It will be noticed that the air is deliciously cool and pure.

Dirt and germs are eliminated by a special air-filtration system.”*' Particular note was
made of electric outlets, including “a special one in the mantelpiece for an electric
clock.”? Furniture was provided by the Hudson’s Bay Company, who advertised their

furnishings as representative of “the utmost in smartness, utility, and economy.”*

This Ideal Bungaiow provided a straightforWard plan with a cléar‘delinevation of public
and private spaces. The living room was entered from the entry hallwa'y through
French doors and a wide passage to the dmette made it easily accessible as well. The
kitchen, bedrooms, closets and bathroom were entered through .a narrow hall and the
upper floor, although entered through a door in the entry hall, was small and d1sgu1sed-

.by a full-length mirror.

It is more difficult to discern the relation between the interior and exterior as
Cullerne’s rendering of the bungalow showed a low-]ying building with fouf, broad
. steps to the main floor. With its perimeter landscaping and flower boxes overflowing
with greenery, the house nestled into its garden. Photos of the Prize Home in 1934

showed the house devoid of any plant material and accessed by five steeper stairs; the

house was indeed set on a low-ceilinged basement. Today, the house appears to be
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elevated with very modest, front landscaping to avoid blocking sunlight into basement
windows. There are now seven stairs to the front door. The rear of the house has been
slightly remodeled and it can be imagined that the ori ginal intent of the Craftsman
house set in garden has'been neglected; the present owner, however, has installed hard
landséaping With gbldfish ponds and a sWimrrﬁng pool in the south-facing backyard

and, in the summer, lives in the sunny yard “from morning to ni ghtfall.”**

The Model Bungalow may have been behind the times architecturally, from an
international of even North American -viewpoint, but it was an attractive new home
being offered during the Depression years. It formed part of its architect’s
preoccupation with low-costing housing for the citizens of Vancouver. The bungalow
style, with its familiar exterior, allowed for many modern features. Attributes
characteristic of Craftsmen houses such as use of a fuhctional, simple ﬂoor‘ plan,
natural, structural expression and attention to healthy air quality were seen .throughout

‘the 1934 Prize Home; materials used were local and long-lasting and appropriate for |

floor and basement remaining to be finished as required. In this regard, the Model
Bungalow can be seen as represéntative of its time from a social and economic point
of view, although hot in tune with the latest architectural tre_ndé. Even from a popular
perspective, the bungalow style was no longer fashionable, with other revival styles
being more commonly built around Vancouver. Its existence today, nonetheless, is
proof of its enduring quaiities; even now, the Model Bungalow would not look out of ,

~ place in local neighbourhoods.

|
\
Vancouver’s labour force. Flexible spaces were also provided with the upper attic
The Model Bungalow was an excellent display for British Columbia’s forest industry,
being described in the fair’s brochure as ‘built of the best building materials -
throughout.’ Its structural elements, cedar shingle roof and cedar lapped siding,
decorative wood brackets, wood windows and doors and interior ﬂni’sh‘ing materials all |
further publicized the province’s wood products. Modest signs on the exterior Qf the

house advertised the various donations of manufacturers and materials.




22

~ There are no details on the economic benefits of the 1934 Prize Home to the
Vancouver Exhibition Association but as a vehicle to promote products from British

Columbia and as an attraction in itself, the Model Bungalow was hailed as a success.
3. Review

"1t is unclear why there were no other Prize Homes before the war. In 1935, the VEA
rec_eiVed from Blowey and Ric»hardsodn', Soliéitors, a claim that certain work had not
been finished on the house and lot. At the time of construction of the Model
Bungalow, Mr. Thomas was also president of B.C. Amusements and, in that position,
was asking for decreased rent, a four year rent rebate and that the Exhibitioii
Association pay half of the cost of repainting his ride, the Giant Dipper; tliis created
considerable friction with the Association who consistently declined to give assistance.
In addition, the Association accrued considerable unaccountgd for expense when, in
January of 1935, the roof of the Forum — which itself had been built in the early
1930’s by relief grants and relief labour - gave way during a heavy snowfall. As well,
accounting scandals, rumoured in 1935 and later substantiated, added to the woes of

‘the Association.

In any case, during the 1930s, different prize programmes were also offered to

fairgoers. In 1937, for example, prizes worth _$5,030 consisted of a $2,000 world tour,
~ a $1,315 car with radio, ai $1,2'15 car (presumably without radio), a $250 vacation and
five cash prizes of $SO. Prizes of similar type and value were available oiher years but

only in 1934 was a Prize Home, the Model Bungalow, preserited.

These prize packages had great appeal during the Dépression years. This périod of
economic uncertainty was immediately followed by World War I1. The Exhibition of
the early'vi/ar years emphasized military efforts with soldier drills and displays of army
equipment. Later, increased pressure by the militai'y to use the Fairgrounds resulted in

the cancellation of the Exhibition from 1942 to 1946. During the early 1940s, eight

thousand Japanese-Canadians and Japanese moved through the fair grounds as part of
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their internment and relocation to other centres in British Columbia, and Hastings
Parks (the site of the Exhibition) was ﬁsed by the D,epartme.nt of National Defence
‘until the end of the war in 1945. Active planning had continued throughout these
years, nonethel_ess, and in 1946 a new name was selected; the Pacific National
Exhibition. The following yeaf, the first post-war exhibition was opened with a parade |
attended‘by thousénds of Vancouverites but the next Prize Home would not be offerjed
until 1952. |
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CHAPTER 3
THE PREFABS : 1952-1959

Following the slowdown of the Depression, the demands of the Second World War on
British Columbia industries such as lumber and pulp as well as mining were
enormous. In addition, the requirement for businesses such as shipbuilding and
munitions production continued after the war. New lumber mills were constructed and

thousands of new workers were employed.

The need for housing immediately following the war was equally acute. The housing
shortage affected returning veterans, reunited families and recently married couples; it
was also the beginning of the baby boom. In Vancouver, three storey walkups along
West 4" Avenue and West Broadway were built by the Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation (CMHC) to house returning veterans; housing projects were also
constructed at Renfrew Heights, Little Mountain and Fraserview. Veterans attending
university were housed in former army and air force camps taken over from the
military to be used as student residences by the University of British Columbia. Some
new apartment buildings were also built on the west side of Vancouver. Although the
value of building permits remained low during the war years — less than five million
dollars in 1943 - their assessment increased to over sixty million dollars by the late
1950s. Vancouver’s population also increased gradually from 250,000 in 1934 to over

400,000 in 1959.”

Attendance at the Pacific National Exhibition also generally increased after the war
and during the 1950s. Vancouverites were enthusiastic to return to the fair when it

reopened in 1947. The Board of Directors had decided to retain an exhibition similar

L
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to that of the prewar years and the initial success enabled them to make. substantial
changes, confident of this support. New international attractions and a circus were
staged and the British Empire and Conimonv?ealth Games were held on the-
fairgrounds in August of 1954. Elvis Presley appeared in 1957 ahd one year later, the

largest roller coaster in Canada was built at the PNE. A

Housing shortages after the war were nof, of course, isolated to Vancouver. Respbnse
to this crisis varied around the world and resulted in the building of high-rise
apartments.(luxury, tenement, and point blocks), medium-rise buildings and
townhouses. In Canada and the United States, however, the attraction of the single-
family house continued to represent the ideal dwelling for most. The Depression had
brought home construction to a near standstill and little was built during the war years.
This was soon tb change. On Long Island, New Y ork, the Levitt brothers, after -
learning from their father how to build a house, learned to build houses faster with a
system of preassémbled sections and components that were placed on concrete slabs
and assembly line style construction. The planned community of Levittown was
opened in 1947 and soon the Levitts were completing houses — in eithef a ranch,
Colonial or Cape Cod style - ét a speed of one per sixteen mi-nutes.26 In a promotional
film, Alfred Levitt reiterated the ideals of Harold Cullerne, the Model Bungalow’s
| architect in the 1930’s: “ We believe that every family in the United States is entitled
to decent shelter.” In private, he would add: “Any damn fool can build hbmes. What
counts is how many can you sell for how little.”?” On the other side of the country,
Joseph Eichler was developing in a distinctive modernist ranch style in the San
Francisco Bay area of California with flat or low pitched roofs and large expanses of
'glaés blending indoor-outdoor living. His dream homes for Life magazine fuelled the

American aspiration of single-family ownership.

In Canada, residential design was being taken increasingly seriously. The Canadian
Housing Design Council was formed in 1956 as a medium to improve house design

and the Massey Medals, begun in the same year to reward architecture of distinction

on a national scale, showed each part of the country what the others were designing.
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For the most part, the pressure to build housing for Vancouver’s burgeoning
population was relieved with the single- family house. Many new subdivisions were -
built including Arbutus, Cambie, Oakridge, South Granville, Renfrew Heights and
Fraserview. Illegal basement suites were also added to accommodate the increased
numbers in search of housing. The RS-1 zoning schedule continued to pro'vid‘e
generous accommodation for new homes in Vancouver. The rise in vehicular traffic,
and the construction of major bridges at the end of the 1930’s, resulted in increased

developments on the North Shore, Richmond, Coquitlam and Surrey.

Architecturally, it was the new Vancouver houses that won most of the first Massey
medals in 1956. Describing these winners, Arthur Erickson enthused that these |
dwellings: |

caught the admiration of the country. Unfettered by the constraints of

. climate, the Vancouver school was able to show a freedom in planning
and a bold use of materials that was impossible in eastern Canada. What
the east didn’t realize was that this empirical approach to building was
almost a tradition in a place where ingenuity had always been required to
fit houses to precipitous sites...But it was not simply the irregularity of
site and amenability of climate that inspired the Vancouver school; it was
rather the natural surroundings that evoked a poetic response from a few
architects. For them, the house was more a device to enhance the magic
of the site — to take advantage of the shifting moods of light and the great
diversity of view, to lead one through an experience of nature as if the -
house were landscape itself. The building materials were not wood and

- stone and glass, but dripping forests, shafts of sunlight, shimmering seas,
moss-studded rocks, heavy fringes of trees; or pale distances. Dictated by
its surroundings, the inner logic of the house was often subtle and hard to
find. The architectural schema to the eastern viewer was hardly evident,
and could seldom be understood without the site itself.?
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Figure 10 D.H. Copps House by Ron Thom, 4755 Belmont, Vancouver, 2005.

Many of these modern houses of cedar post-and-beam and glass were designed for the
architects themselves as other clients were rare. Some examples from the era included
Fred Hollingsworth’s own house built in 1948, the John Porter House of 1948-49, the
D.H. Copps house of 1951 (Figure 10), and Ron Thom’s own North Vancouver house

in 1955.

Figure 11 Typical post-war bungalow at 3118 West 17", Vancouver, 2005.
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These architectural gems were not, however, the norm in Vancouver during the post
war years. By far the most common house type during and after the Second World
War was an early type of ranch style, shown in Figure 11. These houses lacked the
architectural decoration of the 1920s and 1930s and were usually stuccoed or sided in
clapboard Often there were only five rooms (living room/dining room, kitchen,

bathroom and two bedrooms) based on a concrete perimeter foundation or under-

height basement.

Figure 12 Typical split-level houses, 2300 block McMullen, Vancouver, 2005.

Split-level houses like those seen in Figure 12, with the main living area at mid-level
between adjacent bedrooms and bathroom above a garage, also made their appearance
in the late fifties. A typical neighbourhood of the era was Fraserview, opened by the

2 it consisted of

CMHC in the early 1950s as a “workingman’s Shaughnessy Heights;
1100 one and a half storey, side-gabled houses built on curving streets. Another, the

Norgate neighbourhood in North Vancouver, built in the early 1950s, provided
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prefabricated ranchers that were constructed on concrete slabs complete with under-

floor radiant heat.

1. Prize Home History

In 1948, Prefab Limited made a request to erect a house at the PNE, sell tickets for
admission and give the proceeds to charity; the winner was to have a lot in the city and
the house was to be furnished by Woodward’s “in modern fashion.”® This house was
built on the PNE grounds but not used as a Prize Home. Pan-Abode International in
Richmond, B.C. had opened its doors in 1948 using raw materials, especially western
red cedar, for their building system of notched logs. Each log is precut and coded and
joined with a double tongue-and-groove section to seal and minimize caulking. Its
founding partners, Doc Steiner and Aage Jensen, brought the idea over from Denmark
via Saskatchewan. They later separated when Jensen established Pan-Abode Inc. in the

state of Washington with a differently profiled log. Pan-Abode kits are still known for

their complete home package and ease of assembly.

Figure 13 PNE Prize Home, 1952 (CVA).

There is no evidence that any of these Pan-abode homes were, in fact, built as prize

homes until the 1952 house (Figure 13) with its brochure calling out to “Buy your




30

PNE programs now “ in order to ‘Win this Pan-abode House, all prizes in the house
and this beautiful...kitchen too!’” The happy winner of this home wrote the following
letter to the Board of Directors of the PNE, after the home had been moved to a site

across the street from the Pan-abode plant:

As winner of the PNE Bungalow, I should like to take this opportunity of
thanking you for a wonderful prize. The house, now located at 7807
Fraser Street is complete with all the accessories as shown at the 1952
PNE. The different firms represented have put forth their best efforts; and
I have a very modern and comfortable home. Many thanks for a grand
prize.”!

The PNE’s Art Chapman, who doubled as the coach of Vancouver’s Western Hockey
League team and only organized the Prize Home in the off-season, approached several
local companies each year looking for the best deal for the PNE. He had them compete
for the honour of building the Prize Home. The PNE, in fact, gave the winning
companies very little help. Officially, according to the former president of Pan-abode,
the firm “combined with the PNE to have the display home.”* The design drawings at

Pan-abode were done by Graham Dixon, a New Zealander, who had taken a drafting

course in high school and eventually became President of the company.

Figure 14 PNE Prize Home 1953 (CVA).
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Figure 15 PNE Prize Home 1954 (CVA).

Not all Prize Homes were received in such an agreeable manner. There was no
apparent adverse publicity for the 1953 panel prefab home (Figure 14) (built of four-
foot panels and pilasters) with television set but, in the 1954 precut home (Figure 15)
(where lumber was cut to size at a mill and shipped to the site), there were delays in
the installation of plumbing and other services as well as questions as to the actual
value of the house. The house had been advertised as having a value of $15,000, more
than its actual value, however since the winners were satisfied with what they were

getting, the matter was dropped.
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Figure 16 PNE Prize Home 1955 at 1088, Calverhall, North Vancouver, 2003.
As a result, the Exhibition Association requested that the1955 house (Figure 16) be

completed by the beginning of August and “that the pan abode be in A-1 shape from
the time we open it for public inspection. The house, of course, is to be completely

furnished.” This house was moved to a corner lot in the Capilano Highlands

subdivision in North Vancouver where it still stands.

Figure 17 PNE Prize Home 1956 (CVA).
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Again, in 1956, however, complaints were received concerning the relative
completeness of the landscaping of the Prize Home (Figure 17) on its eventual site.
Mr. Ying, who had bought the house from the winner, John Currie, refused to accept
the $400 that the Executive Committee had offered in order to settle the affair; he
proceeded to sue the PNE. There were also problems with the legality of advance sales

of Prize Home tickets because of provincial government regulations.

Figure 19 PNE Prize Home 1959 (CVA).



In 1958, the Executive Committee received.a request from Mr. Hodges, the organizer
of the Dream Home competition in Edmonton, to franchise Vancouver’s Prize H()me.
This was refused and Figure 18 shows the 1958 Prize Home. In 1959, after committee
discussions, the PNE stated that the h(iuse received additional publicity “in direct
advertising through the firms and individuals connected in the construction and
furnishing' of t.he‘house and emphasized the over-all value which can be plziced on the

prizes when completed”.** A swimming pool was added to that year’s Prize Home

(Figure 19).

The Prize Homes of this postwar period were remarkably similar. The early homes
were‘simple., single stoiey rectangles - the beginnings of the Ranch style - not
dissimilar in style to the Model Bungalow of 1934 with theirl simple, low-sloped roofs
and use of wood products but less grand in style and scale and with none of the
ornamentation associated with structure. A variety of local home building companies,
including Pan-abode and Prefab Buildings, built the homes out of modular pahels and
pilasters, wood logs and precut components. They shared in style and scale with early
settlers’ log houses. In 1955, the introduction of a gable facing the street resulted in an

L-shaped floor plan and slightly. more complex elevation.

2. Representative Example : 1957 Prize Home

The 1957 Prize Home, now located at 6517 Lougheed Hi ghway and pictured in Figure

20, provides a typical example from this period. The house, which sat on a concrete

pad on the PNE grounds, now sits on a full basement.
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Figure 20 PNE Prize Home 1957 at 6517 Lougheed Highway, 2003.

A shallow-sloped roof with a low front facing gable over the main entrance (similar to
the Model Bungalow) completed the horizontal style. Precut, air-dried Western red
cedar logs were the building blocks of this low-lying Pan-abode house; their
dimensions were 3” x 6” and, in order to save costs, no insulation was used (although
stricter thermal controls by CMHC led to larger logs of 4” x 7" being used after 1960).
The logs were probably originally finished with varnish or a clear stain; the main
problem with this method of construction was the control of internal and external
moisture. The front facing gable atop the protruding living room in plan was a
refinement from the earlier Pan-abodes as was the additional module to the right of
this gable, housing a dining area and family room (and allowing for the garage to be
placed underneath in its present location). Windows were wood and the roof was
asphalt shingles, supplied and installed by Sidney Roofing, one of the major
advertisers in Western Living magazine during this time period -occupying page one
of the monthly. Similar to the 1934 ‘Model Bungalow’, the exterior reflected the
interior, with large (but still divided) windows in public spaces such as the living
room, dining area and family room and smaller windows in kitchen and bath. Bedroom
windows facing the street were placed high for privacy, especially considering the

design was intended to sit on a concrete pad. Precut logs reflected the module
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appearance with vertical divisions representing walls of rooms and spanning from

eight to thirteen and a half feet.
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| 1957 Prize Home

Figure 21 PNE Prize Home 1957 Main Floor Plan.

At 1465 square feet, this was about one and a half times the size of a normal house for
the time and, with dimensions of fifty-four by twenty-eight feet, would have required a
sixty-six foot lot. Entering through the heavy cedar log door via a small, recessed
porch, the house opened into an expansive entry with access through a large opening
to the living room and through smaller passages to the kitchen and secondary hall.
Minimum ceiling height stipulated by CMHC was 7°2” (later increased by four inches)
There was no fireplace, which was unusual for a Pan-abode. Although no heat was
provided at the PNE site, electric heat was installed through wiremold once tﬁe houée
was relocated. (Later, Pan-abode used a horizontal furnace if a crawl space was

installed.) Plumbing was concentrated in one area of the house.
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Figure 22 PNE Prize Home 1957 photo from living room to entry and front
door, 2004.

