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" ABSTRACT .

Thié théSis stémS‘from thréé'éepéfaté’but iﬁtérreléted'
'questions on pﬁﬁlic hoﬁsing'projécté:“ 1) do familiés that aré ’
poténtial residents of pﬁblic‘hoﬁsiné projééts; living in thé“commun—
ity at~largé,'féél socially iéolatéd, and is~théir sénSe of isolation
alleviated by living in thé'prbjéct? 2) what are the effects on
these families-of living in a project with similar type (socio-
economic) of residents and the provision of common facilities?
3) what are the various forms of designed provisions that can be
introduced to overcome social isolation and improve community

integration?

"Culloden Court," one of the public housing projects in
Vancouvgr, has been chqsen as the case.study for this investigation.
A series .of unstructured interviews Werelconducted with: Group
1l - residents of the Culloden Court pfoject; Group 2 - applicants
requesting accémmodation in public housing projects (future resi-
dents); and Group 3 - the families living in the immediate neigh-
bourhood of the Culloden Court project. Statistical data onvthe
- first two groups were derived from thé files of the B. C. Housing

- Management.

The questioning directed itself to finding (1) the personal

- iiz



relationship of thé' 'résidéntszto" éa'chbthé‘r', (2) how thé' ‘dif‘férent
typés'of résidént groups rélétéa'tOiéaChHOther;f(3)'how thé’pro—
jéct résidénts‘and<péoplé from projéct néighﬁsufhéoa érea‘rélaté
thémsélves to thé'hoﬁsing'and projéct facilities; ana‘finally (L)

the Kinds- of households that should be provided in the project.

The findings cléarly indiéatéd thaﬁ thé’futuré résidénts
(Group 2) felt socially.isolatéd in thé'community'and wéré looking
forward to living‘in projecté among.é similar type of family.
The response pattérn also shows that prpjéct résidéﬁts aré générally
more satisfied in thé’way they livé now than thé way they lived
beforé moving -into thé projéct.. Thé'rolé of thé'recreation»room
was frequently mentiohed in discﬁséing.satisfaction with the pro-
Ject. Social integration ‘between the community residents and the
neighbourhood of the prdject fGroup 3) and project residents was
found to be lacking, although project fesidents attach great im-

portance to this aspect.
It is hoped that this study may help in prbviding guide-

lines in designing future housing layouts for people who find them-

selves in similar situations.
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CHAPTER T

'INTRODUCTION . -

OBJECTIVES:

In recént yéars'theré has béen'mﬁch'discﬁssion-on the '
issue of public housing. The éxisting program has comé undér a
great amount of criticism, so much so that somé péoplé féel~it should
be abolishéd, and an allocation of incdmeAsubsidies'substitutéd or
othér-radical changes madé. Very few serious studiés-of public
housing projects whiCh~aré concérnéd with'the social -problems of
low-income families -have béén done, tovour knowledge, in Wesiern
Canada. This thésis5 therefore, is an attémpt to find out what
both future and present residents of public housing'projecté feel
about life invprojects; and, thereby, to discover some implications

" for future housing projects..

This thesis is based on the premise‘that*ﬁhere is a re-
lationship between the'aspirafions, preferences,rand behaviour of
the. residents of the project, and the location .and design decisions
in public housing projects.l .(See Michelson, Merton, Sommers,
Lipman.) To study consumer preferences in public housing is of
particular importance because its very purpose attraéts a number of
isolated people and familiés-from-the community who are, one ﬁight
say, forced to live in these projects. The residents of these
projects are attracted to thém in thé'first instant, ndt because

of their personal preferences, but because of economic circumstances.
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The residents' of public housing projects at present have very little
opportunity -to:choose whether to live in a project, little oppor-
tunity to chobse‘Whiéh'pr@jeét#thewaiil live in, and-no opportunity
‘to choose where in a given project théy will'live.2 Later in this
study, we found that there were other important, but secondary,
reasons for being -attracted to public housing projects. The im-
portance of the different needs and values of the residents of
public housing projects is summed up by Hartman:

"A greater concernIand‘understandinngust be shown. for

the preferred life-styles of working class families ...

physical spaces, administrative regulations, community -

facilities and the role.of the tenant, must all be ne-

examined and revised to meet the needs. of the population -
that the projects are intended to serve."3

There is an extensive literature related to the behaviour
patterns of residents of low-income family housing and slums available
(See bibliography), but many questions are still unanswered. There
are many schools of thought regarding.the size of a project and the
integratian or isolation of the project in the neighbourhood (see
Bradley).h' These issues concern the housing officials, who lack
pértinent information on which to base major decisions. The absence
of this information is discussed by Merton:

"Sociallpsychology, having -only recently and belatedly

trained its. sights upon the’ field of housing, has yet

to accumulate a cemfortable backlog of»pertineht findings
which -can be taken into account by makers of palicy."?



Néa'rly all’ stﬁdies :'co'ncérn\ thémsélvég with:the éxpériencés
of thoéé'living iﬁ_thé'préjéct:: Oné groﬁp 6f fééidéntg who  have
béén largély ignoréd'to‘date;‘ié thé"étﬁaj of fﬁtﬁré résidéﬁts of
public housing projects.. To’mgké’a judgmént on the'éffectiveﬁess
of projects, wé'should know whét thé'eipéctations aré of thosé who
will<béﬂreside£ts of theSé projécts:in thé futuré.' Whéré do they
live? What’aré their charactérisficé? .What aépirations will
they bring to a project? What are théir expectations? Do-the:
present housing policies také thém into account? What is the»level
of satisfaction with the way of 1ife of those low—incomé families

who find themselves living at random in the community?

Studies indicate that completely random placemeﬁts of .
working class residents among middle class neighbours results in
the isolation -of the former.6 Gutman found that working clasg
wives had considerable tuvouble in adjusting to a mixed class suburb.
They simply hadn't the social skills necessary to interact on a
free and easy basis with the middle class women around.7 It is
importanf, therefore, that the future residents of the public
housing projects bé studied and their prefgrences and aspirations

be taken into account when building new homes for themn.

A public housing project by its -nature brings together
people in similar situations - people of low income, people with

poor accommodation: This situation of only similar types of people



in a projéct'coula;‘and:haSﬁbééﬁ;wquéstidﬁédf Dées'it férm a succéss—'
ful, liviﬁg éommﬁnif&; prdviding a full énéﬁéh éséial lifé?'»Kéller'
claims that both'miaalé'CIasé'énd QSrking-éiésé'péoplé haVé a fullér
social-life«Whén'théy‘éré among théir own;8. We shall attémpt to

discover if this is true, and if so, to what extent.

In récént‘yéars,‘somé public‘housing>projécts have.béén
providéd with -social and'récréational facilitiés whibh~aré not
availablé to the'families-who livé'in the community at 1arge.9
Cullédén Court, the subject of this study, has such provisions.

We would like -to find what éffect thé'provision-of théSé‘facilities
has on the social ‘1life -of theéé people when théy bécomé residents

of the project, and to what extent these facilities meet the

needs of the various age groups aﬁd family types. Anothér questioen -
that comes to mind'is.whéther these facilities should be used by
project residents only, or Whefher'they should be open to both
project residents and neighbourhood residents. Would. it help to
integrate the prdject and neighbourhood residents if the facilitieé
were opened to the whole neighbourhood, and how could this be

done effectively?

Many such questions were asked in the process of formulating
the objectives for this thesis:. These questions relate to the way
of 1life of the residents beforeaand after moving into a public

housing project, the effect on fheée residents of living among
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similar typésﬂof families;'and'the'role‘of common facilitiés’in
providing'fdr thé'Social aﬁd.récréationél nééds of thé'residents
and\théir effécﬁ'on thé'Way of lifé of projéét rééidénts; Many
typés of information-wéré SOﬁght'in this stﬁdy ts find answers to.
thésé questions. Thé'Objéctivés of this fhésis; then; aré to find

answers to three questions:

1. Do families‘whb'are»potential residents of public
housing projects, now living in the community -at
large, feel socially isolated, and.is their sense

of isolation alleviated by living in a prbject?

2. What are the effects on these families of living
in a project with similar types (socio-economic) -of

residents and the provision of common facilities?

3. What are the various forms of designed provisions
that can be introduced to overcome social isolation

and improve community integration?

These three questions are separate, but related to each
other. This thesis attempts to explore them, and to find -answers
in an attempt to provide guidelines for designing future public

housing projects..



QUTLINE OF THESIS:

The‘SécOnd'chapter‘of this stuay déséribeS'the'méthods
adopted for inVéStigation; It outlines how and why'Cullodén Court
project was choSén for thé'basé study. It also télls which -groups
were interviewéd, how thé'data was colléctéd for thé'case study,
what resourcés Wéré uséd, how thé dafa is analyzed, and in what

format the information is preséntéd.

Thé'third chapter consists of désériptions and an an-
alysis of data gathered. It describés the major characteristics-
of'thg samples chosen, and gives a comparative analysis of them.
It then discusses how the interviewed sample was chosen, and in-

cludes an .analysis of their major characteristics.

The fourth chapter consists of the findings of the field
study. It comprises of a discussion on each of the issues chosen
among the various respondent groups. It then compares the various
responses between groups, and the possible implications arising

out of these findings is discussed.

The fifth and final chapter contains a summary of the

major -findings, and the conclusions arrived at.
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CHAPTER II
- METHODOLOGY

METHOD OF STUDY

The method'adop£ed in this study was conductea briefly as
folloﬁs: |

1. A visual survey was. conducted among eleven existing -
publié housing projects in Vancouver in order to
select a project for case study. Culloden Court pro-
Jject was selecfedAfor‘study as a result of this survey.

2. Written and recorded data relevant to the projectg the
project area, and general areas of Véncouver}were
gathered and analyzed.

3. A series -of interviews were conducted among project
residents, future residents, and residents from the

neighbourhood surrounding Culloden Court.

These stages of investigation are further detailed under

the sections in this chapter.
SELECTION OF PROJECT FOR CASE STUDY

In order to choose a projéct'for this investigation among
the existing public housing projects in Vancouver, a visual sunvey
of these projects was. undertaken. There exist twelve public housing

projects in the city of Va.ncouv’er.l I visited all twelve projects

in order to evaluate them. The following criteria were used as

guidelines for evaluation and classification .of the project:



General impreésions of the overall;area within which the project
exists.

The general atmosphere of the project.

The i@pjéct in its relationship to the immediate surrounding

areas.

‘The variety of accommodation provided and. the pattern of its

distribution.

Commonlareas and common facilitiés withiﬁ the project.

Common facilities in the immediate surroundings.

General activity (at the time of my visit) in the project area.
Evidence of‘commUnity-organization-and‘participation‘within the

project.

With this guideline of criteria in mind, the visits to all

projects were made. It is important to note here that the total ex-

perience of the projects was my personal impression .of them. I

did not go into any of the private units -and had no background

to the design program of any of the projects. I strolled through

the project community areas, spoke to occasional residents in con-

versations of a general nature, went to lounges, read the various

notices posted on bulletin boards, noted the contents of the lounges,

on one occaslon played football with-the kids, and generally ab-

sorbed the ambience of the projects.

To observe the effects of various C.M.H.C. design -con-

cepts applied -to the development'of these projects, I visited them
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in the chronological order.of their construction dates, the oldest

being visited first. The weather was usually good on the occasions

I visited the projects.

My evaluation of the twelve projects in terms of their

size, accommodation types, variety- of project fdcilities, and setting

in the neighbourhood, led me to classify. them. into four groups:

Group.l

Group 2..

Group 3

Group k4

Large (low-density) projects, not well-integrated with the
neighbourhood:

a. Little Mountain

b. Orchard,Park

¢. Killarney Garden

Large (high-density) projects, dominant in neighbourhood:
a.i;Maclean Park
b. Bkeena Terrace

c. Raymur'Place

Medium size, physically well-integrated with-néighbourhgod'
a.. Grandview Terrace”

b. Culloden Court

One building block projects
a. Nicholson Tower
b. Wall and Oxford

¢. Carolina and 6th Avenue
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(The-accomﬁanying-chart gives my detailed evaluations on all twelve

s

projects).

I felt that the selection -of a project for the case.
study should comefifom Group 3, as these projects are neither large
nor small in size,; are well-integrated with their neighbourhoods,

are well-designed, and seem to be successful.

IMPRESSIONS ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS. IN VANCOUVER

OVER. TWENTY YEARS:

1. There seemed to be a shift of project location .from predominantly
residential areas to industrialvcum.slum areas. Perhaps land
&alues explain thia? .

2. The atmosphere created by the projects improved substantially
from very dgpressing to one of.a ﬁomely, warm feeling. Perhapé
incfeasiﬁg awareness of improving public housing projects to a

healthy livable community explain this 3

3. The first two projects (Little Mbuntain aﬁd Orchard Park), stand
in isolation and are much poorér than their surrounding develop-
ment. Then we see a series of very dominant projects far .
better than the immediate surrounding developments. ' The last
four projects are very well integrated, especiaily Nicholson

Tower and Carolina & 6th Avenue, as in these two projects, the
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land-use.and. treatment of the housing is similar to that of the.

surrounding developments.

The first project, Little MOuntain,'seems to provide uniform

accommodation. Then we see a limited variety of accommodation.

-in the second and third projects, and later prﬁﬁéﬁts provide

a wide variety of accommodation. Culloden Court shows a marked
change in concept which is followed by later projecﬁs all pro-
viding uniform accommodation. The layout of projects changes .
from the use of isolated blocks in thé éarlier projects to the
use of courts and clustered units in the ‘later projecté. Culloden
Court has a good distriéution,of housing units over the site.

Cozy courts are created.

Later projects show a greater variety of communal provisions.'
The people in projects seemed to make a greater use of these
common facilities and show more active participation. In these
later projects.there is a greater variety of spaces from more
informal open space.with-limited services, to more formally or-
ganized courts, walkways and extensive-sé}vices, including -

professional help (legal aid) as seen at Skeena.