Although there are no photographs of the 1957 Prize Home interior, a visit to the
existing house (Figure 22) showed a generous floor plan with vaulted ceilings; cozy

cedar log interiors remain intact in most rooms.

The original, maple kitchen cabinets are still in place. Flooring would have been wood
with linoleum in kitchen, utility rooms and bathroom. Given the lack of basement in
the original plan, storage was well provided for with a large front hall closet, a
utility/storage room, reasonably-sized closets in the bedrooms and a large walk-in
closet as part of the main bedroom. As in the 1934 house, windows were located on
the side walls increasing both ventilation and light. Furniture was provided by

Monarch, a local company, as it had been the previous year.
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Figure 23 PNE Prize Home 1956 Typical bedroom furniture for boys’ room
(CVA).

The 1957 Pan-abode provided a clear delineation of private and public spaces with the
living room immediately accessible from the front entry and dining room through
living area. The kitchen was at the back of the house overlooking the garden with the
utility room immediately beside and accessible from it. A secondary hallway led to the
bedrooms and bathroom. The only room seemingly out of order was the family room
directly beside the living room and accessible only through the dining room. A
conversation with the home’s designer, Graham Dixon, suggested that the family
room, along with expanded eating area, were new ‘specialties’ that the PNE wanted to
include in the Prize Home; the location of this new room suggests that it was not part

of the original plan.

Because of its close relationship to grade at the PNE site, the 1957 Pan-abode would
have provided an excellent connection between the exterior and interior of the house.
The front and kitchen doors entered directly onto the garden and large windows in the

main living areas emphasized this connection. At its present site, the house was placed
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on a full height, fully usable basement and garage with no landscaping and it is
difficult to imagine this close link. The neighbouring house, however - the 1958 Prize

Home - clearly demonstrates this strong relation to the outdoors.

According to the retired president of Pan-abode, the PNE was very good for Pan-
abode’s business as if “got the word out...and helped us expand our business quite
quickly.”® Pan-abode was‘ looking towards the recreational or second home market but
the exposure at the fair increased sales for primary the's as Well as for bunkhouses

and new town sites.
3. Review

As a reflection of the setting, it must first be remembered that the biggest housing
concern of the post-war years was the number of ui_lits required for the shortage Crisis.
To answer this demand, the early houses had to be economical - small in size and -

- simple in form — and speedily built. The various forms of prefabrication available
facilitated this construction boom. The later PNE homes were only slightly larger and
more complex in style. Home building, in general, had been almost shut down by the
. Depression and, after the war years, people were concerned with getting as much
living space as possible for their limited amount of money. In this sense, the Prize
Home can be seen as reflecting one of the basic‘ needs of a society - a place to live.
This was a modest home, advertised only by a sign on its roof stating simply: “This is
the PNE Prize Home.” It was as if there was concern that this modest home would be

overlooked.

Nonetheless, this was a period of considerable innovation and excitement in domestic
architecture in Vancouver and it appears that the PNE Prize Home did not develop to
the same degree as other domestic architecﬁure throughout the 1950’s. Without the
space constraints of E'uropean cities and with ample natural resources on its doorstep,
Vancouver did not need, admittedly, to turn to the more dense housing forms of

Europe or larger North American cities. The Prize Home, however, did not reflect the



modern aesthetic of the day for which the West Coast was famous; these modernist
houses were of post zrnd beam construction with flat roofs and large expanses of glass.
Nor did it reflect the building fury going on in suburban developments such as
Levittown. In contrast, the PNE Prize Homes were located individually around ,

"Vancouver and its close suburbs.

In its modesty, however, the Prize Home did reflect its times. It was a modern, rather
than Arts and Crafts, bungalow; its-exterior presented its interior planning in a plain,
direct manner with no ornamentation. The reflection of plan in design may have given

comfort to residents who came of age during the war.

From a materials point of view, the Pan-abode used wood throughout, the building
material of choice in British Columbia, but did not reflect the building materials being
developed at the time including drywall (by the late 1950s, builders had generally
stepped using plaster) and aluminum (products such as windows from wartime

aluminum factories.)

In the end, the post war Prize Homes were straight-forward, practical responses to the
» urgent need for housing following the war, built of readily available wood and
speedily put together. Their construction and layout was simple. The appeal of pre-
fabricated homes would be short lived, however, except in more remote areas where
they continue to be popular. This home previews some of the future prefabricated

Prize Homes such as the Britco homes of more recent years.

In the tradition of promotional boosterism, the PNE provided an excellent showcase
for this made in BC product. After the war, 'there vrere many prefabricated home
builders in the Lower Mainland and it might have been this number that resulted in the
Prize Homes of the 1950s. In addition, the use of the house as a billboard for the many
products and manufacturers employed almost eclipsed the house in some years.

. Although there are no figures on the number of fairgoers who visited the Prize Homes

during this period, the increasing numbers of visitors to the fair as well as the
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gradually increasing number of tickets sold indicate that the houses continued to be _

popular attractions.

In spite of a generally positive reception, however, the 1959 Prize Home experience
problems such as the cost of the swimming pool, increased expenses of programme
printing, lot and house moving and inclement weather. These led the Pacific National

Exhibition to explore new directions in the Prize Homes of the 1960s.



CHAPTER 4
THE MODERNS : 1960-1975

The 1960s and early 1970s were a period of unrest resulting in much societal change.
Vancouver became the hippie capital of the country with Fourth Avenue in Kitsilano
hosting large numbers of young people, similar to the Haight-Ashbury district of San
Francisco. These were also the early days of Greenpeace — now an international

activist organization and the Georgia Straight - Vancouver’s alternative newspaper.

British Columbia saw a decline in number of and production from sawmills but this
was more than offset by an increase in pulp and paper mills, mining activities, oil and
natural gas exports and fishing. Building of the province’s hydroelectric dams on the

Peace and Columbia Rivers resulted in less expensive power.

Attendance at the PNE continued to increase, hitting the million-person milestone in
1963; by 1975, there were more than one and a quarter million fairgoers in attendance.
The decade 1962-1972 was one of considerable change at the PNE with more
prominent entertainment events (the Beatles played at Empire Stadium in 1964), year-
round activities and considerable alterations on site including the new Pacific
Coliseum in 1968. The Exhibition was developing and changing with the times and, in

1973, the province took over the operation of the fair.

In most parts of the world, urban settlers lived in some form of multifamily housing. In
North America, however, although many apartment buildings were still being built and
some narrow-front townhouse complexes were built in California in the 1960s, most

people continued to live in single-family dwellings as in the earlier post-war years.
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Jane Jacobs wrote The Rise and Fall of the Great American City in 1961 challenging
modern planning principles and championing diverse neighbourhoods but people

continued to flock to the outskirts of the city.

. Toward the end of the sixties, some architects became critical of the Infernational
Style with the publication of Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture (1966)_and
Learning from Las Vegas (1972) by Robert Venturi and Denise Scott Brown and
Meaning in Architecture (1969) co;edited by Charles Jencks and George Baird; they
emphasized the importance of history and popular culture in building. The implosion
of the recently built Pruitt—lngoé in 1972, a public housing development in St. Louis,

- Missouri, considered uhinhébifable, was regarded by Charles Jencks to be the death of

- modern architecture.

Two trends dominated residential construction in Canada during the 1960’s and eérly
1970’s:‘ urban apartments and suburban houses. Because of support from the federal
government, including CMHC, collaboration with financial institﬁtions and new
technolbgy including climbing cranes and precast concrete assembiy parts, hi gh-rise
construction was extensive in major urban centres. The single-family house was
becoming larger — about twelve hundred square feet - and was often clad in
prefinished aluminum siding and masonite, although the West Coast favoured stucco.
Aluminum was also used in new double-glazed windows obliterating the need for the
annual fall installation of storm windows. The picture window became widespread in
new houses during this time. Perhaps the last truly North American building type — the
split-level — also became popular. Colour theorists, including Max Luescher, who was
introduced to North America in 1969, espoused ‘homey’ colours and avocado was the

colour of choice, especially noted in appliances.

" The end of this period of Prize Homes (1960-1975) was marked by the energy crisis of
1973 when the Organizing of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) cut their oil

production in half, resulting in a tripling of oil prices from three to more than ten
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dollars a barrel. The authors of a study of contemporary Canadian architecture noted
that

by the time the oil crisis struck in 1973, concern for the environment had been
growing in Canada as elsewhere...[but] the oil crisis marked a real turning point.
Although in Canada the crisis was at first more a matter of anxious anticipation

- than of real scarcity, it sparked a genuine change in attitudes towards both
natural and built environment. In the course of the post-1973 decline in the
western world’s economic health, notions of unlimited growth and technological
progress...were called into question...There was suddenly a whole society faced
with the threat to its prosperous way of life.>

In the Lower Mainland, thé: years between 1960 and 1975 continued to be very active
in residential construction. After zoning changes of the late 1950’s that allowed
increased density, 220 high-rises were built in the West End during the 1960s with a .

resultant 17,000 new suites.>’

In response to early urban renewal projects in Strathcona, such as McLean Park in
1962 and nearby Raymur Housing Project of 1966-67, citizens groups’ opposition to
the City of Vancouver’s further urban renewal projects and plans to build a freeway
through Chinatown were successful and City Council’s resolution of 1967 was
reversed. This was followed by the Strathcona Rehabilitation Project where grants and
loans were made available in 1971 to repair older buildings. Also in Vancouver, the |
Fairview Slopes were rezoned ailowing for new housing types and residential
development begun in False Creek. The first major co-operative housing project in
British Columbia, De Cosmos Village, was developed in 1972, and in the same‘year '
subsidized rental units were built in Champlain Heights. This project was designed
with a flat roof in the modern (and cost-effective) aesthetic but, after discussidn with

' their'consultént, Christopher Alexander, who insisted that ‘the roof is home’, the

architects added sloped roofs over the entrances.

For the most part, the high cost of land and improved transportation routes, such as the
new Second Narrows Bridge and the Port Mann Bridge, and completion of the Trans-

Canada highway through Burnaby, resulted in new residential construction in the
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suburbs, especially in inexpensive land at the outer edge of the city in Richmond,

Delta, and Surrey.

The value of building permits rose in Vancouver from thirtY—five million dollars in
1960 to more than two hundred million in 1975 but population rose only from 405,000
to about 410,000 during the same period owing to a decline in birth rate and increased
numbers moving to the suburbs. A lack of rental housing and a mortgage rate drop in
1971 led to skyrocketing housing costs in 1973 when prices rose by twenty—four per

~ cent. Housing costs had risen more than six times as fast as the average worker’s
wages from 1963-1973..%% In 1975, Vancouver became the most expensive residential

. real estate market in Canada.*®

Duﬁng the 1960s, land in Vancouver sold for less than it had in 1912 but, in the early
1970s, a real estate boom doubled property values in just a few.years. The exception to
a continued increase in building activity was 1974, which followed falling feal estate
prices frorn the previous year. A survey of building permits shows that, in 1974 and
1975, there was a dramatic drop in housing construction in Greater Vancouver. Prices
were.too high and it was felt that until the inventory decreased, housing starts would

not increase.®

Beginning in the 1970s, changes were occurring within Vancouver that resulted in new
pressures on the City of Vancouver’s Planning Department to further regulate the
design of Inew houses. Many of these new residences were built to the maximum
allowable size with minimal landscaping and exterior detailing compared to earlier,
smaller revival-styled houses. In 1974, the allowable floor sp'ace ratio was increased; it
now included the basement area which had previOusly been used primarily for storage

but which was emerging as space for living and for illegal suites.



Figure 24 Vancouver Specials, 390 East 17", Vancouver, 2005.

The result was the birth of the Vancouver Specials, examples of which are seen in
Figure 24. Along with an increase in massing, their similar facades and nearly flat
roofs were a stark contrast to existing houses. However, nothing would change within

the zoning regulations until the 1980s.

Many architects at this time designed sympathetically with the land and used natural
materials; this organic approach had been influenced by the Bay Region Style and
resulted in the integration of the house and site. In 1965, Arthur Erickson designed the
Gordon and Marion Smith house in West Vancouver and declared: “I wanted the
Smith house to relate to the site in the same way that I had found it revealed to me
when I first walked onto it.” *' He spoke of the “budding local school which worked
out a post-and-beam vernacular suiting the climate and the local skills...Out of the
rough and tumble of the local building tradition, an authentic style developed with a

simplicity of form and honesty of expression.”* The Hassell House in West
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Vancouver in 1966 and the Hemsworth Residence in North Vancouvér in 1969 are

examples of what was being built by the leading architects of the day.

This style, sometimes referred to as Northwest Regional, was characterized by a clear
sense of proportion, composition and scale and an integration of the indoors with the
outdoors, including retention of native vegetation, wide use of cedar (often diagonal),

large expanses of glass including skylights, simple shed roofs, and numerous decks.*”

Most houses in this time period however did not integrate so beautifully with the site;
of course, few properties in Vancouver rivaled the natural beauty of the north shore
locations, and houses, for the most part, were simple ranchers or split-levels With the
contractors’ favoured cladding material combined with white stucco. Rancher

, describes a large variety of contemporary single sforey houses, usually with basements
that used to be referred to as bungalows. “Characteristics usually included large |
picture windows, sliding glass dodrs to exterior patios, low-sloped roofs, a variety of
materials on the exterior and an attached carport or garage; various other styles
(including Japanese, Tudor and Spanish) Were often incorporated as ornament.”.*

Split-level houses continued their popularity into the 1960s although the difficulty of

moving this dwelling likely precluded its inclusion as a Prize Home.

The previously mentioned Vancouver Special, a two-storey dwelling (no basement)
with attached two-car carport or garage with deck above at rear was designed to house
two (or more) families, in a single-family zone. “Characteristics of this house included
main living spaces on the upper floor, low pitched gable roof facing street, stock doors
and windows and a variety of extérior finish materials.” * The popular combination of
their low price with maximum square footage and maximum site coverage resulted in
construction of an estimated ten percent of Vancouver’s detached single-family

housing stock in the 1970s.*

As a response to the energy crisis of the early 1970s, passive and active solar houses

were appearing although in limited numbers. Distinct forms were created by extensive
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“use of glass and solar panels facing south and using the sun as an energy source.”’
Another response was retrofitting where existing houses were made more efficient by
replacing single paned windows with double paned glass units and adding insulation to

walls and roofs.

1.-Prize Home History

The rancher, split-level and Vancouver Special can be considered thei last original

domestic styles in the Lower Mainland; a series of revival styles has followed.

The 1960s saw a new direction in Prize Homes at the PNE. Although the Pan-abodes
“of the 1950s had been successful prizes and it was decided to continue with the house -

as the main prize package, there was also interest in avoiding some of the financial

. problems of 1959;

Keith Beedie, a local contractor who became president of The Beedie Group which
specializes in the desi gn, construction, and management of industrial buildings in th_e
Lower Mainland, had been-involved in the PNE of the late 1940s. He built show fronts
for Happyland, the first amusement park at the fair and, later, he ran an ice cream
stand during the Exhibition. In his words: | |

I constructed five PNE Prize Homes from 1960 through 1964 with each
house being an experience in itself. In 1960 I submitted a house plan to
Chatelaine Magazine and won the “Home of the Year Contest”. The -
home had to be constructed in Greater Vancouver, with Chatelaine
providing the furnishings and put on display for a minimum of two
weeks. I contacted the PNE and ‘sold’ the idea of utilizing this home for
the prize home. If I recall correctly, the PNE paid me $10,000 for the
total package (my only cost was labour, everything else I had donated)
and after the fair, I supervised the move onto the PNE’s lot in Burnaby.
In each of the five years, I moved the PNE home and had it set up,
complete with landscaping, seven days after the PNE closed. A part of
my agreement with the PNE was that I could utilize the home for the
parade of homes that used to take place a week or two after the PNE was
over. I will never forget the person who won the fourth house
complaining after they moved in that one of the glass shades on a light
fixture had a small crack in it and what was the PNE going to do about it!
The fifth house was the first two-storey house built for the PNE prize
home. Due to height restrictions in moving the house to the permanent
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site, the whole top level had to be lifted off and moved separately. The

house mover came on site with his equipment and told my

superintendent, Charlie Metcalfe, that it couldn’t be done. No one talked

to Charlie that way! He told the mover to go and have a coffee and leave

his equipment and crew with him. In half an hour, Charlie had installed |
the beams in pockets that had been incorporated in the design and was

ready for the lift.*®

Figure 25 Homes of Distinction Brochure (photo courtesy of Keith Beedie),
1964.

As all materials for the house were donated — lumber from the lumberman’s
association, for example, Beedie received only five to ten thousand dollars to build

each house. During the fair, he also manned the house, handed out advertising
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brochures entitled “Homes of Distinction” (Figure 25) and, as a result, even got a few

jobs.

-

Figure 26 PNE Prize Home 1960 (photo courtesy of Keith Beedie), 1960.

The Association itself was aware of the importance of change to the Prize Homes. The
Chairman noted that “the question of prizes should be brought up every year to ensure
variation and maintain interest in the prize draw” and, after a request by Beedie to
have a multi-year contract and a permanent slab built on the PNE grounds, decided
“that we should not sign a three year contract with Beedie and that we should continue
as in the past to obtain competitive bids for the prize home.”* The Committee moved

in 1961 to have “the house as the main prize again this year.”®

That year, the Programme Committee’s specifications stipulated a 1260 square foot
home with basement, but the most attractive show piece proposal received was a four
bedroom design of 1800 square feet with no basement. Since this could have caused
trouble with the other bidders, it was decided to ask all the original bidders to submit

new bids on the basis of an 1800 square foot, four-bedroom house, with no basement
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with a two-week deadline from that date. The Board of Directors found that Beedie’s
design “appears to be of very attractive construction and should be very appealing to
program purchasers.”" During the directors’ visit to the prize home, “The general

impression was that it was one of the finest homes we have offered in connection with

9952

our program prizes up to this time.

Figure 28 PNE Prize Home 1962 (photo courtesy of Keith Beedie), 1962.
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In the meantime, the Programme Committee had received a letter suggesting that a
number of mobile homes be offered instead of one prize home, but, since
arrangerhents had already been made with Beedie, this offer was declined. At the same
time, discussions with the Central Canada Exhibition Association in Ottawa about a
prize of gold, instead of a home; were begi'nning. Both Ottawa and Calgary had given
cash prizes and Calgary stated that there was a greater net return with the prize money.
“However, it was agfeed that, as last year was such a successful one, we should
continue with the ... grand prize of a fully furnished home for a further year, keeping
in mind that new gimmicks, such as an entirely different looking house, for example,

- Colonial style”*

would be entertained. And in fact the 1963 house was a Colonial.
When asked why he changed from the more modern designs of 1960-1962, Mr. Beedie
stated simply that it was time for something new. There was considerable discussion
about obtaining lots for the future location of the prize home, however, because of the
principle of change it was decided that this item would come up for annual review and
that multi-lots should not be purchased. There were also suggestions of a permanent
location on the fairgrounds set up with proper landscaping so that the house mighi be

seen to good advantage, clear of the concessions. The Programme Committee felt

however that the location of the house did not affect the actual sales of the tickets.

At the same time, there was concern that the problems of the 1962 bidding process not
be repeated. “The Chairman stated that last year we made firm specifications for the |
house, yet the desi gn preferred was an alternative one, submitted in addition to the
design according to PNE’s specifications, which made it necessary for PNE to ask the
other companies to re-submit bids according to this alternative specification. It was
stated that, this year, PNE should give some guidance but that this should be run more

on a ¢ompetition basis.”**
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Figure 29 PNE Prize Home 1963 at 7551 Chutter, Burnaby, (photo courtesy
of Keith Beedie),1963.

™

Figure 30 PNE Prize Home 1963 at 7551 Chutter, Burnaby, 2003.
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The Prize Home of 1963 (Figure 30) provided Beedie with yet another opportunity to
showcase one of his homes. This time, the Programme Committee rerﬁarked_ that, out
of four bidé, “Beedie Construction hés submitted, not only the low bid, but also the
best designed home. Plans submitted by the other bidders were inspected but it was
agreed that Beedie Construction was the only one who had actually taken time and
thought to the designing of this home, the other éubmitting stock plans already on
file.” This house was a traditional two-storey Colonial house and “Discussion took
place as fo whether the PNE Prize Home should be only of an ordinary design, or
should the PNE try to set new trends. It was felt, however, that...the prize home
should be one that wouid suit the tastes of the average persoh. It was added that a two-
storey hqme would stand out well in the new location on the Exv[l.)NE] grounds and, so

far as publicity is concerned, would be a new gimmick.”

In 1964, six contractors, suggested by the Vancouver Metropolitan House Builders’
Association, were contacted by the PNE. Of the two low bids — Beedie’s and a second
proposed by Dueck Homes Ltd., another local contractor - Dueck’s plan was a prefab
style house of about 1600 square feet and ‘not up to specs’™’ and, once again, Beedie’s

proposal was accepted.

The Programme committee reiterated its commitment that ‘the prizes remain the same
as in the past few years’*; the following year, however, Dueck won the bid over
Beedie ending the longest run of any contractor to date. Dueck’s home, shown in
Figure 31, was the ‘latest in original design using high quality building materials 1n
component manufacture.’” For the first time, Westcoast Transmission — a Vancouver-
based energy company - was involved in the pr‘ogrﬁmme supplying all méjor gas-fired
appliances including patio heater, barbeque and outside gas light in addition to the
regular household appliances. Dueck proposed, in 1966, a combined scheme with

Chatelaine magazine who would provide valuable advertising in the form of five or six

pages of promotion including floor plans and an artist’s concept. This proposal was,

however, rejected by the Programme Committee in order “that the basic format of
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prizes remain the same as 1965.”% The winning design of 1966 was a bungalow

(Figure 1966) with Roman style atrium — a central glass-roofed hall similar to the open

central courtyard of an ancient Roman house.

Figure 32 PNE Prize Home 1966 (CVA).

Later that year, however, the Programme Committee began to investigate a new prize
principle. To achieve this ‘new look’, they decided to review what other fairs were

doing. For the last six years, a Gold Bar had been offered as a prize at the Calgary
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Stampede and a similar prize had also been offered at Ottawa’s fair. In any case, at the
December meeting, it was discussed that “over the past years, some of the Canadian
Fairs have favoured and have had considerable success with a Gold Brick worth
$50,000. Due to the fact that next year is Canada’s Centennial, something new and
different like the Gold Brick was favoured.”' Subject to clarification of legalities, the
Board of Directors reviewed and approved the proposal and Noranda Mines Limited
agreed to provide the Gold Bar, paid for by the 1967 PNE. In addition, as in the past,

fourteen automobile prizes were offered as prizes, all gold in colour.

=l

Figure 33 Bar-o-Gold advertised in 1968 PNE Promotional Brochure (PNE
Archives).

After so many years of rejecting new proposals and suggestions in favour of retaining
the format of a prize home as the main programme reward, it is hard to be certain why
the gold bar was selected. However, the combination of a new chairperson of the
Programme Committee, Canada’s Centennial, the ease of the new prize for the
committee and the proven track record of success with the gold bar at other fairs,
convinced the Programme Committee to pursue this new direction. A review of this
committee following the fair concluded that, because it was new and different from

past Prize Homes, they would continue with the $50,000 Bar o’ Gold in 1968.

Is it not ironic that the winner of the 1968 Prize stated that “I haven’t yet decided on
how to spend the money but it might be on a new home”?** And, indeed, the money
would have bought a fine home as the average price of homes in Vancouver in 1968
was only about $20,000. Things did not turn out quite that well, however, as her

estranged husband claimed half of the prize.
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In fact, ticket sales dropped in 1968, as fairgoefs did not seem able to relate to the gold
bar as a prize. In addition to the adverse publicity, this caused the Programme
Committee to return to their format of a Prize Home és the rﬁain prize for the 1969
exhibition. International Salés and Advertising Ltd. offered the PNE a package to
supply the Prize Home, pay vendors and handle all advertising but the Programme
Committee refused. There was, though, considerable discussion on what the grand
prize should be, or of what it should consist. “It was felt that the gold brick did not
capture the public’s imagination and a tangible object was needed. The gold was also
much more expensive than the house, and although offering the winner more, did not
in fact mean as much to the bulk of people as being able to walk through a fully
furnished home.” The Committee was concerned with how to present the house
without lowering the prize rhoney from the fifty thousand dollars of the previous year
and discussed putting a car in the garage, or adding a boat on a trailer. It was decided,
however, that this was not needed as market value on such a house would be much
more than the actual cost to the PNE. At the same meeting, they therefore moved
“That this Committee recommend approval, in principle, of the grand prize at the 1969
PNE being a furnished house, subject to cost of house and appurtenances not

éxceeding $35,000 in total cost to the PNE.”

One bid was received in 1969; Burger Construction’s Prize Home, shown in Figure 34,
provided a substantial increase in net profit. The Programme Committee noted that “it
was the general feeling that the Prize Home contributed greatly to this Success and
appeared to be much more popular than the Gold Brick.”* This sentiment was
reiterated the following year: “The last couple of years we have given away a Prize
Home fully furnished as a grand prize and a car a day on the daily prize draw. To give
away a $50,000 gold brick it would cost about $52,000 whereas the house has a
greater value and costs about $40,000 to $44,000 to build. Also, this isA visible

publicity and is an attraction in itself.”®
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Figure 34 PNE Prize Home 1969 (CVA).

The fixed upper cost limit allowed under the BC Provincial government lottery
programme began to impact the Prize Home in the early 1970s. Once again, a Pan-
abode was displayed at the PNE although this time not as the Prize Home. Other, more
futuristic model homes including a geodesic dome were also exhibited but these were
not Prize Homes either. Although the Prize Homes had been gradually increasing in
size, the 1972 house was less than three-quarters the size of the previous one. “It was
stated that the house is smaller this year due to rising construction costs and next year
additional funds will be required in order to retain the same quality of house as in
previous years.” The Programme Committee also wanted to take steps to ensure
more control over the contractors in future years by increasing hold-back money or
requiring posting of a performance bond before letting contracts for future homes and
even discussed constructing the Prize Home using PNE staff. The Works Department
felt they had qualified personnel on staff to carry out the work and that, because of
advertising from the programme, from the media and from word of mouth, the PNE
would be able to negotiate good prices for materials, even at no charge from some

manufacturers and suppliers.
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Even though each year seemed to bring considerable discourse on the Prize Home, the
principle of the house as the main prize was maintained by the Programme Committee.
“It was felt, after much discussion, that a home is an attraction as well as a stimulant
towards program sales.” The era of the gold bar was definitely over; there had been a
ten per cent drop in ticket sales. The limits of the Provincial Lottery regulations
however were restricting the size and quality of the Prize Home and the $50,000 limit
had made each Prize Home between 1971-73 “just another house.”® The site
restrictions were also problematic. ‘We have restrictions on where we can put the
homes. The neighbourhood has to be respectable, and the price has to be in our
budget,” said Doug Stevens, manager of PNE prize program. The cheapest lot in
Vancouver at the time cost forty thousand dollars but it was not in the right sort of

place. He continued:

Y ou have to remember the houses are overbuilt, too, we can’t afford to have
someone come back and complain about cracks in a few years. Also, it’s
overbuilt so we can move it 10 or 15 miles after the exhibition. For example, the
siding joints are all glued as well as being nailed. That sort of thing isn’t usually
done. Everyone does a little extra because of the publicity.
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Figure 35 PNE Prize Home 1970 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).



Figure 36 PNE Prize Home 1971 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).
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Figure 38 PNE Prize Home 1973 at 3030 Greenwood, Burnaby, 2003.
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House sites were moving farther away from Vancouver; in 1974, the site of the Prize

Home was moved to Coquitlam, which provided the site for the next four years.

Figure 39 PNE Prize Home 1974 at 7515 Greenwood Place, Burnaby,
2003.

A survey taken by the PNE in 1974 showed that most people favored houses in the
suburbs. This search for the single-family house was emphasized in the local
newspapers: “Most families want to own their own house in the suburbs. Even if told
that by renting they could save a lot of money, they still wanted to own their own
home.” "What most people do want, ideally, is their own little bungalow in the

suburbs.””!

With a new agreement with the Provincial Government in place (this time for
$100,000), the size of the Prize Homes began to increase again and, in 1975, the two-
thousand square foot Prize Home was won by a fourteen month old baby, Stephen Lee

whose parents had bought a ticket in his name. His sister, Holly recounted:

“Win a house! Win a car! Get your prize home tickets here!...And that’s where
it all started.

It all began in 1975 on the last day of the Pacific National Exhibition (P.N.E.) at
11:00 p.m. “Stephen Lee is the winner of the new P.N.E. home." My brother
who was 14 months old at the time won the prize home (a.k.a. the “dream
home”) at the Pacific National Exhibition. What a concept!...
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Our family moved in on Christmas Eve of that year. The house was fully
furnished with the latest styles and colours of the 70s. Furniture, linen and drapes
decorated the bedrooms in brown, yellow and avocado tones. The kitchen and
dining room were complete with plates, bowls and dried floral arrangements.
The sunken living room had many decorative items including plants that were
surrounded by neutral coloured walls. The cozy family room with a T.V. was
furnished in dark brown furniture with various tones of brown, orange and
yellow upholstery.

I don’t remember moving day maybe because we really did not have to move too
much. The house had everything already. The first memory of the house was that
we took many photos of the inside and outside because our relatives in Hong
Kong and China were all curious about our new place.

It was quite the change from a rental house with two bedrooms in East
Vancouver compared to a new three bedroom house in a new suburb of
Coquitlam. It’s a unique looking house with a flat roof unlike other houses in the
neighbourhood. The cedar siding is a caramel colour with dark brown trim and
white stucco...The trees at our house represent the three children in the family.
The Douglas fir is a symbol of my brother because his Chinese name has the
word tree in it. The bamboo represents my sister because her Chinese name has
the word bamboo in it. Finally, my English name is Holly and of course we
planted a holly bush. In the backyard, we grew strawberries and planted a plum
and Asian pear tree. The steep driveway leads to the carport. In the winter, it was
the best place to be tobogganing!

Many stories and memories can be told about living at the house. I have lived
there for twenty years. I know every crack and scratch around and how it
originated. Although it was my brother who won the house, we shared the joy
and laughter of the home as we grew up in it. My parents continue to enjoy the
home and are hoping it will be the beginning of a legacy for the Lee family. ™
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The period 1960-1975 saw a wide variety of styles in Prize Homes but, except for a
Colonial distraction in 1963, they were part of a modernist design aesthetic. Early post
and beam construction gave way to traditional platform framing. Houses were mostly
single storey with flat or low-sloped roof's; exteriors were cedar and glass. A lack of
resources in the early 1970s gave rise to mediocre design but the 1975 Prize Home,

pictured in Figure 40, ended the period with a sleek, horizontal West Coast style.

2. Representative Example : 1964 Prize Home

Figure 41 PNE Prize Home 1964 at 7880 Kraft, Burnaby, 2003.

The 1964 Prize Home was to be the last of Keith Beedie’s houses at the fair and it
featured a new concept of ‘rooms without ceilings’ where the interior spaces reflected
the roofline of the house. The exterior of the home featured a low slope roof with ridge
running from right to left interrupted by a dramatic two storey entry gable facing the
street and continuing to the rear, with two and one half storey glass panels surrounding
the front door. Although oversized, this gable above the entry is similar to those in the
1934 and 1957 houses. This was not a classic ranch design but formed part of the
variation on ranchers characteristic of the time. The roof of the 1800 square foot house
was shingled with thatch-pattern cedar shingles and its walls were clad with beveled
siding. Windows were aluminum and a single carport (later turned into a garage) with

storage shed was attached. The overall dimensions of 71.5 by 26 feet, including the




street-facing carport, necessitated an oversized, suburban lot and the house was moved

" to a new community in Burnaby.
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Figure 42 PNE Prize Home 1964 Main Floor Plan.

The interior consisted of an open plan entry, L-shaped living room and dining room
and enclosed kitchen facing the rear yard. The bright, expansive front entry with its
double-height ceiling led, via a grand curved staircase with curved wrought iron
railing, to an open mezzanine games room with storage and a fireplace tucked under
the eaves of the gable dormer. Two bedrooms and bathroom and a large master
bedroom with ensuite completed the plan. Plumbing was economically concentrated in
one area of the house. Kitchen cabinets were made by Crestwood and countertops
were of plastic laminate. Of note is the electric heating by Chromalox which promoted
its advantages of cleanliness, speed of installation, safety, even heat and compact
“installation (no furnace, vents, piping, ducting). Their ad in the brochure stated “No
Dirt! No Fumes! No Filters! No Servicing! No Fuel Deliveries!” Duke Energy — an
American energy company - took over as a major sponsor of the Prize Home the
following year. No side windows were present, which reduced natural ventilation and
sunlight. Surprisingly, the walls were plastered not covered in drywall — the most
common material of the day. However, as the acknowlvedgement for wall covering in
the promotional brochure was from the B.C. Plastering Promotional Fund, perhaps this

was an attempt by the plaster trade association to recapture a disappearing market.
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" This house was a blend of ideas, incorporating features of the modern house (open

living and dining room and large windows) with traditional design elements (gable
roof); it was a compromise intended to appeal to a variety of potential clients. In its -
Brochure, “Homes of Distinction”, the Beedie Construction Compémy attefnpted to
attract all potential customers: “We have many plans on file, including post and beam,
cdntemporary, conventional, split levels, and two stories; any one of which may suit
your needs, or we will be happy to design the exact type of home to suit you and your

family at no additional cost.””

The interior layout of the house was evident in the exterior design with large windows
in the principal rooms and smaller windows in less important ones. Similar to the 1957

house, bedroom windows facing the street were placed high to achieve privacy.

The plan of the house clearly distinguished between the public and private domains
with an open entry, living room and dining room. Similar to the 1934 and 1957 Prize
Homes, the kitchen was at the centre of circulation opening onto the dining area, main
entry hallWay and outdoors; bedrooms and bathrooms were entered from a narrow
hallway. Again, as in the 1957 house, access to the family or games room was through

the public area, this time the front entry and up the staircase, in order to take advantage

of the dramatic two-storey space centered on the front door. Perhaps the newness of

the'famil'y room concept led to the difficulty in knowing where to locate the room; not
knowing whether it Belonged in the public or private realm and wanting to‘ obtain
acoustic isolation, it was placed away from both. Since there was no basement in this
house either, ample storage was provided with oversized front hall and bedroom
closets as well as three additional hall closets. Extra storage was provided at the rear of

the carport.

All of Beedie’s Prize Homes were erected on a slab on grade and this easy relation to

the ground aided in the connection between the outdoor and indoor spaces. Situated on



‘in the 50’s or 60’s, chances are it has ranchers.
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an enormous corner lot, easy access to the yards is provided at the front and back

doors; visual sightlines are through large windows in the public rooms.

The 1964 Prize Home reﬁected the local situation in mény ways. Located in the -
Willows subdivision in Burnaby, it was promoted as a family home with “new space
for family living...space to relax...to entertain friends...for children fo play in
safety...space to live better.”” The ranch style with no basement provided easy access
to the outside. Materials were consistent with those used at the time, aluminum
windows, cedar shingles and carpet, for examp]e, aithough stucco was generally more
widely used than wood and drywall was more prevalent than plaster. At eighteen
hundred square feet, this home was about one and a half times the size of a typical
house at the time. “It was the builder’s special of the day,” noted Robert Lémon,
president of Heritage Vancouver. “Théy [ranchers] were considered to be modern énd
efficient but not intended to be ‘modern’ architecture. They had an L-shaped living
dihing area with no wall between them, but probably a separate kitchen. Three
bedrooms and two bathrooms, that’s your standard plan...The family room also came
in the ‘50’s,” added (Don) Luxton. “You’d also have a carport, usually attached to the

house...Ranch homes can be found all over the place...if a neighbourhood sprung up

9975

As the housing crisis lessened and the simple post war dwellings developed into more
elaborate homes, the 1964 Prize Home reflected its time in a popular sense. It had little
in common, however, with the contemporary houses being designed by Vancouver’s
top architects and was constructed almost twenty years after the suburban houses of

Levittown. It was a basic rancher with extras that made it a popular Prize Home.

Manufacturers and products continued to be well promoted but without the obvious
signage of the 1950s. Discreet signs by the house identified the contractor and
furniture supplier and other contributions were publicized by markers throughout the

house. Contributions from sub-trades and suppliers were ackhowledged in publicity
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brochures. Contractors were given very little money from the PNE and this recognition

was critical to the success of the Prize Homes.
3. Review

Again, no statistics exist on the number of fairgoers who visited the Prize Home or on
the number of tickets purchased; however, the decrease in profits when the Prize
Home was replaced with a gold brick are an indication of its popularity as an
attraction. The modernist style of this period with flat or low-sloped roofs, natural
materials and large expanses of glass continued to delight fairgoers with dreams of

_ winning the pﬁze as well as with current options and ideas for their own homes. These

houses presented fairgoers with a taste for a West Coast style reflective of a generally

. buoyant economy.




CHAPTER 5
WEST COAST STYLE : 1976-1986

In spite of a world industrial economy generally floundering after 1973, British
Columbia prospered through its own resources. There was a rise in coal exports to
Japan, increased exploration and development of resources in the northeastern parts of
the province, an enormous rise in revenues from oil and gas, increases in the forest
industry (particularly pulp and paper mills), and new molybdenum and copper mines.
In 1981, however, the federal budget erased large sections of the development
industry. Without these tax incentives, new developers needed to maximize the
marketability and profit of the buildings. The recession of that year with its 21%
interest rates took a heavy toll on the province and was followed by a more welcoming
approach to foreign investment. As a result, British Columbia’s economy became less
dependent on resource extraction. This, and the 1984 agreement between Great Britain
and China that saw Hong Kong reverting to China in 1997, led to an enormous
increase in Asian investment. It was estimated, for example, that 90% of downtown
South — the area immediately north and east of the Granville Bridge - was owned by
Asians at the end of the 1970s.