Common facilities in the project neighbourhoods varied, and a
general trend was not very apparent. In a broad sense, though,

it varied from well facilitated areas to less desirable areas.
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T. Activity in the project area incfeases from the earlier to the

later projects.

8. Evidence of residents' organization and participation in pro-
ject activities varied among the twelve prdjectéﬁ» Larger projects
seemed to have more organized activities. Raymur Place and

Culloden Court seemed to be doing-ﬁ;}y well.
CHOICE:OF*CULLODEN COURT:

Culloden Court project from Group é was chdsen as a

suitable case study for the‘féllowing reasons:

1. It is‘a medium sized project that showéia transition

between large and -small projects built in Vancouv%r.

2. It appears to be physically well-integrated with the

surrounding residential neighbourhood.

3. The author was impressed with the overall quality

of architectural desigﬁ?énd the site layout.

4. The area in which it is located has neither the
highest socio-economic ranking, nor the lowest, of
the areas in which public housing projects are located

in the city of Vancouver.
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SELECTION. OF RESPONDENT. GROUPS. FOR INTERVIEWS

As the issues on which this study is based involve family
life before and after moving into a public housing project, I felt
that future residents (Group 2) of public housing, that is, appli-
cants on the waiting list with the B.C. Housing Management, would
provide an excellent sémple group to compare with the residents of
the project (Group 1). In this way, we could compare the responses
and discover the trends and the differences of attitudes towards
the various aspects of housing. I wanted to measure the effect on
families of living in a public housing project among similar types
of families (with the provision-of coméon facilities),rby~studying
two similar groups of people, whose only difference is that one
group lives in such a project, and the other does not yet live in
a project. In this case, both groups of respondents, project re-
sidents and future residents, share similar life styles and values,
are at the same stage in their life cycle, are ldéking for similar
opportunities for individual and collective activities. Given
sufficient control over all variableé??ther than their exposure to
living in a project and the availability of common facilities, one
would then attribute any differences found in the responses of the
two groups to the effect on families to project living and sharing
project facilities.l+ Essentially then, future residents are viewed
as a control group to assess the validity of the responses of the
préject residents,. to discover which differences between the two

groups (Group 1 & 2) can be attributed to project living, and to find
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which-aspirations they were bringing to the project.

The third group chosen for interviews comes from the neigh-
bourhood surrounding the project, and the purpose of interviewing-
this group is to discover the relationship of the project and its

residents to the surrounding neighbourhood from their point of view.
This study, therefore, iecludes‘three groups ef respondents:
Group 1l: Residents ofACulloden.Court.
Group 2: Future residents (coetrol group).

Group 3: Residents of the surrounding neighbourhood

area of the project.

The first (project residents) and second (future residents)
groups share similar socio-economic problems, with the differences
being that the first group lives among similar types of families,
whereas the second group lives in the community -at large. - The first
group has the uee ofﬁthe designed provisions of the project (housing,

open spaces and community facilities) and the second group does not.

The first and third groups share the same geographical
location, and, therefore, have the same,availaﬁility of community -

facilities, and the various opportunities provided by the local
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area, but the difference between the two groups is one of their

© own socio-economic status.

D@?A COLLECTION
Three forms of data wére épllected:.
1. Infbrmationvon pfojéct. .
2. Information on project résidénts and future residents.
3. 'Informat%pn from field work.
INFORMATION ON PROJECT:

AlYl relevant data regarding-the project was obtained from
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation. The data includes the
project layout, the types of accommodation provided, the facilities
provideé,Aand detailed plans, sections,'and elevations of the

project.

i

INFORMATION ON PROJECT.RESIDENTS AND FUTURE RESIDENTS:-

All the data on the residents and the applicants for
project accommodation was derived from the‘filés of British Columbia

Housing Management. -The data included age, sex, marital status,
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TABLE T

- - BREAKUP OF 'SAMPLE GROUPS

Type Families with children Pensioners Total
Future Residents LY 11 55
Project Residents Ly 11 55
Total 88 ' 22 1io-

W-
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income, and source of income, faﬁiiy sizé,fﬁumber of children and
their ages, their address, and length bf:résidéncé. To obtain a '
characteristic profile of project residents énd future rééidents

a sample of 50%‘of'familié55 and 25% of‘pénSioners among project
residents was taken. All the sfatistical profileé presented in
this thesis are based on this s@ﬁﬁle gfoup.. The neéessity-of such
a sample group arose as no comprehensive -data was available in a
single form. Much time was needed to derive this information'frqm
personal files of each of the families in the project. There are.
88. units for families -with -children, and L4l units for pensioners,
and therefore, the ‘sample group Was.limited to 44 families with
children, and 11 pensioner households, totalling 55 households.
Similarly, for uniformity of compérison,'the sample group from the
applicants to the public housing projects (which number about four
to six thousand) was limited to 44 households among families with-
children, and.1ll households of pensioners, also totalling 55 house-

holds in all.
- INFORMATION FROM FIELD STUDY:

The main source of data to evaluate the three issues on
which this thesis is based is from the discussions on each of the
issues, during individual interviews conducted among pfoject resi-

‘ .
dents, future residents, and.residents from the surrounding neigh-

bourhood of the project. The process of interviewing and the methods

used to collate . data is discussed under Section E - "Interviews".
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Writtén and recorded data regarding the local areas in which the
sample group of future residents live,; and where the sample group
of project résidents lived before moving into the project was’ ob-

tained from the following sources:

Canadian Census Tracts
Local Areas of Vancouver - Report (Mayhew)
Annual Report: Parks & Recreationfiﬂl,_Vancouver

Directory of Services '72, by United Community Services

of Greater VAncouver,
INTERVIEWS

The interviews with the project résidehts and future
residents were conducted in tw§ ;tages. First,VI intér&iéwed infor-
mally a small group tovfamiliarizeumyself ﬁith the general response
patfern, and the various iésueé of imporfance fo thé reépondents,
Then, based on these informal discussions, a schedule for more com-

prehensive interviews was prepared.

The final schedule was put together after several weeks
of study and perusal of preliminary schedules of interviews, and
sessions with thesis advigers. The tentative -draft of schedules was

then pre—tested. After some revisions in the schedule, I conducted
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the final interviewé.

The interviews were unstructured, and lasted approximately
25-40 minutes. A tape recorder was used to document all interviews.

Later I compiled the relevant respéﬁses into written form.

Both groups, project residents as well as future residents,
responded with enthusiasm (and, hopefully, candour!)f‘ A letter of
introduction from Professor;Gerson, on'university stationery, was
initially used for the first group of respondents,vthe project
re‘sidents.5 Most of them. were happy to talk to someone, and liked
the idea that someone was interested in fheir opinions. My.being
a student‘(and neither a social worker nor from their hQusing'mana—
gement ), and the fact that their information‘was to berused as
statistical data, and therefore, anonymously, made it eagierffor
the respondents to be uninhibited in their replies. Only one re-
spondent refused an interview after she had accepted an appoint-
ment I had arranged. The interviews were conducted eithef in the

late afternoons or on weekends.
Type of information sought during interviews:
1. Reasons for moving to the project.