In Vancouver, after a small dip in population in 1976, the number of residents
remained more or less steady at about 425,000. The value of building permits
oscillated from about $230,000,000 in 1976 to $400,000,000 in 1986 with a big drop
in 1982 and a peak of $700,000,000 in 1984.7 After dropping gradually from a high of

3.3 persons in 1961, the average household size remained fairly stable from 1976 to

present day at about 2.3 persons. ’’
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The general move to the suburbs continued, especially to Surrey, as a result of the fack
of affordable land in Vancouver. This was due to both a shortage of sites and increased

prices. 1976 was the year of the United Nations Conference on Human Settlements —
the Habitat Forum - on the Jericho Lahds. Other significant developments of this

decade included the opening in 19770f the Seabus, a ferry linking Vancouver with the
North Shore communities, and of the Skytrain in 1985, a rapid transit train to the east

" and southeast suburbs of Vancouver. The largest mega-project in Greater Vancouver
was the New Westminster Quay, a multi-use development on the Fraser River

waterfront.

Two opposing movements in international architecture of this périod were the high-
tech and heritage movements. The first featured architects such as Norman Foster and
buildings like the Pompidou Centre in Paris and, the latter, organizaﬁons such as the
National Trust in England and the National Trust for Historic Preservation’s Main
Street Prografn in the United States, seeking to preservé communities énd buildings.
Although High Tech was seen in some interiors, it did not prove to be an important
residential trend. After the energy crisis, however, the heritage movement provided a
reasonable alternative to new construction with the reuse of buildings in a variety of
ways. Although Heritage Vancouver was not founded until 1991; other heritage groups
were forming across the country; Sauvons Montreal, for example, began in 1976. In

1981, Heritage Canada initiated the Main Street Program challenging the popularity of

" the suburban mall.
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Figure 43 Typical postmodern house, 4560 Belmont, Vancouver, 2005.

A third movement — Post-Modernism — was marked by the construction of the Vanna
Venturi house in Philadelphia by her son, Robert Venturi in 1964 as well as by the
construction of Philip Johnson and John Burgee’s American Telephone and Telegraph
Building in New York City in 1978-82. In Canada, a 1975-76 exhibition of historical
architecture at the National Gallery of Canada in Ottawa titled “The Architecture of
the Ecole des Beaux-Arts” attracted considerable attention. A general dissatisfaction
with modernism led to the Post-Modern movement whereby historical buildings were
studied and a revived architectural vocabulary was realized. As opposed to the
Modernists, who felt that they were building in an essentially new manner from their
precursors, PoMo architects saw their work as part of a centuries long tradition of
building. Figure 43 illustrates a typical Vancouver postmodern house. Published in
1981,Tom Wolfe’s book From Bauhaus to our House, popularized the public’s
dissatisfaction with the modern style which was seen as “cool and aloof, increasingly
sterile in design, and indifferent to both their users and their surrounding.”” The
HSBC Building in downtown Vancouver, designed in 1984, is one local example of

the Post-Modern movement. In an article on Vancouver, Arthur Erickson decried the
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results of this movement in the city: “It may have been symptomatic of eighties
materialism that it should be expressed in surface architecture but surely there have
been enough false pediments, hanging columns and showy vaults for us to long for
simple honesty. The moment is long past for us to re-discover the importance of place,
the germane seeds of architecture and the sense: of 'ours’eli\)e‘s SO ne.céssa.ry in the

destabilized world of today.””

On the housing front, medium-rise apartment buildings and narrow townhouses were
being constructed in Canada and the United States, reducing energy costs by up to
| fdrty-ﬁve per cent. Reduced construction and transportation costs as well as the
ecological benefits of less urban sprawl appealed to some and, in 1984, the annual
“New American House” honor — an annual, American-based award - was presented to
| a project of six narrow-front townhouses with workspaces within the hdme. In Canada,
the CMHC built Le Bretton Flats in 1976 and Cathcart Mews (1978) and Springfield
Mews (beginning 1980), all in Ottawa. Housing was also being included in new
mixed-use mid-rise building such as Hazelton Lanes (1977) and the Oaklands (1982)

in Toronto.

In Vancouver, grand turn-of-the-century houses in the West End were continui;lg to be
torn down to make way for high-rises but in the mid 1970’s the Vancouver’s Planning
Department reconfigured the West End as a series of lower density neighbourhoods
and streets were closed off to through traffic. The residential areas of Kitsilano,
Marpole, Grandview and Mount Pleasant were developed with épartments and, in

Y aletown, older house sites were being turned into cbmmercial buildings. The former
Shaughnessey and Quilchena golf courses became Van Dusen Gardens and the
Arbutus Shopping Centre and were surrounded by upscale apartménts. Condominiums
were constructed in Fairview Slopes and Grandview in the early 1980’s and, in
Kerrisdale, thé replacement of older three-storey rental walkups with high-priced

~ concrete condominiums displaced seniors and led to a municipal review of rental

versus condominium dwellings. Following the heritage trend, the revitalization of

Granville Island began in 1977; it was a good-example of the whole former industrial
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area being more significant than any particular building. Pacific Heights Housing Co-
operative, rebuilt in the West End from 1983-85, saved an existing streetscape of
houses by adding a new medium rise infill apartment house behind to increase density
from eight to ninety-one units. The 1934 Barber House was retained with the addition
of an infill house in the rear yard. In addition, narrow townhouses were built at Willow

Arbor in 1980.

The decision made in 1970 to rezone land from industrial to residential and park land
in False Creek provided a new concept for the south shore of False Creek and
construction began in 1976. This reconstruction was mirrored ten years later with the

opening, on the north and east sides of the same body of water, of Expo 86’s ‘Man in

Motion,’ celebrating Vancouver’s centennial.

iy

Figure 44 New Vancouver Special, 4302 West 9®, Vancouver, 2005.

On the single-family home front, an alternative was being sought for the ubiquitous
Vancouver Special and, in 1985, the Vancouver League for Studies in Architecture

and the Environment sponsored a competition for a house providing the same square
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footage as the original Special. The winner’s design featured traditional rooflines and
materials and a semi-detached addition in the rear yard and is shown in Figure 44. An
increased demand from neighbourhoods for municipal intervention against the
Vancouver Special resulted, in 1986, in zoning changes in building massing and rear

yards requirements in order to respect the neighbours’ privacy and light.

1. Prize Home History

Figure 45 PNE Prize Home 1976 at 1384, Haversley, Coquitlam, 2004.

At the PNE, the 1976 Prize Home, shown in Figure 45, was a major break from the
past. The Housing and Urban Development Association of Canada (HUDAC) along
with BC Hydro and Power Authority approached the PNE with an energy house
concept to demonstrate the potential of high thermal resistance, solar water heating,
solar space heating and energy conservation appliances such as heat pumps and
electronic ovens. With this stress on energy conservation, solar heat panels on the roof
provided the primary heating source with a heat pump used as an auxiliary heating
system and cooling system. In addition, there were triple glazed aluminum windows,
insulated doors and fluorescent lighting throughout except for the dining room

chandelier. Excess heat from solar panels was used to heat the above ground
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swimming pool in the backyard. BC Hydro agreed to monitor the efficiency of the
solar heating system for three years, free of charge. Even the size of the home was
reduced from 2000 to 1600 square feet. The group had wanted to have the house
completed by March in time for the Habitat Conference and Electrical Trade Show but

this was not accomplished.

Figure 46 PNE Prize Home 1977 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

The Prize Homes began to increase in size again and the 1977 home, shown in Figure
46 and featuring only double glazed windows and a heatilator fireplace as energy
efficient aspects, was designed by the students and staff of the British Columbia
Institute of Technology’s Building Technology Programme. Unsuccessful proposals
that year included a modular plan from Warnett Kennedy, a local architect and city
councilor, and an idea from Block Brothers who wanted to become ‘completely
involved’ with the PNE and to arrange transporting the Prize Home to 108 Ranch,
where the lot would be sold to the PNE for half price. At the same time, a new
application was made to the BC Government’s Lotteries Branch to increase the
amount of money available for the home as it had remained at an unworkable

$100,000.
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Figure 47 PNE Prize Home 1978 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

After two contemporary homes, the unanimous decision was made by staff to revert, in

1978 (Figure 47), to a more traditional design — a Colonial rancher - ‘because of its

to criticism from the general public over unpopular designs, following with a more

|

|

warm, homey look”.* This decision provides a good example of the PNE, responding
generally acceptable vision.

|

\

Figure 48 PNE Prize Home 1979 at 7471 Lawrence, Burnaby, 2003.
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Figure 49 PNE Prize Home 1980 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

The next homes — 1979 and 1980 (Figures 49 and 50)- were larger and somewhat more
contemporary but this period of Prize Homes was considered by staff to be a “dog’s

breakfast.”®' At the time, the PNE staff was involved with the promotion of a new

sports multiplex for the fairgrounds.

Figure 50 PNE Prize Home 1981 (Vancouver Sun Archives) 1981.
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Figure 51 PNE Prize Home 1981 at 2324 129B Avenue, White Rock, 2005.

This lack of attention culminated in the debacle surrounding the 1981, 4,000 square
foot Prize Home, pictured in Figures 51 and 52. For the first time ever, there was a
ground-breaking ceremony at noon on 18 June 1981 and the Prize Home Committee
crowed that "the ceremony is being held this year primarily to promote the original

house design by Ray (sic) Thom, one of Canada's foremost architects."®

Although Ron Thom had moved his architectural practice from Vancouver to Toronto
in 1963, the economic climate in Canada at the time had forced him to open an office
in Calgary — the fastest growing city in the country - in 1979 and reopen in Vancouver
shortly after. Thom was made an Officer of the Order of Canada in 1981. This lifted
his spirits but the recession of 1981 bankrupted many architectural offices in Canada
and left Thom’s office searching for clients. (Thom’s western offices eventually closed

in 1982.) It was during this time that he accepted the Prize Home commission. Thom
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had always been interested in residential design and insistent that houses remain an
integral part of his office: “Ever since my office was established in Toronto it has
maintained an invol?ement with houses, and we intend to continue to do so as long as
the work is there. The effect of this work on the spirit and direction of an architectural
| 6ffice is magic. Because the ingredients of any architectural project are all there, and
because it is a more direct subject to deal with - one client - smaller size - the proéess ‘

from start to completion is quicker. [Everyone] sees the seed planted and the flower

blossom.”®

The description of the Prize Home was certainly breathtaking:

When you open the solid oak door you walk into a dramatic glass-roofed atrium,
or interior garden, which soars upward from the courtyard entrance to the roof.
From this entrance hall, short flights of stairs lead to the various living areas. The
lower levels include additional bedrooms for other members of the family, a
bathroom complete with whirlpool bath and a redwood hot tub on its own private
deck, a family activity room with a fireplace,; and workshop and utility areas.
Upstairs is the main living area, including a dream kitchen equipped with all of
the latest appliances, a luxurious living room with a view of the back garden and .
deck, and a spacious dining room. Up three steps is a private den or study, while
the top level of the house is the master bedroom wind: a self-sufficient area with
sitting room, ensuite bathroom, fireplace and a sundeck overlooking the back
garden.
Half-height interior walls allow a view of the atrium from the kitchen, living
room and master bedroom...without diminishing the privacy of these rooms.
On every level, the Prize Home is a model of energy efficiency. Insulation far
exceeds the building code requirements and all windows are double-glazed. With -
_ central air conditioning, electric forced air heat, and three fireplaces, this home
will be a year-round pleasure.® ’

The house was an expanded version of the Dodek house, designed by Thom twenty
years earlier.*” It was made in twelve sections, dismantled and loaded onto flatbed
trucks to be reassembled; walls were bolted to floors, inner drywall sheets were

slipped off and on and the central core came apart and folded into sections.

Batex Industries and its owner, Tom Wilson, came from Ontario and wanted to enter
the housing market in the Lower Mainland. Their bid was the least expensive of six -

in part because they absorbed Thom’s design fee of eighteen thousand dollars. Some

of the reasons it was chosen by the Prize Home committee in February were the style
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of the house, its method of construction, cost advantages to the PN E and the use of
union labour to build the house. Problems with the project, however, began almost
-immediately. Batex, in fact, did not settle their éontract with the PNE until the middle
of June not leavihg them enough time to complete the work; in addition, they did not
post a performance bond although neither had other contractors before then.
Construction began soon after and progress seemed satisfactory with the supply and
delivery of materials arranged to avoid the effects of the pending IWA strike.
However, at the beginning of August, a meeting was held to review the Prize Home
situation and to chart a course of action in ‘sudden emergency’ to make sure that the
building was in place as completeiy as possible for the opening without encumbrances
or liens so that the winner could take clear title of his prize. The Prize Home
committee needed “to answer questions raised on the status of manpower needed to
2386

complete the Prize Home on time and to find means to overcome problems

including timing, costs and union labour.

Although Wilson had agreed to use union labour, he underestimated the additional
costs and this, added to a complex design and to interest rates approaching twenty-
three per cent in 1981, made the house too expensive to build. In fact, costs rose to
almost $450,000, not including the lot, this, despite restrictions from the Lotteries
Branch that the total amount of the Prize Home package inciuding house, lot and
furnishings be no more than $250,000. A mud-slide in Coquitlam that year, where the
home was to be moved, was the final straw. One additional negative factor might have
been the contemporary design; the interior designer noted that the furnishings were not
for everyone as they were to produce a contemporary and very dramatic feeling.

In the middle of August, because of failure to meet the terms of his contract, the
drywall contractor was terminated. Four days later, construction workers th had not
been paid suggested shutting. down the site. On the day before the opening of the PNE,
there was a meeting with the contractor who had wanted to continue with its
newspaper advertisements publicizing his involvement with the Prize Home. In a

memo from W.G. Goddard, general manager of the PNE, to the Finance and Executive

committees, it was stated: "Batex had no money, no credit, the furniture we had paid
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Batex for was not the furniture now on order, the furniture now on order was not paid
for, Batex cheques were bouncing, there was still money owing on lumber and other
supplies, the Batex advertisement slated for the weekend papers had been put on hold,
Batex had spent $90,000 on the house to date, and Batex was preparing an accounting
of the money paid to them by the PNE." After adverse publicity on a local fadio
broadcast at the end of August, it was reported "that the GM and the President make a
good faith offer to the winner of the house for $250,000 in place of the house and lot" |
and "that any wages owing any individual who worked on the sit¢ should be paid 100
cents on the dollar."® The PNE opted to take over the Prize Home. Their major issues |
included resolutions of an approach to unpaid claimants, to the winner of the home, to
dissemination of information to the media, to police investigation into cost o?erruns

and to whom to sue — Batex and/or Wilson.

In any case, for the first time, the Winners of the Prize Home, Ray and Ruth Swift,
took investment advice and opted for a quarter of a million dollars in lieu of the house.

% were some of the

“A fabulous home but not for us” and ‘It was the weirdest house
comments attributed to the winners. PNE staff at the time consideréd the house too
| modern and masculine for the average family to imagine themselves living in.” For
Athe PNE’s pa&, “The Chairman (Erwin Swangard) stressed that no pressure had been
put on the Swifts by the General Manager, W.G. Goddard and himself during their

initial discussions.”"

This led to a further set of complications. There was no point suing Batex or Wilson as
they had no assets. Several alternatives were suggested in the month following the
annual fair. The PNE could move the house to the Coquitlam lot and sell it, move the

- house to a more exclusive lot and sell it, sell the house on an ‘as is where is’ basis, or
substanﬁal]y alter the house. Since it was made in sections, the sections could be
changed and the total appearance of the house could be altered inside and outside; it
‘was Ron Thom who advised reworking the house énd using it for 1982. In any case,

there were to be substantial losses incurred. A letter from Richard Bolus of ARCHO-

THOM Architects and Planners to the PNE Management Committee discussed
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possible alterations. He suggested that $40,000 would cover minor changes such as
altering surface materials and finishes. With respect to a major alteration, however, he
had the following to say: |

“In dealing with major alterations, we have found it extremely difficult to
review the design with the ambition of making the house into a new,
exciting project. The existing pavilion form is a very clear statement, and
we are of the strong belief that upon this premise, the design was executed
to its maximum potential. Subsequent alterations attempting to mask or
display a new concept will serve only to produce an inferior result,
confusing and diluting the strength of the original form. Because of these
circumstances, we cannot suggest or recommend any alterations that will
dramatically alter the house form or general image.”*

In the end, he recommended promotional material to be based not on an altered house

but on a new interior design only.

An advertisement was placed in the newspapers to give the PNE the widest possible
‘exposure to take the home to the buyer’s own lot, sell the house ‘as is’ or-to modify the
house for the following year. As time went on, however, possible solutions became
more difficult. A notice placed in the Vancouver Sun advertised : Y ou still have a
chance to own the dream home. The price? Make them an offer.” ** The Executive
Committee deéided that an offer received for the Prize Home of $45,000 be rejected;
there was great concern over the very low offers received for the shell. Moving the
house to Coquitlam would incur additional costs as would a new, more .exclusive lot.
There was, however, no agreement among Prize Home Committee members as to the
public reaction to reusing the 1982 Prize Home. After agonizing over their optibn of
keeping the home for the next year’s draw, they finally decided that the publicity
would be too negative and decided to put the house back on the market by saying: “It
appears more favorable at this time to sell the shell and keep the lot especially if we
are intending 0 stay in the Prize Home business.”™ In the end, debts were settled and
the furniture was disposed of for $5,162.00. As for the house? "Due to some problems
arising from the original construction, the PNE agreed to allow the purchaser to
remove the home on a payment of $2,500.00." The shell has been substantially

remodeled and moved to a lot in Ocean Park, a community in White Rock.
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Figure 53 PNE Prize Home 1982, 16080 13™ White Rock, 2004.

After this fiasco, the PNE was taking no chances. The 1982Prize Home, shown in
figures 52 and 53, was designed and built by Otto Dovertel, a friend of Erwin
Swangard, general manager of the PNE at the time. The committee noted that "this is

an affordable house which will prove popular to the majority. It is a little over 1900 sq
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ft in finished area with an unfinished basement and garage." There seems to have
been no discussion on alternatives and the main concern was that the costs remain
within the financial constraints of the Lotteries Regulations. In fact, the only feature of
note was a ceramic masonry stove installed for heating. The traditional design was

lacking in novelty and the next year, a submission by the same contractor was

dismissed in favour of “a more imaginative design.”’