2. Respohse to their way of life before moving to the

project.
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3. Preferences for location -and setting of the project in

the local areas of Vancouver.
4. Response to their way of life -after moving to pn§520t.‘

5. Residents' opinions on project facilities.

6. }ﬁ?eferences for overall mix of project residents.

Detailed schedules for interviews used for discussions with

each of the three groups of respondents are included in the appendices.

ANALYSTS OF DATA

The‘case study project (Culloden Court) has been analyzed
and described by organizing data into the following framework: first,
a deécription of its location and the type of accommodation . it pro-
vides, then a brief description of the layout with emphasis on thé
number of building blocks, followed by the.groupings.of the blocks
and thevvarious orientations of the‘indi§idual units, and finally;

a-brief -description of thé project facilities provided.

The two sample groups chosen, future residents and project
residents, are.described in terms of the location of their residence
in the local areas of Vancouver. (This, of course, refers to.the

former locations of project residents.) The'éharacteristics-of
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these families are described and compared with thé characteyistics
of the familiés 1iving in thé Sunsét-aréa in which Culloden Court
is situated. Thé descriptions includé only the main points briefly
summarized. Thé analysis and comparisons include the locatioh,
marital status, age groups, number of childrén pér family,vincdme
levels, employment,:and léngth of résidence.. This information came
from Census Tracts. The detailéd tablés for théSe families -are

found in the appendices.

The areas within which these sample groups exist have been

documented and analyzed to givef

1. Comparative socio-economic rating.

2. The location .of these areas in relation to each other.

3. Relevant local facilities.

The interviewed families were chosen to be representative
of their sample groups. The characteristics -of these families -are
compared and the location of their residence described.

The general formaﬁ:for documenting the responses and dis-

cussions from the interviews conducted is organized in the

following way:
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Subject of discussion.

Discussions on the subject among the groups intervieweﬁ.
The order in which the groups appear is future residénts;
project residents and, where applicable, community re-

sidents.

. Response pattern - the various responses of each group

are then compared with each other and analyzed to eval-

.uate the attitudes of each;%?oup towards the issue

under discussion.

Implications: Social and Spétialt— the implications
of the.résponses which relate to the social or'physicalv
groupings of people, buildings, or facilities in a

project, are summarized.

Tables of detailed responses - tables analyzing the
various responses on the subject, and their comparative

frequency of occurrence.

1 " * ‘ . Lt
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FOQTNOTES: Chapter 2

IThe twelve prajectS'and their dates. of compiétion are. as
follows: (1) Little -Mountain 1954, (2). Orchard Park 1959, (3) Maclean
Park 1963, (L) Skeena Terrace 1963, (5). Raymur Place 1967, (6) Grand-
view Terrace 1969, (7) Culloden Court 1969, (8) Nicholson Tower 1969,
(9) Maclean Park. 1970"(10)'Car011na & 6th 1970, (11) Wall & Oxford 'A'
1970, (12) Wall & Oxford 'B' 1970 :

2'I‘hough flgures on land values are not. avallable, it can be
safely assumed that predominantly residential areas would be of higher
values than industiial cum slum areas,

3I£ was:later learned that Central Mortgagekand Housing Cor-
poration was proud of Culloden Court project and consideréed it as the
- most successful project..

uAppendix Cv
5AppendixAC.

6ﬁayhew' op. eit., presents a socio-economic proflle for
each of the local areas of Vancouver so that individual local areas may‘bh
be compared, one with another, or any’ “local area. .may be compared with. -
the average conditions found throughout the city. These ratings are
based on slx variables: . owner occupancy, unemployment, family income,
occupatlonﬂlndex, fertlllty ratio and families with children. Highest
‘ranking is 8.4 for Shaughnessy and lowest ranking is 117.0 for Strath-
cona. Lower numbers in rating indicate higher ranking. See Appendix
B for a table showing socio-economic rankings of various local areas
of Vancouver.

7These include post office, secdndary school, community park,
local movie theatre, community centre, public library, supervised play-
ground and district shopping centre. See Illustration on p. 36.

J
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CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS OF PROJECT, RESPONDENTS AND AREAS

DESCRIPTION OF CULLODEN. COURT

Culloden Court is the eighth public housing project built
in Vancouver. It was built in'l967-68.l It occupies two square
city blocks in the-south—eastaooction of the city,,boundea by L5th
and L4Tth Afonues oo>the nortﬁ and south sides, and Inverness and
Knighfjstreets\on the west and east éides?j; The project provides
accoﬁmodation‘for 132Jhoqsehoidé'in three building types - town-
house blocks; back to back row-house blocks, and two-storey apartment
blocks.{} The two¥storey_apartment block accommodates»peosioners
only, both single.and couples, and contains Lk unitsf A1l other
buildings accommodafe families with children. The onits for
familiesjwith children{ronge'from two-bedroom units to five-bedroom

units. There are 88 units in all for families with childrén.

Following is the breakdown of this number:

2 Br. 48 units
3 Br. 2k units
4 Br. 12 units -
5 Br. 4 units
Total 88 units

These accommodations are provided in eleven building blocks.

o~

B
The building blocks are grouped around three interior courts~ Units -
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in the project have one of three orientations - fronting on outside
streets, facing interior courts, or both. (Some townhouses both face
an interior court and front on an outside str‘eet.)v-3 The breakdown

of the various orientations is as follows:

Orientation " Families Pensioners
Facing outside street 20 28
Facing interior courts 52 16

Facing interior courts as well as

fronting an outside street 16 None

Total 88 Ly

Among the common facilities provided in the project are
landscaped open space, garking, play areas, and a multi-purpose and
administration building?¥ There are three separafe parking areas
providing a total of 80 stalls. The recreation centre (multi-purpose
and administration block) is located in one of the three courts,
surrounded by family units and the pensioners! block. (See the
detailed plan of the recreation centre.) Behind this centre and
next to the pensioners' block is the children's play area. Walls
are extensively used to enclose parking areas and the yards of

individual units, creating almost a visual barrier between the

inside and outside of the project57

The project is located in the Sunset area, which is a
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residential area of predominantly single-family detached housing.

SAMPLE GROUPS AND AREAS

The tables illustrating the basic biographical data of
the sample groups will be found in this section. The main points

in these tables are summarized here.

FUTURE RESIDENTS:

Location - Generally they are distributed in the north-east and
central (east) parts-of Vancouver§ Nearly half of them live in a

district consisting of the Grandview-Woodland, Kensington, and Mt.

Pleasant local areas. (See Table IIH)

Marital status - Nearly two-thirds of the families in the sample group

are single-parent families with children, and a third comprised of

husband and wife with children. {(See Table IIB)

Ages - Of the total of 61 parents among 44 families with children,
43 parents are between the ages of 21-40. The majority of them are
in the 21-30 group. The average age of parents is 31.2 years.

(See Table IIA)

Number of children per family - The average number of children is

3 (134 children for L4 families). Of the L4 families in this sample,
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TABLE ITA TO ITH

‘CHARACTERISTICS OF. FUTURE RESIDENTS:

TABLE ITA: AGE GROUPS AMONG SPOUSES

Age Groups - Years Numbers - .Percentage

20 and under 3 5

21-30 27 LL

31—&0 16 26

41-50 I 11 18

Over 50 L T
Total ) 1004

Average Age of Parents 31.2 years.