: P 4 ‘ R o o “
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Figure 54 PNE Prize Home 1983 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).
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Figure 55 PNE Prize Home 1983, 15955 19", White Rock, 2004.
Earl Pont, a Vancouver architect, won over three other submissions with his 1983
design, pictured in Figures 54 and 55; its individual sloped peaks suggested
Vancouver’s magnificent mountain skyline. Again, numerous problems arose. In
addition to PNE infighting, where the chairperson of the Prize Home committee
accused the Chairman of the PNE of overlooking the committee for reasons of haste
and charged “that the Prize Home Committee and also the Board of Directors were
just used as a rubber stamp,”™ there were budget concerns and complaints from the
winner about the poor view and proximity to a trailer park. As well, there were several
problems during construction, leading the PNE management to suggest a project
manager be hired to coordinate the architect, builder, and mover. “The time and
problems encountered with the construction of the 1983 home were, in my opinion,
tragic. We must do our utmost to award the entire program to a single project
coordinator.” Additional concerns included a decline in attendance and sales of

tickets since 1980. The Prize Home committee outlined many reasons for this decline:
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the economy was poor; there were concerns with the design and location of the prize

home; the sales contract staff were not professional; the ticket price had increased;

advertising and marketing were unsatisfactory; and there was now increased

competition from other lotteries including the Provincial, the Express, and Loto

Canada. In spite of the PNE’s statement that “Competition for the almighty dollar is
95 100

high in the lottery market”,™, the recommendation was made to continue the same

format since, “This year’s prize Home is of modern design and should renew

99101

enthusiasm of wanting to own.

Figure 56 PNE Prize Home 1985 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

Figure 57 PNE Prize Home 1985, 10523 Fraser Glen, Surrey, 2004.
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The foll'owing year, in spite of some interest in a proposal to build a village of four to
five manufactured homes, “it was felt it would be a complete departure from our PNE
“>’dream home’ concept” and “that the Committee recommends staying with the
original ‘dream home’ concept.”'” Dominion Construction, an industrial and |
commercial contractor wanting tb enter the residential market, won over six other
submissions With a complete package including the property, design, project manager,
moving and construction. They located the house in Fraser Glen, a new subdivision in
north Surrey. The PNE staff were pleased with the time saving ihvolVed: staff
commented at a meeting of the Prize Home committee “on how much changing' the
PH bid to a 'package’ arrangement had eased the time restraints of Management,
allowing them more time to spend on other projects. The 'package' arrangement is
proving to be-a much more efficient mode of déveloping the Prize Home.”'
Dominion was also héppy as they viewed the PNE “as an excellent advertisi‘ng
vehicle.” '™ Later that year the Prize Home committee heard from Dominion: _-
“Dominion Construction have stated the exposure they received was directly
responsible for a number of sales in their Fraser Glen subdivision and they would be
most interested in tendering for the package again.” ' As a result of the ease of this
new format, the PNE continued successfully in 1985 (Figures 56 and 57) with the
same arrangement: “the organization of this year's home had been the smoothest yet
and Dominion Construction proven exceptional to work with.”'® Ticket sales rose to
over $1,000,000 for the first time. There was a variety of observations on the Prize
Home. These ranged from 'overall comments from all sectors of our patrons were very

»nl07

favorable, many times heard referred to as 'the best house yet to the suggestion that

consideration be given to something different in house design for the next year and
that the Prize Home committee “will discuss possible directions to take in 1986 with"

- those in the construction field to see what ideas they may have”.'®
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Figure 58 PNE Prize Home 1986 at 600 Clearwater, Coquitlam, 2003.

Although Dominion Construction and Earl Pont submitted proposals in 1986, it was
Otto Dovertel - who had submitted two proposals - who won the commission, shown
in Figure 58. This was Vancouver’s Centennial Year and with Expo ’86 being held in
downtown Vancouver, there was apprehension over the popularity of the PNE with
this competition. The heritage styled house was “selected to tie-in with the Pacific
National Exhibition’s salute to Vancouver’s Centennial celebrations and the first 100
years of the City’s history.”'® As a sponsor of the home, B. C. Hydro was more
effusive:

Designer-builder Otto Dovertel chose its heritage style to harmonize with
Vancouver’s Centennial Celebration theme. Y et turn-of-the-century décor belies
its up-to-the-minute efficiency and exacting specification standards. Because
what really fused that mystical union between design and execution was the
builder’s choice of fuel: natural gas. Natural gas is used for heating, cooking,
laundry, drying and fireplace heating. Outside there’s a natural gas barbecue, hot
tub, tiki lights, and a radiant natural gas patio heater...""°

The decade of Prize Homes from 1976 to 1986 proved to be some of the most varied,
from the modern, solar-powered design of 1976 to the traditional house of 1986. They

offered a range of styles but, with the exception of the 1986 house, were an attempt at
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a casual, loosely West Coast style with cedar shingles and siding, culminating in

Thom’s 1981 design. Energy conservation emerged as an important feature.

- During this decade, the Prize Home Committee suffered through many difficult
lessons including poor site and contractor selection but seemed to learn from their
mistakes by trying to change with the times — and then reverting to conventional.
design when beyond.their comfort level. Their resolve was firm to continue the Prize

Home tradition.

2. Representative Example : 1984 Prize Home

Although it is tempting to look at the Ron Thom house in more detail, its size and
budget did not reflect a general pattern of Prize Homes. It was too complicated ahd not
in step with the budget and schedule concerns of the PNE. A more representative
house was the 1984 house, a loW—profile rancher now set on‘ a suburban lot in Surrey.
This provided a good example of a developer — in this case, Dominion Construction -
using the Prize Home as a promotiohal tool to further their own purposes, in this case,

almost thirty years after Alfred Levitt developed Levittown on Long Island.

This Prize Home was an L-shaped bﬁngalo_w with side gables and a front gable over
the living room facing the street, not unlike the 1964 Prize Home’s prow-like roof, or
even the 1957 Pan-abode, although those gables as well as that of the 1957 house were
over the entry. A second gable formed the street end of the double garage, which was
placed at the end of a curving driveway' perpendicular to the street. The rendering

- emphasized the importance of the car with the expansive blacktop and two-car garage
door but the fact that the car did not directly enter from the street actually minimized

its impact.

As the showpiece of the new Fraser Glen Community, the siting of the Prize Home
took advantage of views from the living and dining room - and driveway, multi-

purpose room and garage - over a small lake at the entrance to the subdivision. The
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greenhouse faced south. More private spaces, both interior and exterior, faced north
including the ‘sundeck’. This was the first Prize Home to take advantage of a

particular site. Previous houses could have been located anywhere there was an

appropriately sized lot.

Figure 59 PNE Prize Home 1984 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

Figure 60 PNE Prize Home 1984, 10430 Fraser Glen, Surrey, 2004.
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The slope of the roof was very shallow and the front door entered at ground, directly
off the driveway; the rendering showed a wide, long house, low to the ground, set
amongst trees that were no doubt bulldozed to construct the house: The front facing
secondary gable echoed those of the previous Prize Hbmes although it did not indicate
the entry but, rather, the living room. Beside Ron Thom’s house, this building seemed
modest. The interior layout, however, was functional, with a semi-open plan and
private areas entered off a separate corridor. Materials reflected the West Coast

aesthetic with stained, pres’sure.—treéted lodge pole pine vertical éiding and pressure -

treated yellow cedar shakes “complete with stainless steel nails;”'"! double-glazed

aluminum windows were installed although vinyl windows from Europe were
emerging on the residential scene. “Westcoast platform frame wood construction™'?
was employed. The architectural guidelines for the community stipulated the materials

as well as the double garage.
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The ‘L’-shaped plan facilitated a central entrance and minimized circulation; its

~ overall dimensions of 53 wide by 56 feet deep made it a suitable candidate for a large
urban or suburban lot. Beyond the tiled exterior court a solid wood door entered into a
tiled hallway w1th living room accessed through an open arch Plumbmg was spread
throughout the house; although uneconomlcal, it allowed planning freedom. A large
room was located just inside the front door, accessed as well from the garage. “To
offset the lack of basement, a large multi-purpose room has been provided, the use of
which will vary with the age or lifestyle of the family. For the young family it will
probably serve as a children’s indoor play space and will later possible become a
games room, teenage party or music room. Depending on the inclination of the

' oecupants this flexible floor area could provide space for hobbies fitness equipment,
wine maklng, an office or the many widely varying needs of the individual family.”'"
Similar to the 1957 and 1964 homes, this family room was located in its own zone.
The garage was touted as having been expanded to prov1de space for a workshop and
storage but with the glazed-in plant room and two cars inside, there would have been
little additional space. With nowhere to put skis, garden furniture or Christmas
decorations, storage would likely have been a prime tenant in the multi-purpose room
unless, as often occurred, the cars were left exposed in the driveway. At least the door
did not face the street, exposing the family’s life to passersby. Along with a spa tub on
the back deck, the greenhouse at the southeast corner of the garage was one of the

Prize Home’s features.

. Double-glazed aluminum windows were sized according to their relative importance
with oversized glazing and clerestories facing the street from the living room, medium
sized-windows in the dining room and kitchen/family area and smaller windows in
bedrooms aod bath. Side yard windows were only piaced where there was no
possibility of locating them in the front or back (in the main bedroom and multi—.
purpose room), decreasing opportunities for cross-ventilation. The impor‘tance of the

enormous double car garage door was obvious.
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No mention was made of heating although a small box in a closet might have been a
heater. The energy crisis of the earlier decade had been forgotten. Neither was any

note made of furnishings.

The public/private delineation was fairly clear with bedrooms and bath accessed frdm

. a secondary héllway. As in the 1957 and 1964 houses, the multi-pufpose or rumpus

room was located directly accessible from the garage and front hall; it belonged in a-

netherworld of public and private and its ultimate occupancy seemed unqertéin.

In spite of its proximity td the ground, the interior/rear garden link was ineffective,
necessitating a walk thfough a narrow utility hall to the back sundeck, spa and back
yard; doors could have beén located directly between the kitchen / eating area and the
outdoors. However, this was the first time a cedar deck was provided in the rear yard
and continuous tiling inside and outside the front door increased the feeling of interior
/ exterior continuity. Large windows provided easy visual contact from principal

rooms.

In terrhs of promotion, very little information has been retained bn this house’s
presence at the PNE but the promotional brochures highlight Dominion Construction
Company’s experience in western Canada as well as its reputation of quality.
Particular prominence is given to the Fraser Glen subdivision as a desirable
neighbourhood, close to amenities such as transportation-(including the soon to be
built skytrain station at Guildford), shopping and schools. No mention was made of
suppliers and manufacturers, however, this information might have been available on

site.

Ticket sales continued to rise during this period, in spite of the apparent lack of
direction in terms of house style, attesting to the ongoing popularity of the Prize Home

and its sustained impdrtance to the PNE.



94
3. Review

Two years later, Vancouver referred to itself as the “city of the century’ in its Expo *86

_promotional advertising. The 1984 Prize Home hardly lived up to this image with its

suburban rancher style and lack of current architectural imagery such as high tech,

heritage conservation, or post-modernism. Although it did not reflect any of the latest -

trends, the 1984 Prize Home continued the tradition of ranchers so prevalent
throughout post-war North America. It was representative of the interests of new
development where design goals were esch‘ewed in favour of maximum profit.
Marketing dictated materials and low capital costs won out over durability and energy
efficiency. In Vancouver, the Vancouver Special represented the same basic developer
concerns, although marketing was not a particular issue. Everyone waﬁted to be part of
the housing gamé - developers, factory-built house companies, contractors, architects
and the government and the PNE began looking beyond their traditional contacts to

include some of these new players in the late 1980s..
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CHAPTER 6
THE BATTLE OF THE BOOSTERS : 1987-1993

During the period 1987-1993, the most important residential architectural movement
was the beginning of New Urbanism. While homeowners were now able to live in
isolation due to the prevalence of computers, cell phones, and home offi‘ces, they
responded positively to the urban design approach of this movement which sought to
replace modern life with that of an earlier era, a time even before automobiles. Streets
became narrower and designed for walking and bicycles along with cars. Front
porches abounded, reinforcing interaction with neighbours within these new
communities. Seaside, along the Florida Panhandle, was the first of these
communities, designed in the eighties, followed by Windsor, Florida, in 1989 and
Celebration, built adjacent to Walt Disney World, Orlando, in 1994. This more
humane approach to architecture sought its inspiration from the past not from the more
recent suburbs. Along with such phrases as “Enjoy the life of your time,” “Learn to
feel small again,” or “Fun flies when you’re having time,” Seaside’s promotional
website states: “gradually the idea evolved that the small town was the appropriate
model to use in thinking about laying out streets and squares and locating the various

elements of the community.”114

Because of high costs, these communities were
necessarily exclusive and not a real copy of the village communities that they were
trying to emulate with their mix of incomes and land use. The movement was
important, however, in appreciating architecture as groups of dwellings and as part of

towns thereby transcending the design of individual houses.

In Canada, the development of the Grow Home - by Witold Rybczynski and Avi
Friedman two McGill Architecture professors - in Montreal responded to economic

concerns; the first was built on the McGill campus in 1990. This design fine-tuned the




96

planning of a traditionél single-family dwelling, providing a minimum amount of
finished space for a functional home and leaving additional space to be completed as
required or affordable. Within a year, Montreal developers had built 660 houses based
on the'GroW Home model. The1993 American Institute of Architects’ .competiti(.)n for
affordable housing was won by a Canadian architect’s 1,300 square foot design with , a
simple two-storey rectangular plan. ‘Healthy housing’ was an importaht mandate of
CMHC at the time and emphasized occupant health, energy and resource efficiency,
environmental responsibility and affordability. "Flex-housing’ - about to be launched

by the same organization — encouraged adaptable, flexible and affordable design.

Energy efficiency became less important after the mid 1980s. “With the passing years,
the emphasis on energy conservation decreased. Most housing built in 1987 is little

more climate-responsive than it was twenty years before.”'"”

After Expd 86, the Canada Pavilion became a conference centre and cruise ship
facility, the Preview Centre was reincarnated as Science World in 1989 and the BC
Pavilion remained as a conference and reception centre. The remaining buildings were
removed and the land on the north shore of False Creek was sold, in Canada’s largest
land deal, to Li-Kai Shing to be developed into residential and office towers and
parkland. Similar to the south shore of False Creek, where industrial lands were reborn
as residential communities, the northern banks of the Fraser River were developed in
the late -1980s with projects such as Riverside and Fraser Lands. The last remaining
large parcel of land in Vancouver was develobed into Champlain Heights, a planned

community of compact housing and parks as well as commercial and community

-facilities.

The population continued to rise from about 435,000 in 1987 to 480,000 in 1993; this
population was much more international, with considerable immigration from Asia. In
1989, 75% of immigrants to Vancouver came from Asia.''® The result of this
immigration and Asian investment was that British Columbia did not suffer from the

downturn in economy of the late 1980s as did the rest of the country. The value of
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building permits during this period rose from about six hundred million in 1987 to
over a billion in 1993. During this period, for the first time, Asia received the same
dollar amount of goods from Vancouver ports as did the United States. After Expo,
tourism became one of the province’s biggest industries and Vancouver the world’s
fourth most popular cruise destination. Attendance at the PNE remained at just about

the million person mark.

In the late 1980s, Vancouver’s bylaws were changed to encourage retention of the
existing housing stock and to prevent further Vancouver Specials with their long
footprint and lack of landscaping. The new homes followed strict massing and yard
setbacks, resulting in more homogeneous siting throughout the city. These bylaws
eased neighbourhood concerns where small lots were the norm but larger sites

continued to provide opportunities for massive houses, again, out of scale with the

vicinity.

Figure 62 Monster house and neighbour, 2337 and 2339 West King Edward,
Vancouver, 2005.

The response to these regulations was the ‘monster home’, shown in Figure 62; small,

older homes in Vancouver were torn down and replaced with large homes with
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exaggerated double-hei gh.t entries and a wide range of materials and detailing,
maximizing density on the lots and, often, removing mature landscapes. These homes
were criticized for their interruption of existing streetscapes and neighbourhoods. In |
the early 1990s, a group of residents feared the continuation of incompatible new
development in their pre-1940s nei ghboﬁrhood of well-landscaped and.d_etailed' ‘
houses; they independently hired consultants who drafted revised bylaws which, with
assistance from the Planning Department, were adopted as the RS-5 zoning schedule

. in 1993. This discretionary design zone gavé increased floor area and height incentives
for compliance with design guidelines requiring neighbourhood compatability.
Duplexes, barely discernible from single-family dwellings were also being encouraged
by generous additional square féotage. This desire for inéreased density was occurring
as a result of soaring property prices as a result of real estate specul‘ation‘ at the time of

Expo ’86.

On a smaller scale, some loft conversions were beginning in Yaletown and the co-
housing movement, popular in Denmark, had its first Canadian project at Wind Song, |
conceived in 1993 to be built Langley. The Four Sisters Cooperative in the Downtown
Eastside, built in 1987 mostly of wood with brick cladding new construction coupled

with an existing warehouse, was a successful example of Vancouver’s social housing.

1. Prize Home History

This period (1987-1993) of Prize Homes illustrated the efforts' of three groups to exert
their influence over the design and construction of the single-family house in the
Lower Mainland. The first — 1987-1989 and 1993 - was dominated by the Greater
Vancouver Home Builders’ Association and its members including home désign
companies. A house building company won the opportunity in 1990 to showcase its
entry into the home building market and, in 1991-2, the Architectural Institute of
British Columbia became i'nv'olved, sponsoring a competitioh to design the Prize

Home.
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The Greater Vancouver Home Builders’ Association (GVHBA) was involved in the
building of four Prize Homes winning the bids with their competitive pricing; these
were built at the same Fraser Glen subdivision of the 1984 and 1985 Prize Homes. The
GVHBA is the local branch of the Canadian Home Builders’ Association that serves
and represents the professional home building industry network to consumers and
governments across the country. The GVHBA involves itself in housing issues, such
as affordable housing, municipal and regional planning policies, consumer and
industry education and consumer protection as well as in achievement recognition with
the annual Georgie awards, recognizing excellence in the residential construction
industry. Three-quarters of the construction industry in the Lower Mainland is made
up of contractors whose annual business is less than five million dollars; they are
primarily involved in residential work. A design competition was held each year to
select the design that would be built as the PNE Prize Home; it was won by house plan
companies including Jennish, Select and Snider’s. The tender included the total
package of building, design, property location, project management, construction and
moving. Construction and on-site installation was overseen by British Columbia

Building Corporation. For the first time, tickets for this Prize Home were pre-sold in

malls around the Lower Mainland.

Figure 63 PNE Prize Home 1987 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

The principal concept of the 1987 Prize Home, pictured in Figure 63, was flexibility.