TABLE IIB: ~MARITAL STATUS

Type _ Numbers of Families  Percentage
Two-parent families 17 - 39
One-parent families _ 27 ' 61

Total LY 100%
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TABLE IIC: NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLDS

No. of Children . . - .. . To. ofiFamiliés‘f-.' . Percentage

1 or hone : » T ' E 16
2 12 ‘ 27
3 9 : 21
Y 9 21
5 b 9
6 1. 2
7 1 2
8 1 2

Total il 100%

TABLE TID: ADULT-CHILDREN RATIO

Total Number of Adults C 61 31%

Total No. of Children 134 69%

Total Population 195 100%



TABLE IIE:

FAMILY ‘SIZE

Number ..of .Persons -in.Family: Number of Families . . Percentage.
2 T 16
3 6 14
4 10 23
p) 13 30
6 Lo, 9
. 1 2!
8 1 2
9 1 2
10 . 1 2
Total i ©100%
TABLE IIF: INCOME LEVELS
Income Range (per month) Number of Families Percentage
Less than $200 7 16
$200 - $Loo 30 68
More than $400 T 16
Total L 100 %

Total Income ; wu¥....

for

No. of Families ...cecenn

Average . Income per Month

. $13,731.0 per month

....... $312.0 per month.
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TABLE IIG: EMPLOYMENT

Ty'pe S - Lo . . ... ... -« « .Numbers- - - Percentage
Working families (full time) 9 19
Working families (part time) L 9
Non-working families L 3L - 72"
‘Total NN 100% .
TABLE IIH: HOUSEHOLD LOCATION BY AREA
LocgiyArea
Name v Socio~-economic fating No. of Families %
West end 3.5 L 7
CED L . 109.0 2. 4
Strathcona 117.0 3 5
Grandview Woodland 108.0 8- 16
Hastings Sunrise 100.5 Tt 7
Renfrew Colliﬁgwood 89.3 2 Y
Kensington ‘ 100.3 11 19
Mount Pleasant 95.0 8 15 -
Riley Park- - 70.7 6 10
Fairview T1.2 3 5
Kitsilano ‘ 48.0 1 2
Arbutus Ridge =~ 11.3 ' 1 2
Sunset 78.0 - 1 2
Victoria Fairview 80.6 ‘ 1 2
S  Total 55 100%
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43% of the families have 1 or 2 children, and another L410% have 3-k
children. The maximum. number of children in one family is 8.

(See Table IIC)

‘Adult-Children ratioﬁ— Among the LU families, there are 61 adults

and rg&.children, which is a ratio of 1:2.2. The average.family'sizé

is 4.5 peopie among families with children. (See Tables IID & E)

Income - The éverage gross income for a family is $312 per month.
68% of the families.have an income of $200-$400. Of the rest, 16%
have an income of less than $200 a month, and another 16% have an

income of more than $400 per month. (See Table IIF)

Emgloxgent - Three-fourths of the sample families are on some form
of assistance (welfare, unemploymenf insurance, etc.) and are not
working. About one-fifth work full time, and about 10% work part

time -and also receive assistance. (See Table IIG)

PROJECT RESIDENTS:

'Location:of for@er residence - The former hoﬁés of project residents
is mﬁch more widely distrib@f%ﬁ t?an the_ﬁoﬁeé of the future re-
sid’ents:(;éE Nearly half of them (23 ogt of hh families) came from an
area consisting of Mt. Pleasant, Kensington, Sunset and Riley Park.
The bther half was distfibuﬁed among the~nor££—éast,énd West parts

of the city. (See Table IITH)
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for half%Sf the units provided for families with -childr¥en, the dis-
tribution did not turn out to be in any particular proportion to

the accommodation types .-

Msrital status - Two-thirds of the project residents (among families

with children) are single-parent families with children. One-third

of the sample consists of husband and wife with children. (See Table IIIB)

Age of spouses — Two-thirds of the sample families have parents in

the age group between 21-40. There are none under 20 years of age,
twenty of them are between 21-30 years old, and twenty-one of them
are 31-40 years old. The rest, about one-third, are over U4l years

old. (See Table IIIA)

Number of childrénvper household - There are 143 children among U4k
families -of the sample group, which is 3.2 children‘per family.
Since this sample is half of the number of families in the project,
the estimate for the total number of children on the project will be

about 290.children within 2 square city Elocks. (See Tables III C & E)

Family size - Three-fourths of the families in this samplé have
between 3-5 persons per household. The maximum size of family is -
8 persons, and the smallest.family size is 2 persons (single mother

with a child). (See Table IIIE)
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TABLE IIIA TO IIIH

'SAMPLE 'GROUP. PROJECT RESIDENTS

TABLE ITTA: AGE GROUPS AMONG SPOUSES

Age Group - Years Numbers vPercentage
20 and Under None None
21-30 20 3k
31-40 21 36
41-50 9 15
Over 50 -9 15
Total 59 100 %
Average age of spouses 3k Years
TABLE IITB: MARITAL STATUS
Type Number of Families Percentage
Two-parent families - 15 34
One-parent families 29 66
Total Ly 100 %
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TABLE IITIC: NUMBER OF CHILDREN. IN HOUSEHOLDS

Numbérwof Childrén~~. G Numbérnoquamiliésw_u - -Pércéhtagé'
1 L 9
2 11 25
3 12 27
4 | -8 18.
5 | 5 | 12
6 L 9
T ‘— -
8 - -

Total DT 100%

TABLE IIID: ADULT—CHILDREN'RATIO

Total Number of Adults 59 30%

Total Number of Children 143 : T0%

Total Family Population. =~ 202 . 100%
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TABLE -IIIE:. FAMILY, SIZE.

2 2 Y
3 10 23
I | 11 25
5 | 12 o7
6 3 7
7 3 7
8 3 T
9 - -
10 . S -
Total . ' kb 100 ¢

o TABLE IIIF: INCOME LEVELS FOR LOW INCOME FAMILIES

Income Range (per month) - Number of Families Percentage

Less than $200 ‘ . None None

From $200 to $400 - 1 8

Over $400 12 92
Total 13 100 %

Note: Social assistance and welfare amounts are not available.

Therefore, only working families' incomes are included.

The other 31 families -are non-working and are on assistance.
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TABLE ITIG: EMPLOYMENT -

“ype: Type .’ Numbers Percentage
Working families (full time) 10 23
Working families (part time) 3 T
Non-working families o 31 70

Total IRI 100%
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TABLE ITTH:. FORMER LOCATIONS. OF RESIDENCES

© OF PROJECT RESIDENTS. BY AREAS

‘Local Area

Name . . - Soeid—écbngmicfratingi: 4~-NQ;TQfEFamiliésfl‘E %
West end 43,5 _ 1 2
Victoria—FrasérViéw“ 80.6 1 ‘ 2
Mount Pleasant : 95.0 6 1k
Riley-Park - 70.7 5 1
Fairview | ' 71:2 ’ 2 5
South-Cambie TORO | | ] 2
Kensington 100.3 ” : 6 1k
Renfrewaollingwood.‘ ' '>'89}3 2 5
Sunset: : : 78.0 | .6 14
Killarney © st 1 2
| Marpole 56,1 | 3 T
Kitsilano 48.0 ' 3 7
Arbutus Ridge o 11.3 2 L
Kerrisdale : 8.6 1 2

GrandView-Woodiandﬁ 108.0 N 9

Total Ly 100%.



Employment - Half of the families are non—working"and~on welfare.’

Only one-third -of them are working full time.. Three of the Lk

families -are on assistance and working part time. (See Table IIIG)

Length of Residence - The project is about three years old, and'it
appears that nearly half of the families have been there from the
start. An almést equal number have been living in the project for

. . .
more than a year. Turnover in tenants is very minimaly®’

Income'g Income figures for only low—incpme families were available.
The lowest incomé among thé working families is $375 per month.

The rest were all above $L00 per month. All the welfare recipients
have their rents based on faﬁily size. The figures on the assistance

provided to these families -are not available.. (See Table IIIF)
SUNSET AREA RESIDENTS:

Socio-economic ranking - Sunset area ranks lhth out of 22 local areas

of Vancouver (the highest ranking is 1). It is surrounded by areas
with higher rankings on tﬁe‘west and north, and with lower ranking
areas on the east and north. It is predominantly residential®”

'

Marital status ~ More than 94% of the families in this area are two-

parent families. The remaining 6% include singles, pensioners,

and single-parent families. (See Table IVA)
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TABLE IV-A AND.IV-B

'SUNSET’AREATRESIDENTS

TABLE IV-A: MARITAL STATUS

No, of Families .. .

Type Percentage

Two-parent families 2,231 9l

One-parent families 11 6
Total 2,37? I@d%

TABLE IV-B: NO. OF CHILDREN PER FAMILY

No. of Children in Family No. of Fgmiliés Percentage’

No children 784 33

1-2 children 1,089 L6

3-L4 children h1s 18

5 children 8L . - 3
Total ' 2,372 100 %
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Family size. - The average family size-is 3.5 persons. Vancouver's
average is 3.2 persons. More than 65% of the families -in this area

o . NEN
have .one or more children.”s

Number of children - Nearly half of thé'families in the Sunset area
have 1-2 childrén.. Out of 2,372 familiés, two-thirds of them have
1-4 children. The average number of children per family is 1.5
children. (See Table IVB)

Income — The average income per family -is- $435 per monfhfl?

Employment - Unemployment is only 4% for this area.. Nearly all

T2
families are working -and earning wagess®

INTERVIEWED ‘SAMPLE

Out of the sample groups for future residents and project
residents? respondents for interviews were chdsen. Whereas the sample
groups indicate the genéral characteristics of the two groups of
people, the interviewed sample was used to obtain fespoﬁses on the

major issues of discussion during interviews.
FUTURE RESIDENTS:

On the basis of information .obtained from housing management
files, I chose to contact applicants whose phone numbers appeared

on their information cardéfl Out of the list of about thirty numbers
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TABLE V

BREAKUP 'OF 'INTERVIEWED 'SAMPLES

Type Families with children . Pensioners Total
Future Residents 15 5 20
Project Residents 15 5 20
Neighbourhood Residénts 10 - 10
Totals Lo 10 50
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only six had either their phohe numbers correct, had their phones
 connected, or were available at the numbers. A maximum number of

three attempts were made at different times (twice'in the afternoﬁh
‘ e’

and once in the late evening) to reach tyém«by phone. The majority

"

of the calls ended in recorded messages: . the number you'havé

reached is ﬁot in service..." Some phones rang all the time without
any one answering. Some had people answering who were not aware

of the names. Then a suppleméntary list -of applicants (recent ones)
was obtained from management files. This time I could reacﬁ most

of the applicants. Though I intended to interview families on the
basis of family size, marital status, emplcymént, étc., in the same
proportion»as they appear in the éamﬁle‘groups, it did not come

out that way. Many working couples were either not cooperative (once
they knew I was é student) .or were not available when called at home
at appointed times. At first in every call I made I identified my-
self, saying that I was a student doiﬁg a study on public housing,
and that I had their phone number fromagsusingjﬁénagement. In later
calls, I did not voluntarily»tell them that I was a student and only
mentioned that I got their name and phone number from housing mana-
gement and am doing -research.on public housing and that.management
and C.M.H.C. were interested in fhe findings of the study. This
helped and I could get a larger number of interviews that way (in
contrast fo project residents who were more willing to talk to me

as a studeﬁt).lh The final nﬁmbér bf respondepts? then, consist'pf
those who were willing to be inter&iéwed and ié a~fairiy good repre-

sentation -of the'Sample.
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PROJECT RESIDENTS: '

First, I obtainéd a list of 13 residents from management
for informal intérviéws. As can bé.séen on thé drawing, most of them
are living in.corner units;L5 I do not know Whethér it was intended
that way.or the manageménf gavé only those names who were not com-
plainants and are consideréd good résidénts. Two people contacted
from this.list-réfused outright when told about discussions on the
project. One gave a‘long'lecture‘bhuresearch doﬁ§3$9ﬁfrequently
on public housing, and said that_they shouldgggt.be treated as
"subject matter" for research. I neVér contacted this person again.
Whereas I had thg phone numbers of families among future residents
from management, I could not obtain the same for project residernts.
The policy seems to be not to give phone numbers under any circum-
stances, and many of the names among the project residents are also
not listed in ﬁhe telephone directory. It seems some have unlisted
numbers and some do not haV¢ telephbnes. Others‘d@ﬂhﬁ@é?éﬁ%elépﬂgne
fbuﬁfit is sometimes out of‘serQicé. Under these circﬁmst;nceé, I
could only contact seven of the 13 names provided, ihitially, by
the management. One respondent, a pensioner, preferred to talk with
me only on the phone as she was. i11l. The rest of the interviews

were conducted in person.