The promotional brochure stated that “the flexible design of this 1987 [year!] square
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foot house is in keeping with the PNE’s philosophy to provide a stylish home that is
comfortable and easy living for a large cross-section of people. Whether a newly
married couple, a growing family or empty nesters, this airy, roomy, quality appointed
bungalow will appeal.”""” This desire to appeal to everyone may have gone too far,
however, as this description from the local newspaper recounts: “The house style is a
mix of currently popular trends. The design is influenced by several styles, rather than
falling into just one category. We find that's what we are going to more and more in
our designs. In the dining room, the ceiling is 11" high. It's almost a Tudor styling. In

other areas, the house is decidedly contemporary.”"'®

3

Figure 64 PNE Prize Home 1988 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).
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Figure 65 PNE Prize Home 1988, 10658 Glenwood, Surrey, 2004.

Where the 1987 Prize Home was designed by Jennish, the 1988 design, pictured in
figures 65 and 66, was by Select Home Designs with an array of features such as

recessed corbelling at ceilings and plant ledges below transom windows.

In 1989, the main concept was technology with heavy emphasis on GVHBA’s Quality
Plus Standards and on BC Hydro’s Power Smart Campaign. Features included
increased insulation, a heat exchange ventilation system, an efficient heating system
and quality construction materials. An energy management system controlled the
heating system; it was operational only when the house was occupied and also turned
lights on and off, opened and closed drapes, controlled outside sprinklers, decreased
the volume of the television and vacuum cleaner and activated fire and security
alarms. By telephoning ahead, the homeowner could set the system in motion to turn

on the heat, or start the hot tub or refrigerator. In the case of fire, the system
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automatically created a path of light to the garage or outside, unlocking doors, and

even alerting the fire department.
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Figure 66 PNE Prize Home 1993 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

Although virtually identical in exterior appearance to the earlier GVHBA homes
which also featured Power Smart heating, water fixtures and lighting, the 1993 Prize
Home (Figure 66) — or ‘Visions House’ as it was called — was made of site-cast
concrete and steel reinforcing throughout, from foundation to floors to walls to roof.
This method of construction was fast-growing in other parts of the world, particularly
in the southwest United States, but was not prevalent in British Columbia. Its
advantages included being fireproof, insect proof, rot and rust proof, requiring little
maintenance, being energy efficient with addedinsulation, and having excellent
soundproofing. Its environmentally friendly qualities extended to concrete and steel
being recyclable if demolished. The GVHBA’s promotional brochure enthused:
“Every year, the P.N.E. features a Prize Home and every year, that home has been
exciting. This year, the home is so unique, it’s been give a name - Visions House — and
it incorporates many visions that in the next few years may indeed become reality as
the home construction industry meets the many challenges of today... Visions House

looks to the casual eye like a usual, pleasant, suburban home. It’s anything but.”'"’
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These houses were all bungalows and traditional in style, with complex, oversized

roofs covered in cedar shakes and muntin bars in the arched windows. They were

inspiréd by the style of bungalows prevalent in Southern California at that time,

traditional in architecture and interior desi gn and modern in ‘state of the art’ quality,

technology and energy savings.

The Prize Home Committee continued to value the Prize Home as an attraction beyond
its money making potential.

The overwhelming popularity of the Prize Home remains as the main selling
feature. Since many of the purchasers are 'holding off' buying until they see the
home, we find that our sellers receive much more information on fairgoer
‘acceptance to the home. This appeal is illustrated by the increase in sales around
the homes...Many fairgoers, especially golden-agers, still view the home as one
of the major attractions of the fair.”'*° The committee recommended that “the -
Prize Home should remain the major prize. Fairgoers...view the home as one of
the attractions and-would resist any change from the established format.”"?!

The members of the 1990 Prize Home Committee were Philip Owen (chair), George
Wainborn, David Podmore, and Shelli Bussey. In the.ir mission statement, ‘it was
agreed upon that the 1990 Prize Home should...offer the most up to date trends in
home décor.”?* This committee seemed to reopen the matters concerning the Prize
Home. “Does a housé located in the West side of Vancouver, or the Angus Flats area,
have public appéal or intimidation; is the cost of moving the house prohibitive; if the
house design was commissioned first, without location, would matching the

nei ghbdurhood bhilding design codes be a problem?"'” The Committee arrived at the
following prograin objectives: | .

. To increase revenues by 10% for the 1990 season.

. To implement an off-grounds selling program at other B.C. Fairs for the
1990 Fair season.

. To obtain increased lottery limits (unlimited) from the Publlc Gaming
Commission by January 30, 1990.

. To review the marketability and increased revenue potentlal of increased
prize value by January 30, 1990.

. To review the type of program for constructlng the Prize House by
January 30, 1990.
. To have a proposed package presented to the Prize Home committee by
March 1, 1990.
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. To develop a Prize Home that contains the latest innovations in design
and outfitting by February 1, 1990.

. To provide improved on-site display of Prize Vehicles for the 1990 Fair.
. To improve the quality of the coupon sales for the 1990 Fair.'**

LR N e B kg

Figure 67 PNE Prize Home 1990 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

e S

Figure 68 PNE Prize Home 1990, 14020 86", Surrey, 2004.

When two bids were received in early 1990, - from Otto Dovertel and GVHBA - and
neither considered satisfactory, Podmore suggested an executive condominium worth
$350,000 with a mockup on the fairgrounds. This was a better representation of what

was actually being built in Vancouver but, after testing public reaction to the
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condominium concept, the PNE decided to accept a proposal from Britco, shown in
Figures 67 and 68, for a modular house over new bids from Dovertel and GVHBA. As
Dominion Construction had done in 1984-5, Britco wanted to use the PNE to pub11c1ze
its diversification into the res1dent1al market by demonstrating that modular |
constructlon could be attractive, versatile and efficient. When asked what state of the
art concepts had been used in the house, Britco pointed out a Kohler ‘environment
bathroom’ with corner jacuzzi tub, built-in security, intercom, central vacuum system -
and air conditioning. The promotional brochure raved: “The country heritage design
blends into the extensive use of marble and the exquisite design of a brass and
plexiglass, single spine spiral staircase l'eadihg from the living area into the loft.
Hardwood and terra cotta floors, along with vthe marble entry hall, accentuate this
| interesting blend of heritage and high technology...Heat efficient fireplaces...add to

the coziness of this modern little “doll house »125

-In 1990, Michael Ernest, Director of Professional 'Services for the Architectural
Institute of British Columbia (AIBC), contacted the Prize Home Committee about an
architectural design competition where several designs would be viewed before hiring
an architect. The committée noted that “Mr. Ernest saw potential of elevation of the
Prize Home to become a prestigious event. InQo]ving BC architects would proVide a
large market for fresh ideas.”" In an interview with Mr. Ernest, he reiterated that the
competition was encouraged by the Architectural Institute as a means of getting a
well-designed home out in public view as opposed to yet another “large, gadget-filled,
sponsor’s dream.”’?’ It was not until the next year, however, that the Institute became
involved and sixty-eight participants plcked up the 1nformatlon package from the
AIBC. The objectives of the competition were:

to add the benefits of architectural design to the 1991 Annual Prize house. In
previous years the Prize House has been obtained from a builder who has
followed the traditional practice of building from stock plans. The high
exposure of the P.N.E. prize house creates an opportunity for innovation and
an opportunity to address current concerns for conservation and changing
life styles not possible in normal market housing. The recognized need for
architectural design also reflects growing market sophistication, the need to
deal with high land values and design for new building technologies.'”
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The programme for the house continued:

The design opportunity of the 1991 P.N.E. Prize House requires an open
program that will bring forth imaginative solutions to contemporary
challenges in housing design. For this reason the conditions of competition
do not specify either a specific family to design for or provide a list of
activities or rooms to be included in the design. Competitors are free to
address the social and environmental changes that affect contemporary
home design by redefining traditional notions of the spaces normally
established in the building program...The competition hopes to bring forth
imaginative solutions to...contemporary housing issues: The traditional
family of father at work, mother keeping house with 2 or 3 children playing
in the back yard is no longer the norm. Today’s house should respond to the
needs of:

60% of mothers who are working;

30% of households who operate businesses from home;

family groupings that include nannies, single parents, independent
teenagers, grandparents, and other members of extended families;

special needs for privacy and independence these variegated family
grouping require.'”’

Added to this were requirements for technological features and modular construction.

| Figure 69 PNE Prize Home 1991 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).
How did the winner, architect Raymond Ching (Figure 69), respond to this lofty

proposal? “Comments from the public received by the committee members reflected

that the house was successful.”'*° The innovative interior featured a family centre for
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conversation and family meetings at the centre of the house. Plans also included a

flexible space to be used as guest site, study of home office.

e e

Figure 70 PNE Prize Home 1992 Photograph (PNE Archives).

The AIBC prepared the Competition for the 1992 home as well, which was won by
architect Charles Moorhead with Marie Nolan and shown in Figure 70. Their design
was a two storey traditionally roofed house comprising two distinct sections —
living/dining rooms and kitchen were connected by a hall to the second module
containing three bedrooms, family room, office and garage. The jury commended this
scheme for its ability to integrate into its Tsawwassen neighbourhood context, its
variety of elegant spaces, its garage turned away from the street and the fact that “It’s a
modular building that doesn’t look like one.”"*" Of architectural interest is the third
place winner appreciated by the jury for its attempt “to deal with more contemporary
aesthetics for the suburb...Despite its exuberant form, this was a buildable, realizable
scheme, although it was noted that certain guidelines for the suburb would not be met
with this solution (i.e. the roof materials).”** Even the Architectural Institute was not

prepared to select a modern design.
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The variety of styles during this period of Prize Homes (1987-1993) represented the
visions of the range of players involved in the single-family home business. Their
diversity was representative of the assortment of homes being built in the Lower

Mainland at the same time.

2. Representative Example : 1989 Prize Home
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Figure 71 PNE Prize Home 1989 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

Figure 72 PNE Prize Home 1989, 16749 Beechwood, Surrey, 2004.
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The 1989 Prize Home, pictured in Figures 71 and 72, typified the contractor-driven
houses popular during this era of the PNE. At 1949 square feet, it was a new styled
California bungalow with a prominent roof and cascade of smaller roofs delineating
different functions from the front facade. Its overall dimensions of 42 feet wide by 60
| feet long made it appropriate for a 50 foot wide lot - similar in w‘idth at least to the
1934 Model Bungalow but more than twice as deep: The imposing two-car garage
wing was the most prominent feature followed, in order from the street, by a bedroom
extension and, finally, by the main oversized entry hall. Artificial pilasters held up the _
garage and bedroom roofs. A broad sidewalk led to the imposing entrance with large
transom windows above double doors. Exterior materials were cedar shingles and

7 siding, similar to those used in the Model Bungalow as well as the 1964 and 1984

Prize Homes.
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Figure 73 PNE Prize Home 1989 Floor Plan.

The double entry doors opened onto a showy.entrance hall. The route led past Doric
columns directly through the open livihg room and through a second set of double
doors onto a small deck and down onto a patio. This strong axis dominated and
organized the planning of the house with two bedrooms, bath and main bedroom suite
to one side and more public rooms to the other. Except for the entry, the exterior did
not reflect the interior as the dominant window, complete with false muntin bars,
facihg the street was, in fact, one of the two bedrooms and the small window fronted
the dining room, located immediately inside the front door. At least, as was common
in some homes during this period, the main window was not into a bathroom. A
secondary, non—descript route led from the garage, through _the‘ léundry, pést the
poWder room and into the kitchen. Spaces were delineated by the aforementioned
columns, with another set at the entrance to the family room and also by varying
ceiling treatments - vaulted space above the living room and coffered ceilings in the
main bedroom and family room. Eleven variations of bay windows corhpleted the
house. Clearly, the focus of the “Official Designer” - Select Home Designs — was the
presentation of an imposing elevation and elaborate interior decorating. Storage in this -
home would have been non-existent with no basement — except for the garage. Eac_h.
room had a particular function and no extra or flexible square footage was proilided.
Energy savings continued to be a major component of this scheme because of the
ongoing participation of B.C. Hydro and its Power Smart Campaign. It offered a heat
exchange ventilation system and increased insulation to provide maximum comfort
and energy efficiency. An energy management system controlled the mechanical
systems to be operational only when the house was occupied. The same system also
activated lights, drapes, sprinklers, fire and security alarms and autbmatically
decreased the volume of the vacuum cleaner or television with the ringing of the

doorbell or telephoﬂe.



112

¥ :
%m;mmmm o
m %1 U A q}!h;

i u e r.g

H t *‘ ’_,-" e“?’
|

LML

Figure 74 PNE Prize Home 1989 Promotional Brochure sketch from entry
through living room (PNE Archives).

Although there was no description of interior materials, save the ‘marbeline’ columns,
Figure 74 shows a sketch of the living room and the description from the Prize Home
Package brochures illustrated one of its highlights: “The home reflects a joyful
rebellion against stereotyped colour patterns. Ranging from bright and animated, to
cool almost reverential colours,” including “light violet, purple, mauve, emerald green,

99133

ruby red, and sapphire blue.

Public and private spaces were delineated on either side of the main axis through the

living room, however, both the public entrance hall and bedroom wing opened directly
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onto the living room as did the kitchen and breakfast room. The main bedroom, living
room and family room opened onto the back garden leaving the distinction between
public and private areas blurred. After moving around the house since the Prize Home

of 1957, the family room had settled as part of the kitchen/breakfast areas.

The relationship between the indoor and outdoor spaces was particularly strong at the
rear with transition through increasingly less confined spaces: the living room, a small
deck, a larger porch and, finally, the rear garden. As a result of slab-on-grade
construcﬁon, the entrance led directly in from the walkway although visual access was

limited to the small dining window.
3. Review’

The history of the Prize Homes has always involved boosterism — from the promotion
of Briﬁsh Columbia’s products and manufacturers in 1934 to the showcasing of home
building companies in the 1950s to the publicizing of contractors and déve]opers
through the mid 1980s. This latest period highlighted the involvement of three of these
groups — contractor organizations, factory-built home companies and architectural

" associations. With the exception of Dominion Construction, large-scale developers had
not played a significant role in the Prize Home. The single-family home industry was
dominated by small and medium- sized contractors and the majority of Prize Homes

~ were built by them as well. Architects played a small role as consultants at best to
these contracting firms who often designed in-house or bought house plans. The names
of the same: players reoccurred throughout the years. Involvement in the Prize Home
‘was evidently good for business. Increased liability and insurance costs an‘d a new not-
for-profit tax status dampened GVHBA'’s parficipation in the Prize Home but the
experience was seen as positive. The more glamorous sponsors, such as the kitchen
cabinet companies, benefited the most from PNE publicity while less high-profile
products received less promotion.”** The respohsibility for the single-family home in

the Lower Mainland is always changing.
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The number of visitors to the PNE was leveling off by the early 1990s and competition

from other home lotteries was worrying the Prize Home Committee. Nonetheless, the
importance of the Prize Home as an attraction at the fair was reiterated by the

members throughout this period. The Prize Home Committee itself was disbanded in

- the early 1990s and responsibility for the Prize Home was assumed by PNE staff. This

administrative position has continued to the present.

. The suburban sites chosen by the PNE with their broad curved streets did not lend

themselves to a New Urbanist approach nor did their large street-facing garages or
back garden-facing living spaces. No one was likely to sit in the front of these houses,
chatting with passers-by. New Urbanism promoted denser, more varied and better
designed suburban communities but the housing was too expensive for the avefage
buyer. Individual contractors, like those associated with GVHBA, were not involved

in these developments.

Champlain Heights had been the last large piece of land to be redeveloped in
Vancouver, but thé PNE did not consider a site within its planned community of
compact housing. The Board continued with its formula of large single-family homes
on large lots as prizes, even though denser residential building was increasing
throughbut the Lower Mainland. In order to locate affordable properties, the PNE
Prize Homes were being located farther and farther from the city, in Surrey,
Tsawwassen and finally, in 1993, in Ma.ple Ridge. This lack of affordable land and
insistence on the single-fami.ly house pushed the selection committee to consider new
directions — literally and ﬁgurétively - in the following years. Insistence on single-

family homes on large lots necessitated the move away from the traditional suburban

properties.




115

CHAPTER 7
THE RESORTS : 1994-2004

In the mid-1990s, a major upheaval occurred in the Lower Mainland with the
emergence of the “leaky condo” crisis. The enormous increase in housing starts and
land prices in the 1980s led to a search for cost-effective building. A combination of
factors including regulatory, design, construction, and inappropriate use of materials
resulted in an inadvertent man-made environment of premature failure and rot in
buildings. Although primarily occurring in multi-family developments, this crisis also

affected single-family homes.

A renewed interest in the environment progressed with the green building movement.
At the single-family house level, features such as the use of recyclable materials,
geothermal heating, and green roofs emerged, especially in high-end homes. Not since
the mid-1970s had there been such an interest in energy efficiency. With the price of a
barrel of oil surpassing $50 in late 2004, sustainability became the new watchword. A
recent report in Worldwatch, an online journal devoted to environmentally sustainable
societies, for example, compared the costs of energy used to build and heat
conventionally built houses versus energy-efficient houses in Vancouver for one and
thirty years, concluding that substantial savings could be made using sustainable

products and building methods. 3%

The most important residential development in the Lower Mainland continued to be
the densification of the downtown area with major projects in Coal Harbour,

Downtown South, and False Creek North. A combination of residential, commercial,
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and parkland uses have been developed into high-rise neighbourhoods with a variety
of dwelling units aimed at a mix of income levels. These redevelopments have brought
favourable interest from planning departments of other cities as well as extraordinary
sales level and a new hysteria - ‘condomania’. The value of building permits for 2004
. is.over one and a half billion ddllars, one and a half timcs the value of the previous

year.'*

Within Vahcouver, the Vancouver Planning Department continued its overhaul of the
single-family neighbourhoods. A second zoning schedule — RS-6 — was adopted in
1996 and has focused on selected design concerns such as roof form and materials.
These are written as regulations and, thus, easier to understand and administer.
Criticism has been mainly from architects and designers limited by these schedules
and a report by Vancouver Community Services suggested that “There is...a concern
that the new zone has resulted in purely neo-Tudor or other historicist style houses
though enquiries made of design professionals indicate that this is currently a
significant market preference regardless of the site’s zone.”*” The result has been a
proliferation of revival styles described by the president of Heritage Vancouver:
“They’re a product of well-intentioned neighbourhood design review processes,” says
[Robert] Lemon. “The rezoning of whole parts of the west side to curtail the monster
houses led to these hybrid retro-styled buildings that are intended to look like their
neighbour for better or for worse. A lot of them have the English Arts and Crafts look,
which is quite popular again.”'®® Some New Urbanism concepts were loosely adapted

in suburban developments.

By 2004, Vancouver’s population increased to over 550,000. Early that year, single-
family zoned areas constituted about seventy percent of the land area in Vancohvér.
Changes to Vancouver’s Zoning and Development Bylaw relaxed building code
requirements and allowed each single-family house to accommodate a secondary suite.
This will accomplish more than any single advanced technology in facilitating
sustainability with the retention of existing houses. As house prices have continued to

rise dramatically, rental income will also increase affordability.
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1. Prize Home History

Figure 75 PNE Prize Home 1994 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

In 1994, the Prize Home’s ultimate location was moved away from the Lower
Mainland (Figure 75). Attendance at the PNE leveled at about one million visitors and
competition from other lotteries was increasing, but the main reason for the move was
the escalation in land values in the Lower Mainland. At the same time as the
percentage of home ownership was decreasing and rental dwellings was increasing in
Vancouver, the opposite was happening in the region as a whole.”*® The fastest
growing municipalities were Port Moody, Maple Ridge, and Surrey.'* Land was,
nonetheless, becoming increasingly hard to find and decreasingly affordable. Contrast
this to fifteen years earlier, when the cost of land was barely considered as part of the
Prize Home; winners had the choice of locating their new house on their own piece of

land or on one provided by the PNE. Media announced the change of site location:

After 80 years of prize homes at the Pacific National Exhibition, the grand
prize in this year’s PNE ticket lottery is a change from the usual home on a
lot in the suburbs. It’s a luxury getaway on Keats Island. All ticket holders
will have the chance to win a Power Smart Lindal Cedar Home...with a

relaxing...hot tub to enjoy on a huge, private deck. Parked in the driveway
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will be a brand new all-terrain vehicle. And for a quick escape from the city
at the end of the day, a...17.5 foot deluxe boat will be docked at Horseshoe
Bay, complete with outboard motor, trailer and one year of moorage and
parking at the marina.'"'

Figure 76 PNE Prize Home 1995 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

In 1995, the Prize Home (Figure 76)site was located on the Sunshine Coast where it
has remained to present except for 2003 when the site was located on Bowen Island.
Legacy Homes, an independent distributor for Lindal Cedar Homes, were awarded a
design-build contract for three years, from 1994 — 1996. Special features of the 1995
Prize Home included wiring for computer and surround sound systems in each room as
well as a continued involvement with B.C. Hydro’s Power Smart Programme of extra

insulation, energy efficient windows and appliances and low flow plumbing fixtures.
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Figure 77 PNE Prize Home 1996 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

In1996, the Prize Home, shown in Figure 77, increased in size by nearly thirty percent
to 3,000 square feet. The new concept of ‘user friendliness’ was introduced. The
design involved concepts adopted at the beginning of the project facilitating such
future changes as wider doors or an elevator for accessibility, important for an aging
population. The promotional brochure stated:

Other adaptable and safety features like maneuvering room, accessibility,
reinforced walls to accommodate grab bars next to the bathtubs, automatic
controls for window coverings and integrated zoned security systems, will
be built into the initial design of the home. It will be a showcase for a
whole new perspective coming to the Housing market. This new view of
housing has been created because of the changing population that is

demanding more features designed to adapt to a wider range of needs.'*

In addition to this consideration given to CMHC’s Flex-Housing features, Healthy
Housing and Power Smart elements were also added with environmentally friendly
construction materials such as carpets of recycled pop bottles, insulation of recycled
newspaper and an under-floor hydronic heating system. Reaction to this new view of

housing was favorable and the media wrote:

Unlike some of its glitzy predecessors, this year’s PNE prize home is a
house for all people...designed to be user friendly...environmentally sound
and outfitted with the latest smart-house technology. What’s missing,
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thankfully, are the gimmicky architectural features and impossible color
schemes that are meant to impress but so often leave show home visitors

shaking their heads. It’s a safe house to live in...everything done is common
143

sense.

Figure 78 PNE Prize Home 1997 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

The 1997 Prize Home (Figure 78) was built by Stevenson Design Works, a custom
home and renovation design-build contractor, and was won by a Roman Catholic
priest from East Vancouver. This house continued the casual West Coast
contemporary design trend of the earlier resort years but included new features such as
a ‘good morning’ room, library alcove and main bedroom suite on the ground floor;
the upper floor housed a hobby room, a media/games/exercise room and a computer
area. The design was traditional, meant to suggest “a fisherman’s lodge in west coast
shingle style...traditional family lodge by the coast with a modern use of space and
much light complex and cozy spaces, and rooms defined by their own shape.”** It

won the Gold Georgie award for best detached single family house of 1997.
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A survey taken at the 1997 Prize Home by the PNE and titled “What did our visitors
think?” outlined visitor preferences. Among features most desirable were the use of
space, paint colour, computer alcove, oval window, and library alcove. The distressed
cabinets - antiqued for an old world look - proved unpopular and the media room was
“a let down.”"™ Even though it was noted that people would not want to come the next
year to view the same house, overall, the house was considered the best yet. In spite of

the Sunshine Coast location being considered impractical by the visitors, the concept

of resort homes continued.

Figure 79 PNE Prize Home 1998 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

The relatively simple style of the house was eclipsed in the next two Prize Homes
(Figures 79 and 80) as West Coast casual became English Country / Craftsman in
1998 and full blown French chateau in 1999. The 1998 house was built by Radisson
Homes, whose president proclaimed : “Building is great fun any time, but the PNE

Prize Home is extra-special. I’'m always in search of innovative ways of doing things.
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Building the PNE Prize Home is a great way of exposing myself to new and exciting

technique. It’s so important to be on the cutting edge and I benefit from that and so do

my clients.”'* The popular press wasn’t quite sure what to make of it: “It really is an

eclectic mix of design styles.”'*” But the PNE affirmed its decision: “The 1998 PNE |
Prize Home isn’t just about great design or fabulous look and state of the art

construction, it’s about lifestyle. The lucky winner of the 1998 prize package will get
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the home of their dreams situated in a place that many people only dream about.

Figure 80 PNE Prize Home 1999 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

There was no doubt about the design of the 1999 Prize Home. This plan had really
gone over the top and the publicity — good and bad - from the ensuing discussion in
local and national newspapers resulted in the most financially successful dwelling to
date.

While the French country design has some critics, it coincides with
current design trends. North American designers have recently started to
pick up many of its details and European-style country furniture was one
of the strongest influences in furniture at the last trend-setting U.S.
furniture market in High Point, N.C. Presenting something different and
on the leading design edge is intrinsic in the prize home concept. Because
it’s a major exhibit, people want to see things that are new and different,
not the same thing year after year,” says ...the general manager of Games
and Gaming for the PNE. “The prize home is one of the most trafficked
exhibits at the fair with 200,000 people touring the home during the 17
days of the fair...This is one of the bigger evolutionary leaps we have
taken...'*
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The lines were drawn in the battle of styles with opinions both for and against the
home: “Dream home or tacky villa? That’s the debate Vancouverites are having in the
two-hour lineups outside the largest, most luxurious — and most controversial — prize
in the 65-year history of the Pacific National Exhibition’s Prize Home Lottery. The
designer defended her concept of the “casual elegance of French country design...You
see more homes like this one in Europe or Eastern Canada...I think it’s a little more
classy. Yes, it’s a different home for this part of the world, but I think people need
something new.”'* Comments ranged from: “I think it’s beautiful...Oh wow! Is that
ever nice!” "' to “’Oh my God — a French monster house...It’s gonna look pretty
funny sitting on a rock on the Sunshine Coast...”"** In the end, the 1999 Prize Home
proved to be the most popular home to date with ticket sales increasing about fifteen

percent over the previous year’s record of $2.5 million.

Figure 81 PNE Prize Home 2000 Photo (PNE Archives).
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The PNE returned to a more contemporary West Coast casual design in 2000 and 2001
(Figure 81 and 86). Stevenson Desi gn Works was again involved in the Prize Home in
2001 and, for the first time, fairgoers could watch the construction of the home.on the
desi gn/build company’s website. According to the contractor, the construction was “an
attractive fusion of conventional framing with handcrafted cedar logs and
beams...combining the construction practrces of handcrafted cedar logs w1th

conventional framing... the best of both worlds in style and design.”'*

In addition to these two distinct building styles, features included:

a style that captures the Best of the West Coast Spirit of British Columbia's
residential home construction practices; an environmentally friendly home

- constructed with leading edge recycled building products and natural
products; a smart home that seamlessly incorporates tomorrow’s
technologies into an inviting atmosphere; and an energy effrcrent home that
reduces emissions and the demand for fossil driven resources.

Unfortunately, the design build firm did not have enough money to pay its
subcontractors and, upon folding the company; still owed 'roughly $120,000. Citing
housing as a tough market, Les Stevenson, President and CEO of Stevenson Design
Works, even blamed the downfall of his firm on the terrorist attacks of September 11,

2001.
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Figure 82 PNE Prize Home 2002 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

As it did after the financial fiasco of 1981, the PNE retreated to the safety of a known
contractor in Britco, the factory home building company, who seized the opportunity
to prove that modular building could be attractive, versatile and efficient (Figure 82) .
Britco had designed and built the Prize Home in 1989 and has produced the three most
recent prizes as well: a Victorian style in 2002, a heritage style with modern interior in
2003 (described in local press as “the Colonial Shaker style”'>> and shown in Figure
83) and a West Coast casual / East Coast Cape Cod mix in 2004 won by the woman
described in the introduction, who was living in a trailer with her daughter and

granddaughter, ten minutes away on the Sunshine Coast.
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Figure 83 PNE Prize Home 2003 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

In 2003, there was interest expressed by the PNE in buying and renovating a 1910 Arts
and Crafts house of 4,300 square feet with seven bedrooms and four fireplaces. As a
result of being built on a double lot, it was to be razed and replaced with two new
houses. The PNE considered moving it to their site for the 2004 Prize Home but the
cost of bringing it up to modern standards was prohibitive. There was some argument
that the proposed changes were not necessarily required; new insulated glass windows,
for example, were called for to replace the existing leaded ones. However, according
to the PNE president, “Unfortunately, the cost was twice what we normally incur in

9 156

terms of a prize home and the scheme was abandoned.




127

)gies and

Figure 84 Sustainable Condo 2004 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).

Interesting to note was the concurrent display of the Sustainable Condo at the 2004
PNE (Figure 84). With its motto of ‘using less, enjoying more’, it described
sustainable living in the following manner: “Sustainable living is about making smart
choices in your home that reduce energy and water consumption while saving you
money. It also means selecting materials that are harvested and manufactured
responsibly.”">" This display was meant to show possibilities and directions for future
living. A local journalist recommended:

Go for a tour of the PNE lottery’s dream home if you want a vision of
how we lived in the past. This year’s version has lots of retro dormers
and fake 19" century windowpanes. But if you want a glimpse of the
future, the sustainable condo is the most engaging, hopeful and
entertaining display to be found at our annual fair.'*®

His advice was not heeded, however, for compared with attendance at the Prize Home,

very few people visited the condominium.
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Figure 85 2004 PNE Prize Home Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives),
2004.

The resort Prize Homes of 1994 to 2004 presented a new direction for the PNE.
Because of the remote locations, home-building companies seemed better equipped to
handle the comprehensive contracts including relocation. Exterior design was not their
particular matter, however, and this period of styles was among the most diverse. How
was the style chosen for the past few years? Fortified with visitor survey results, the
manager of the Prize Home met with a representative from Britco and their interior
designer to discuss what they would like to see in the Prize home — a home office, for
example or a West Coast style. Photographs of attractive homes were studied. Concern
was given to how the house would look on the promotional colour brochure and a

selection was made.

2. Representative Example : 2001 Prize Home

The Request for Proposal for the 2001 Prize Home was prescriptive and stated :

This West Coast home is designed to reflect an informal resort setting
with understated elegance. The design manipulates space and color to
feel open and continuous, warm and inviting for functional family living.
Key rooms, features, and areas on the tour route are evenly distributed
throughout the home to allow for a well-rounded flowing tour. Guests
will exit the tour delighted with the exquisite details in this unpretentious
home."
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Design mandates included:

Large kitchen with numerous windows allowing for outdoor light and

cutting-edge key features that would allow it to be accurately described

as a “gourmet kitchen”;

Dedicated home theatre or family entertainment room with door(s) and

ability to control light from windows. Must also serve as the source for

distributed sound throughout the home;

Room themed as a family den or library that includes dedicated space

and/or built-ins for home office space;

Large master ensuite with a unique item such as a multi-head, whirlpool, |
body spa, or furniture; |
Several key design features such as vaulted ceilings, exposed

woodwork, expansive windows and decorative finishes;

External features such as porches, decks or verandahs that include

dedicated space for outdoor deck items such as a BBQ, heat lamp, patio

set and/or a sauna;

Must meet or exceed all applicable B.C. Hydro energy efficient

requirements for designation as a Power Smart home;'®
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The last mandate was “Dramatic front elevation.

Figure 86 PNE Prize Home 2001 Promotional Brochure (PNE Archives).
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The 2001 Prize Home was a West Coast casual style home to be moved to a half-acre
waterfront lot on Daniel Point, near Pender Harbour on thé Sunshine Coast. The roof
was a cross gable design with a prominent centre gable supported by exposed logs and
two smaller gabled dormers housing a bedroom and future shop on the upper floor.
This prominent front gable had been evident in all of selected Prize Homes, althohgh
the addition of the two smaller gables suggested a Colonial slant to this particular
West Coast design; in this example, the gable once agam emphasnzed the front entry
and continued, as in the 1964 home, through to the rear elevatlon The rear elevation
was similar except that the dormers contained a bedroom and a fitness room. A small
one-storey section featured laundry and exterior entrance. The building of this
residence was a mix of log and conventional frame construction. The roof was metal
and siding waé a combination of vertical board-and-batten and cultured stone.
Although metal was a new roofing material for the Prize Homes, wood siding had
been used on all of the selected Prize Homes. Wood windows on all fégades were
small and deliberately placed with only the great room windows being large enough to
take advantage of the water views. The absence of significant side yard windows
suggested a suburban setting rather than the half acre property of the intended site. Of
interest was the reemergence of wood windows in the past ten years, perhaps a nod to
the Sunshine Coast location. The large size and nearly identical front and rear
elevations made energy efficiency somewhat of a misnomer, but the house was to

meet energy requirements of B.C. Hydro.

A ‘“four-season’ sunroom was requested by the PNE in its Request for Proposal: “In
particular, the PNE is interested in-a sunroom as a separate room or combined with
another room, for example: the kitchen, dining room, living room or fitness room.”"'%
Although this addition featured prominently in the advertising, it was not portrayed in
the visual publicity, either hiding behind a tree in the rendering or unlabelled in the

accompanying plans. Did it not suit the aesthetic or the energy efficiency guidelines?
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Upon entering the double-height entry, lit from above by the oversize clerestory
windows, one was immediately drawn on a direct axis through log columns to the
centre post of the great room windows. This entry progression was similar to the 1989

Prize Home, but without access to the rear yard and waterfront. Flanking the entry

were a well-located front hall closet and powder room to one side and a small, L-




132

shaped home office on the other. The main bedroom suite was situated on this floor
with sitting area, walk-in closet and window—séat. The ensuite feétured double sinks, é
steam shower and, through another setl of log columns, a sunken tub with high .
windows precluding the water view. To the right of the office lay the ‘gourmet
kitchen’ facing the street through a bay window, with dining rdom, entered through
another set of log columns, and laundry room toward the water side. Stairs by the main
bedroom brought the visitor up to a second floor which housed - in addition to two
‘small bedrooms .and a bathroom - storage, future shop and fitness centre. Furnishings
“were by Roots who encouragéd the winner to “relax in the luxury of the furniture as
you would in their fine line of clothing.”’® Additional features included a garage
(missing in the visuals like the sunroom) complete with power tool's, a home theatre,

fitness equipment and boat.

The location of the main bedroom on the main floor continued a trend of one level
living for new housing, anticipaﬁng limited mobility of the baby-boom generation,

- -perhaps, or a distinct separation of generations living within the house. Bedrooms
were all located in the same wing. The location of the study off the front entrance
reflected the importance of the home office although the French doors impeded greatly
on the already small space. Four ‘thirteven-inch televisions, each on its own station,
were more popular with male than female visitors.”* The location of the living and
dining rooms were given prime views over the ocean with other views shared by -small
windows in the ensuite, laundry, one bedroom and fitness centre. The main bedroom,
third bedroom and kitchen faced away from the water. The kitchen space was vast and
ill-defined on two sides, spilling out into the corridor fronting the principal rooms.
Although called a great room, the living room was separated from the dining area by a
pair of log columns and from the kitchen by a corridor; this was not in keeping with
common perception or with the Oxford Canadian Dictionary’s definition of a great
room as a “spacious multi-purpose open-concept room in a house”. Most of the living
in this house likely occurred in the real great room - the kitchen - with its modest
window facing the street and its vague edges. As had been evident in many Prize

Homes, additional square footage (in this case to bring-up to the prerequisite 3000
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square feet) was spread out to include a vast fitness room and large future workshop or
home theatre. Storage was a concern because of the lack of basement. These large
upper floor rooms provided flexible square footage for a number of options including

storage as did the oversized walk-in linen closet.

The delineation between public and private spaces was clear with the living and'dining
rooms immediately accessiblé from the front entfyﬁ ‘With the garage located beside the
main bedrodm, reaching the kitchen necessitated a walk through the main entrance and
grand hall. It was unclear where the kitchen table would be placed. The main bedroom
on the ground floor as well as the additional two bedrooms and bath on the upper floor
were well segregated from the principal living spaces. The two-storey design with |
main bedroom suite on the ground floor necessitated the flexible space to be located
on the second floor near the bedrooms. '

(
The relationship between interior and exterior was strong with access on grade but
little attention was paid to outdoor living. The front door was easily accessed up a few
broad steps but the transition towards the waterfront was limited to an unprotected
utility door into the laundry room. No French doors opened onto a deck, indeed, there
was no outdoor living shown at all. This seemed an oversight, definitely not taking

advantage of the waterfront site. Budget might have been the cause.
3. Review

Although most of the resort homes were designed in a loosely ‘west coast casual’

‘style, the homes of 1998 and 1999 were departures. The staff at PNE wanted to “try
something new.”'® This mish mash of styles reﬂec'ted. what was happening in the |
Lower Mainland with its own variety of designé. To take advantage of additional
square footage offered by the Planning Department as well as to appeal to a broad base

of buyers, many homes were being designed in revival styles; even revival modernist

has become popular.
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A survey conducted in 2003 by the PNE gave some idea of the Prize Home’s direction
in terms of style. In response to the question, “What style of home would you like to
see next year?” the responses were in order of popularity: West Coast (32%), Country
(13%), Queen Anne/Victorian (13%), Cape Cod (12%), Cottage (11%), Craftsman
(8%), Tudor (6%) and Georgian (4%). Casual/informal (32%) topped the list of
answers to the question “What interior décor style would you like to see next year?”
followed by Country (21%), Modern/Sleek (20%); Traditional/Formal (17%) and
Eclectic (9%).'% | | |

As one newspaper journalist described the French Chateau Prize Home of 1999: “1
have to admit it would look a lot better on a country estate near Bordeaux but we seem
to be quite happy to accept Elizabethan Tudor mansions next to Tudor mansions next
to Spanish haciendas next to Vancouver specials. So why not add a French country

villa to complete the architectural display of bad taste?”'¢
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CHAPTER 8
CONCLUSIONS

The PNE Prize Home is seventy years old. It has followed a circuitous route through town
and country, following fad and fashion. Lineups remain as long as ever and ticket sales |
continue to increase. The PNE has understood that a combination of tradition and change
has made this happen. According to its staff, fairgoers want a new angle every year, but not
too new.'® Success for the PNE has been established in terms of economics, promotioh and

attraction.