These initial interviews were very informal and gave me
an opportunity to acquaint myself with the project and the major
issues involved in the project. The final selection of respondents

was made more deliberately. I obtained a list -of project residents
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and checked them out in the telephone directory and selected a list
of residénts that I could contact. This 1list of namés then weré
divided into groups on the basis of théir orientations (namely three
types: those facing outside streéts, thoSé facing interior courts,
and those who were facing outside stréets and interior courts),
their accommodation types (2 Br., 3 Br., 4 Br., 5 Br., Bach., and
~1 Br.), building block (A,B,C,D,E,F,Etc.), and théir location within
the block (Interior, corner). After a great amount of deliberation
the final selection was made. At least one family from each building
block and at least 10% from each accommodation type was interviewed.
- A total number of 15 residents among families withgchildren and 5

residents from the pensioners block were selected and interviewed;.l
RESIDENTS FROM SUNSET AREA:

The third group of respondents interviewed were from thé
immediaté surrounding area. At first, I intended to interview
residents at random within a half mile radius from the project.
The list of names was obtained from the city directory and the residents
were contacted at random by phone. After identifying myself as a
student at U.B.C.conducting a survey on the public housing project
in their area, I asked them for an interview to discuss the project
(Culloden Court) with them. After several contacts it became evident
that only those people who were within 203 blocks were aware of the
project. Others thought it was a privaté dévélopment project. Then

I concentrated on those residents who were living close to the project

s
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(Maximum of thréé'blocks); Many wéfé:nbt very coopéfativé‘in
giving'intérviewS or éven to discussion on thé phoné. About 35
pedplé‘wéré COntactéd'to obtaining éight'iﬁtérviéws. Two names

were suggestedlby thé régideﬂts thémsélvé§§; Thésé two:families
live'écross thé stréet froﬁ'thevpfojéct éﬁd usé oneﬁéf £héuresiden£s
as a baby-sitter. In all, ten familiés were intérviewed; The
interviews were limited to discussing somé’of thé issues arising out
of interviewé with project residents and future residents. No
personél information was gathered (for éxgmple, marital status, income,
number of children, etc.);7‘Phi§ information was collected from the
census tracts for the whole area. ‘It is assumed that ten families
will not be a representative sample for the area. Also, since
these families were not very enthusiaétic about discussing the
project, the interviews were kept fo very essential information

only.
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FOOTNOTES: Chapter.3

lFlrst group of tenants moved in August 1969
2Illustratlon show1ng prOJect fa0111t1es on p. 29

3Illustratlon show1ng three types of orlentatlens for
1nd1v1dual units on p. 31.

hIllustration on p. 29.

SI1lustration showing visual barriers 'and the range
of view from outside to inside-of the project on p. 32.

6Illustration~show1ng the distribution of future re-
sidents of public housing projects in Véncouver on p. 3k4..

TIllustration shoWing.theflocatien»of former. residencesaf
of project reésidents in Vancouver.on p. hh* .

8Illustrat10n -on. p. L3 - show1ng the distribution -of
sample group in the Culloden Court.

9Appendix A.
lOSunset‘area is surrounded by Victoria-Fraserview,

Kensington, Riley Park, Oakridge & Marpole. See Appendix B for
the socio-economic¢ ranking of 'these.

11 ppendix A.
leAppendix A,

'13Some.of these applicants are on waiting lists for
2-3 years and have moved from the location shown in files.

thap showing the location of families suggested by
the housing management for interviews on p. 59.

lSIllustratlon -showing the distribution of the inter-
viewed sample in project, p. 60.’

16

Table showing the breakup'of interviewed sample
on p. 55.

17Appendix A,



CHAPTER IV

ISSUES FOR DISCUSSIONS

PRIMARY REASONS FOR MOVING TO PROJECT:
FUTURE RESIDENTS:

‘Nearly all respondents gave economic reasons for moving

to a project. The explanation for this is twofold.

First, due to their limited incomes, they have less money
to spend on housing, and, fherefore, their present accommodations
are too crowded for the family size. Those of the respondents who '
do spend a~considérable part of their income on housing find that
for the same money they could et better (and larger) accommodation
in a public housing project. They would have more money to spend

on other things than shelter to improve their standard of living.

Second, the respondents felt that ﬁoving to a project
would give them an opportunity to live among familieé-withvthe
same problems 6r in‘a'similarJSCCio—ecohomic situation{ Presently,
though li%ing in inadequate accommodations, most residents live
in good residential are;s, but feel socially and physically iso-
lated from the surrqunding neighbourhood and community at large. .
Very few of them have friends in their vicinity (except for "baby-
sitter" relationships), but oftén.visit some of the projects, where
many have friends. Perhaps this is why, when asked ébout the
advantages of - 1iving -among families in similar situatiéns, many

sald that they could make many friends in the project. One typical
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response was,

"It is easier to make friends, and I feel free while
talking to them because we have so much in common."

Another respondent saidy -
- "We have the same problems and we can talk about them."

In many cases, these respondents got the idea of moving .
to a project after ééeing their friends in projects. They were
impressed with accommodations and the low rent, and felt they
were missing out on something. As one respondent put it

"I never. thought much of these projects.before, but when

one of my friends moved into this project (Killarney),
- I visited her, and got myself listed."

A mother of two said,

"I have been waiting for more than a year now (to move

to a project) and I'm looking forward to it."

The other reasons for wanting to move to a project were
‘related in one way or another to either cheaper rent or being among
theirffriends. Some of them are,

"Liiing in a project, I could save enough money to go to
a vocational school."

'

"I feel so lonely here. No one to talk to. All my neigh-
bours here treat me as if I'm a social outcast."

"My only acquaintance here is my baby-sitter from next
door." '
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"T never had a home of my own."
"The project is so much better."

The adults felt lonely and isolated socially and thought -
the project would provi@? friends for themselves and their children.
Oné respondent felt that herfiteenage sons do not £ave any.problemé,
but her two younger éhildféﬁ, four and six years old, have ﬁo
company . |

"A project will have lots of children for them to play
with." '

Still another put it differently,

"My children aren't dressed up as nicely as. other children
in the area. Maybe that's the reason my neighbours

won't allow their children to play with ours. In a pro-
ject this wouldn't be the case."

- PROJECT RESIDENTS:

Like their counterpafts.in the Waiting.list, residents
felt that low rent was the main reason for being in the project,
though "they Aid not emphasize this as strongly. Perhéps this is
because the many other advantages of living in a project were not
so evident to these families before. For instance, nearly'all.
the residents liked living in a good area among higher income
groups without being iééiéﬁed among.thesé groubs}.:This factor

was not mentioned by the futufe reSidenfs. Culloden Court is
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located in the Sunset,aréa; Whiéh’is’ljtﬁ'in‘thé.socio;econbmic
ranking of the 22 1ocai areas dﬁ Vaﬁcéﬁvér'(seé "Local Areas of
Vancoﬁverfg‘by B.W. Mayhew). . Perhaps“the residents of Culloden
Court feel that compared to most of th; other projects (which are
all locafed in lower ranking areas), theirs is in a better resi-.

dential location.
"Living in this project we live in a clean neighbourhood."

"Compared to the slum (Hastings) area we were living in
before, this is so much better, and that's why we -are in
a project."

"This is a nice area and we have better accommodation than
"before.”

"We are much happier here. This area is so much better
than our first project (Maclean Park)."

. When asked what they meant by "clean" area, "nicer" area,
the residents stated that it's not a "slum" area (a general re-
ference to the FEast Hastings area by the majority, who would not

like to'live in a project there), that "people are better here",

and that "there's no bumsy or ‘drunks in this area", ete.

Another reason given by thé residents, alsoyﬁpf mentioned
by future residents, was that living in a projeét provides an éasier
availability of social services, welfare services, etc;‘ This méy
be because a project identifies a concentration of problem families

or families needing these services. Perhaps because there is such
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a concentration, social agencies pay more attention to these families.

Making friends among project residents much more easily than
before was not mentioned by most residents voluntarily, but when °
asked about friends, they all said they have more friends now than

before.