As a non-profit organization, the PNE is interested in which prize home will sell the most
- tickets. Increasing profits have funded many of its non-revenue producing programmes.

~ Until the late 1980’s, the Prize Home .had the lottery market to itself (éxcept for the Irish
Sweepstakes, established like the Model Bungalow in the 1930’s). Over the past fifteen
years, the high priced tickets ($100) of the Prize Home’s competition have not been a
concern for the PNE. In spite of rivals lowering their ticket prices to $50 in the past few

years, Prize Home profits continue to rise.

One of the fair’s original mandates was to provide opportunities for British Columbian
manufacturers and products to be displayed and made available to the public. In the earlier
days, some of the Prize Homes could scarcely be seen because of the amount of advertising
displayed. Nowadays, publicity is equally important but more subtle; small signs and

brochures fulfill the same purpose.

As an attraction, many fairgoers attend the PNE specifically to see thé Prize Home.
When asked who visits the home, Anne Barbosa, Manager of the Prize Home Lottery,
noted that women of all ages and young couples are the main visitors; men are being
enticed with electronics and barbecues. Her group at the PNE coliectively thinks about
what is in style and adds these features to appeal to as many fairgoers as possible and

entice them to the PNE.!®
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Tradition and change have combined to make the Prize Home successful in these economic,

boosterism and attraction terms.

The selection committee has generally understood the winnihg formula of presenting a Prize
. Home package. The excitement and drama of the selection of the ‘winning ticket has
coincided with the last day of the fair — Labour Day - for the past fifty years. This tradition

is entrenched in the local population and media with the annual description of the home a
regional highlight at the beginning of the PNE in the middle of August; the lucky winner is
publicized at the end. -Althoﬁgh tempted by the newness of the gold brick prize in the

1960’s, the selection committee quickly returned to the Prize Home package after
disappointing ticket sales. In spite of the increased value of the gold, it did not capture the
imagination of the public. When asked why they buy tickets for the Prize Home, half of the
visitors responded “It’s a tradition.”'” There are no plans to change the existing format of a

dream home.

Whether or not the North American dream of owning a detached single-family home is still
reasonable in the Lower Mainland is questionable and beyond the scope of this paper but it
remains the wish of many. As noted by Canadian architectural historian, Harold Kalman:
“House is a word that denotes a particular building-type and is synonymous with ‘dwelling’
or ‘residence’, whether one is referring to a mansion or to a humble homestead. .. Most
houses are considered also to be a home, a more emotive word that eludes definition.”"”’
Home represents notions of comfort, intimacy and domesticity according to Witold
Rybczynski, a contemporary architect writing on the subject of housing.”” Similarly, in the
early 1950’s, Robert Woods — an early writer on residential design — wrote that homes
“should be cheerful, tasteful, hopeful, shouid invoke wonder, and suggest friendliness.”'” It
* is this lure for a traditional home and garden and the happiness that they represent that sells
tickets at the PNE. More than half of the Prize Home visitors are there to see, as noted in the

results of the 1997 Prize Home survey, “the house they dream of winning.”'™ The Prize

“Home committee has been successful by ensuring that the prize is this single-family home in

the traditional sense.
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At the same time as recognizing the value of the Prize Home’s tradition, the selection

committee has appreciated the importélnce of newness and change. As early as the 1950’s,

~ the PNE began its mission by alternating its major participant — Pan-abode — with other

precut and prefabricated home companies. The 1960°s saw the five year monppbly of
Beedie Construction as supplier of the home, but when the president of that company made
the seemingly reasonable suggestion of building a permanent concrete pad on the PNE site

for future Prize Homes, the selection committee turned him down and chose a rival to build

the n‘ext‘ home. Until recently, the builders and designers of the Prize Home changed every

year or two but, with the steep learning curve required to relocate the dwellings in the

remote locations that are now offered, company contracts have recently been renewed.

The selected Prize Homes (1934, 1957, 1964, 1984, 1989, 2001) can be seen as
representative of shifts occurring in the Lower Mainland. Just as the Prize Home committee
used a pattern of traditional format and change to continued success, so did the houses

themselves represent this combination.

The fixed elements include the following:

. the prize always consisted of a single-family house;
. houses have not been designed for their particular site - with few
exceptions most houses could be located anywhere;
. exterior materials have remained largely unchanged — wood shingles
and siding — reflecting one of B.C.’s main industries;
. public/private concerns have generally been well addressed;

. flexible design elements have been evident throughout the Prize

" Homes with the unfinished second floor of 1934, multi-purpose rooms .
of 1964 and 1984 and ﬁhdetermined rooms of 2001;
. sustainable design features have also been apparent from long-lasting
materials in 1934, natural materials throughout the years and energy-

efficient design since the early 1960’s;.energy was a primary concern
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for all homes from 'the coal-burning furnace of 1934, electric until 1964

and gas to 2001.

Changing elements include:

_ . a variety of players have been respbnsible for the Prize Homes;
. hoﬁse forms have become more complex with simple rectangular and

, L-shéped boxes giving way to multifaceted shapes in 1989 and 2001;
. similafly, roof structures have changed from simple gables to a
complex system of roofs in 1989 and 2001;
. automobiles have increased their visual prominence from a single car
carport in 1964 to a prominent double-car garage facing the street in
1989; ' |
. square footage generally increased except when constrained by
budget or PNE request from 950 in 1934, 1465 in 1957, 1850 in 1964,
1950 in 1984 and 1989 to 3000 in 2001; 4
. floor plans have become more open with the number of doors
decreasing from nine in 1934 to five or six in following years;
. number of rooms has increased from 5 in 1934, 8 until 1984, 9 in 1989
to 12 in 2001; |
. main living areas moved to the rear of the house in 1989 resulting in
disproportionately small window placement towards the street;
. concurrently, outdoor living has moved to the rear yard;
. number of bedrooms has increaséd from two to three in 1957 and has
most often remained there as a requirement from the PNE; -
. family room was introduced in 1957 anﬁ has moved around the
house, not yet showing a settling trend;
. kitchen has increased in size (from 110 square feet in 1934, 127 in
1957, 148 in 1964, 204in 1984, 208 in 1989 to 252 in 2001) and

prominence, moving from rear to front of house;

. bathrooms have increased in number from one to two in 1964 and to

three in 1989 and 2001;
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. ensuites have increased in features and size from 30 square feet in

1964, 40 in 1984, 140 in 1989 to 147 in 2001.

Without a specific client in mind, the designers of the Prize Homes followed

trends and styles throughout the years. Although some design guidelines were |

mandated by the PNE (for example, total square footage and number of

bedrooms), considerable latitude was given in most other areas. While some
concepts remained the same, such as public/private concerns, sustainability and
flexibility, with the exception of exterior building, most stylistic features

including form, size and plan have changed.

The rotation of house builders also resulted in annual stylistic changes to the Prize Homes.
To maintain interest in the draw, annual competitive bids were required. Although serious -
consideration was given to renovating Ron Thom’s 1981 Prize Home for the following year,
for example, the Prize Home committee realized that the publicity would be too negative. A
new and different prize had to be chosen each year and a variety of players vied for the
opportunity. These ranged from organizations such as CMHC, AIBC and BCIT to
developers, contractors, home building manufacturers, architects, designgrs, companies and
suppliers and the PNE managed their ebb and flow. They all wanted to be associated with
the Prize Home just as they josties for control within the local single-family home building

industry.

Gimmicks were also prescribed, as part of the annual changes to the home, as this note to
prospective bidders suggests: “Conversational features are expected. There should be
something that the public will view with enthusiasm and talk about in a favourable light.”'”
Matching dog-house with live-in poodlé and sybariti‘c baths are some attention-grabbing

examples.

However, as originally envisaged, the Prize Home has neither been of the very ‘latest’

nor always of the very highest type.
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In the 1930’s, while architects were introducing a modern style and, even in
Vancouver, such residential examples were emerging, the 1934 Model Bungalow was
built in the Craftsman style that had dominated Vancouver residential construction

earlier in the century.

This trend, of béing behind the leading architectural styles, continued throughout the

selected time periods of the Prize Home.

While Vancouver architects were winning awards and global recognition during the
1950s for their domestic building with its strong relation to local site conditions, the
PNE Prize Homes were mostly prefabricated and precut, promoted by their
construction companies much as the Model Bungalow had been earlier. In terms of
construction, these houses did not resemble the bungalows being built throughout
Vancouver during the same time but rather some sort of war-time, prefabricated .

building.

The next period (1960-1975) saw the emergence of modernism in the Prize Horhes,
but this came decades after its emergence in residential design and during a time when
architects were becoming critical of the style. During this period, hdwever, there was a
similarity with homes being built in the Lower Mainland as much of the essential,
inexpensive post-war housing construction was giving way to more commodious
dwellings. As homeowners around the nation stuffed their attics with old telephone
books for insulation and replaced their leaded glass windows with alumiﬁuni double

paned frames, however, at the PNE no attention was paid to the energy crisis.

As the enérgy crisis became more acute, the Prize Home did finally respond with the
1976 solar house -a model of West Coast energy efficient design. This decade (1976-
1986) also bracketed the transformation of the lands on either side of False Creek from
the new housing on the south in 1976 to Expo 86 occupying the north and east shores.

Meanwhile, as high tech, the heritage movement and finally Post Modernism swept

the continent’s domestic scene, the Prize Home tried to capture a West Coast aesthetic
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as in the 1981 Ron Thom house. Both of these bold designs (1976, 1981) were

followed by modest proposals in succeeding years.

And, while New Urbanism was gaining importance as the major domestic trend of the
next period (1987-1993), the PNE was caught in a battle between various interest
groups vying for the Winning scheme. Ubiquitous California-styled designs
predominated but with Britco’s modular home and the AIBC’s desi gn competitions,
there was a jumble of fashions all intended for large suburban sites. Perhaps this -
period most reflected the mix of styles in the Lower Mainland at this time. At the same -
time as the Prize Home Committee expanded its objectives, it realized the importance

of retaining the established format.

Since 1994, due to increasihg land costs, the Prize Home has abandoned Vancouver
and the Lower Mainland. It has clung to its single-family format on a large piece of
land but even the suburbs have become too expensive a location; the one-family-per-
one-lot-dream has become-increasingly difficult to attain in the Lower Mainland.
Although the vacation sites of 1994-2004 could rival those on the North Shofe SO
popular with the early Vancouver modernists, the formulaic mix of revival designs of

the most recent Prize Homes could be located anywhere.

But this was not a problem. Along with newness, the PNE understood its market in- -
choosing the Prize Home. The importance of a design that would appeal to fairgoers
was noted in the Request for Proposals in the following way: “Since we are appealing

to the public in general, we suggest that you avoid the extremes in design of “Ultra-

- Modern” or “Ultra-Conservative.” " Granted, this was written shortly after Ron

Thom’s design was followed with a very conventional one — modern to conservative —
but the guidelines orienting design to the general public have continued. Only rarely
has the PNE missed its target in its selection of a generally aéceptable design and,
when this happened, it has quickly refocused. The Prize Home has never been at the
forefront of design but there has been a genuine effort at acknowledging the domestic

dreams of its visitors. In addition to providing consumer driven amenities such as
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gourmet kitchens-and audio-visual home theatres, the PNE has allowed itself to be
been nudged forward by organizational interests such as BC Hydro and CMHC who

saw the Prize Home as an impoftant vehicle to reach the public with their message.

As Harold Kalman states:“Architecture...is an expression of society’s values, and it is ‘
in our buildings that we discover much about our distinct... nature.”'”’ The Prize
Homes have appealed to a middle ground and; as society has become more
conservative, so has the Prize Home. The modérn homes up to the early 1980s have
been replaced with more traditional styles just as the world of possibilities and.
modernity of those years have been replaced with our more complacent era, perhaps
more premodern than postmodern. The 1910 home unwanted by the young fairgoer in
the introduction has become the dream home of the 2000s, while the modern style of
the very Prize Homes that she aspired to live in.has become another revivalist fashion.
The battle of styles — between modern and traditional — will continue but people will

seek homes that express warmth, friendliness, charm, and human scale.

The PNE Prize Home was never the ‘very latest’ nor rarely the ‘highest’ type but its
continued success affirms its resonance with a great number of fairgoers and ticket
buyers. House lots and styles have radiated outward from the city to the suburbs and
. now to sites outside of the Lower Mainland. But every day during the fair, there is a
‘rush to the Prize Home: two-hour lineups attest to its popularity and ticket sales -

continue to rise.

With few exceptions, the Prize Home has captured the imagination of fairgoers.
Buying a ticket means buying a dream — a single family home and the life it entails.
The combination of traditional format and annual change has made the Prize Home a
success. The Prize Home has been used and abused by vested interests and, even, by
winners. “But despite the prize home’s tarnished image, the public continues to line ﬁp

every year. Because, above all, the PNE grand prize still represents a dream come

true.”'” In the end, this is what the PNE Prize Home is all about.
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APPENDIX

In the appendix, the PNE Prize Homes are listed in chronological order with the
following information, if known: photograph, year, address (after leaving Exhibition
grounds), architect or designer, contractor, square footage and cost of construction.

1934 @ 2812 Dundas, Vancouver  H. Cullerne, Arch. VLC
950 sq. ft. $3,000.

1952 @ 7807 Fraser, Vancouver G. Dixon, Des. Stolberg
1150 sq. ft.

Greenall Bros.

Greenall Bros.

1955 @ 1088 Calverhall, North Van G. Dixon, Des. Panabode
$15,000.

$11,000
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1957 @ 6517 Lougheed, Burnaby G. Dixon, Des. Panabode
1465 sq. ft.

#1958 @ 6527 Lougheed, Burnaby G. Dixon, Des. Panabode

11960 @ Mahon, Burnaby Beedie, Des. Beedie

1961 @ Willows, Burnaby Beedie, Des. Beedie

1962 @ Willows, Burnaby Beedie, Des. Beedie
1800 sq. ft. $13,000.
1963 @ 7551 Chutter, Burnaby Beedie, Des. Beedie

1836 sq. ft. $14,900.
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1964 @ 7580 Kraft, Burnaby
1850 sq. ft.

11965 @ 7782 Kerrywood, Burnaby
1836 sq. ft.

1966 @ Kentwood, Burnaby

2160 sq. ft.

1967
$50,000.

1968
$50,000.
$19,800.

1970 @ Dalebright, Burnaby

Beedie, Des. Beedie

Dueck, Des. Dueck

Q Builders

Burger

$55,000. (incl. land)

1971 @3175 Cardinal, Burnaby

2303 sq. ft. $32,000.

Surelock Homes
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211972 @ 7515 Greenwood, Burnaby Artec, Des. Artec

1696 sq. ft.
» 1973 @ 3030 Greenwood, Burnaby Merlin, Des.

1700 sq. ft.

1974 @ Coquitlam Merlin, Des. Reich
2000 sq. ft.

i 975 @ Mundy Park, Coquitlam Roper, Des. Reich
2000 sq. ft.

1976 @1384 Haversley, Coquitlam Philips Barratt, Des. Belcar
1600 sq. ft.

1977 @ Haversley, Coquitlam BCIT, Des. Omega
1875 sq. ft.

1978 @ 11371 136 Street, Surrey  Ken Poon, Arch. Omega
1900 sq. ft. $150,000.

1979 @ 7477 Lawrence, Burnaby Novaspec, Des. Novaspec
2300 sq. ft. $150,000.

: 980 @ Lawrence, Burnaby Hallmark, Des. Hallmark
3000 sq. ft. $200,000.
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1981 @ 2324 129B, White Rock Ron Thom, Arch. Batex

4000 sq. ft. $400,000.
=F 1982 @ 16080 13", White Rock Dovertel, Des. Dovertel
2500 sq. ft. $250,000.

1983 @ 15955 19", White Rock Earl Pont, Arch. Westridge
1964 sq. ft. $250,000.

1984 @ 10430 Fraser Glen, Surrey D. Manning,Arch.Dominion
1950 sq. ft.

1985 @ 10523, Fraser Glen, Surrey = Dominion, Des. Dominion
2000 sq. ft.

1986 @ 600 Clearwater, Coquitlam Dovertel, Des. Dovertel

2300 sq. ft.

==1987 @ Fraser Glen, Surrey Jennish, Des. GVHBA
1987 sq. ft.

1988 @ 10658 Glenwood, Surrey GVHBA

1939 sq. ft.
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%1989 @ 16749 Beechwood, Surrey Select Homes, Des. GVHBA
1949 sq. ft.

%3]
S 990 @ 14020, 86™, Surrey Britco, Des. Britco
2300 sq. ft.

W

A S é%

ok

1991 @ 85a and 144 Street, Surrey Raymond Ching, Arch.
2100 sq. ft.

| #1992 @ 1811 Golf Club Drive, Tsawwassen C. Moorehead, Arch
1800 sq. ft.

“1993 @ Maple Ridge Snider’s, Des. GVHBA
2648 sq. ft.

il 1994 @ Keats Island Lindal, Des. Legacy Western
1992 sq. ft. $450,000.

1995 @ 5070 Beechwood, Sechelt
Wiedeman, Arch./Lindal Legacy Western
2332 39 ft.

#1996 @ 4736 Tamarack, Sechelt
Wiedeman, Arch./Lindal Legacy Western
3000 sq. ft. $400,000.

1997 @ 4247 Orca, Pender Harbour Bold Wing, Arch. Stevenson
2900 sq. ft.



162

%1998 @ Pender Harbour/Maple Ridge
Ray Bouter, Des. Radisson Homes

2855 sq. ft.

999 @ 4226 Johnston Heights, Pender Harbour Radisson Homes

4100 sq. ft. $400,000.
2000 @ 13535 Allen, Pender Harbour Radisson Homes
3727 sq. ft.

2001 @ 13543 Allen, Pender Harbour
Stevenson, Des. Castle Rock

3000 sq. ft.

2002 @ 13528 Allen, Pender Harbour Britco, Des. Britco
3000 sq. ft.

2003 @ Cowan Point Road, Bowen Island Britco, Des. Britco
3000 sq. ft.

Ao e s s 2004 @ Gibsons Britco, Des. Britco

3000 sq. ft. $700,000.