Other advantages mentioned by project residents in living
in the project are the recreation room and the children's play
area. Most of those who gave these advantages did not have these
facilities before, and felt them to be useful.

"My children were playing in the streets before - now

they have 'a safe area to play in, and I can watch them
too."

"The recreation room is very handy — I made all my contacts
among residents there."

"I met most of my friends in the recreation room."

Living among families in similar situations was mentioned

as an advaﬁtage. One woman said,

"Most of us (women) have so much spare time here, so

we get together to talk-or play cards. I couldn't do
this before. I used to live four blocks from here, and
didn't know many people to visit." '
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RESPONSE PATTERN:

The low rent in prbject living is the most evident reason
given among both groups of respondents. Though the emphasis put
on living among families in similar situations varied in the two
groups, it became evident that living in a project with similar
(socio—-economic) families provides more friends and sparé time
occupations. Adults and children have companionship in the project,
which to a certain extent removes the édcial isolation or loneli-
ness felt by the reéidents before moving into the project. It
appears.from the responses that residents feel the location of the
project in a desirable area (better than the run-down.areas of
Vancbﬁver) is important to them. Aiso, beéause of its concentration
of similar types of families, the project provides an easier access
to agency servicés. The project facilities are seen as an added

advantage for recreational, as well as social, reasons.

IMPLICATIONS: SOCTAL AND SPATTIAL:

1. A project is conceived for increased friendships and social:
life.-
2. The location of a project .like this in the community -is seen

as an improved socio-economic setting for families.

3. Project provisions for outdoor and recreational activities is
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highly valued.

Living in a project is related to increased availability of

social services.

Iow rent in the project means that there is more money to

improve the standard of living.
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TABLE VI

PRIMARY REASONS FOR MOVING T@fA.PROJECT

e

No. Responded Percentage
\
1. Economic Reasons , 30 - 100 -
A2. Living With Families In
Similar Situations 21 TO
3. For Increased Friendships,
Compangpnship 2k 80
80

4. Other Reasons 2h

Total No. of Responses ~9%§,

Total No. of Families Responded 30°

¥Most Respondents Gave More Than One Reason
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FURTHER BREAKDOWN IN'TERMS OF REMARKS

Remarks on "Economic Reasons" No. Responded

1.
Cheaper than present rent 1b
~ Low rent for better accommodation 6
- Better ‘accommodation for-the present rent 5
With low rent, money will Dbe availabie
for other things 3
Could make savings living in project 2
Total No. of Famiiies.Responded 30
2. Remarks on "Living with Families
in Similar Situations" S No. Responded
We have so much in common - 8
We can help each other and discuss our problems 5
We can make house visits 3
Do not have to pretend and live a phony
life among similar type of families 3
You feel you.are not alone 2
(n=30) Total No. of Families Responded 21
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3. Remarks on "For Increased Friendships,

Companionships" No. Responded

Easier to make friends among families in .

similar situations A 8

Adult company for gossip, card games, etc. 6

More children to play with for our children %

Increased social life T v C 2

Do not feel living in isolation. . ' A 2

More friendly atmosphere in project 2

(n = 30) Total No. of Families Responded 2k
4. Remarks on "Other Reasons" No. Responded

Living in project makes-it possible to live

in a "clean" (better; nice) neighbourhood 6
To have a house of our own 3
To avail project facilities 3

To get out of "slum" area. This is the only

way we can do it . ‘ 6
Living in project helps in availing social

services, helps in welfare, etc. o L

You feel part of community o 2

Total No. of Families Responded 2k
Total No. of Respondents 30

Total No. of Reasons Given 99
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WAY'OF'LIFE“BEEORE‘MOVING'TO“A:PROJECT

FUTURE RESIDENTS:

Having discussed at soﬁe length the main reasons for
moving to a project, we must now consider fhe general satisfaction.
in the way of.life of the respondents in the general community
before moving to the project. As it became evident inﬂthe last
chapter, a lack of friends in and around the neighbourhood was
a problem most fregquently encountered. When questioned on the
satlsfactlon of their way of llfe, nearly all respondents, espe—
cially single mothers, said that life generally could be very
satisfactory but for two thlngs - money and lonellness. Regarding
loneliness, most felt that living isolated in the_community is f}
the main drawback. As:one respondent put.it,

"Most of my long—timevffiends are either in projects or
far away from here. T don't have a car... I haven't
been able to make friends here - people are superficial.
I would like to move from here so that I could be close

to people T could be friendly with. Right now, I feel
I am cut off from the world."

Another said,

"Being single and living in“isélatigh from your friends
or other single mothers is difficult. You feel so
lonely."

An- interesting point mentioned by the same woman, and CRUT.
N ;,,)1
snEpaned, b thers © 1a thuet thev.lsingle.mo: \
rarfivansy Host TEHEYET Ts PRt R L1 el cRebRY R e At Rer
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at singles clubs, which they feel to be their only social outlet.
This is probably why a lot of the single mothers know other single.
mothers, though they live far from each other. One thought that
when she moves into a project she will initiate a singles club
there. As she said,

"This is probatly what we miss the most. We need to meet

men and we are lonely. This is the basis of most of

our problems. Especially in projects you see so many.

single mothers, and we want to socialize. An organized
singles club is what you.really need there..."

One particular single mother in her early twenties said,

"I live here alone with my child. .I come from the East:
and don't have any friends in the city. I met some of
my neighbours in the corner store but they keep their
distance, so I keep to myself and don't mix."

"This area is very good to live in if you're married,

but T think in my particular case a project may be-a
better place - I would get to know others like me."

None of the single mothers, regardless of their age, had
any complaints regarding any of the community facilities except for
the singles_club. Dissatisfaction thus centred on the loneliness,
and the isolation from other people. This was true of children
too, though the problem is less acute if there is more than one
chiid in the family, providing some company for each other, even‘if
limited. The.children, however, even if they are only children,
‘seem’mudh’mofe capable of handling loneliness than thsir parents,

but nearly all parents said they wished there would be more com-

pany for their children.
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On the other hand, families with older children found

that their own children had no such problems, as they had friends
from school and did not encounter much difficulty. It appears
that for older children:it is neither an advahtage nor ajdigadvah—
tage to live in a broject, at least socially, aslthey make their
friends from the community at large, and nét Just from the immed-

iate neighbourhood.

Apart from the improved accommodation in the project, the
parents from such families felt, however, that they themselves
had very limited social lives. They were also very concerned with
the external things such as clothing, and furnishings, and have
withdrawn themselves to a certain extent from their neighbours.
As a mother of two teenage boys put it,
"My kids aren't as dressed up as the others in this area,
and I feel that if we lived in a project, there'd be
more money for things like clothes." -
Another respondent th'was concerned about the lack of proper
furnishings conceded,
"It's difficult to maKe friends here as I'm not up to the
standards of the others (neighbours)... even if I do make

friends, T can't ask them to visit my place. I'm quite
ashamed about the emptiness in this house."
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PROJECT RESIDENTS:

It is evident that the earlier group put emphasis on
"loneliness" and "lack of friends" while discussing their over-
all :satisfaction with their present mode of living, and this led
to finding out what project residents now feel, after living in the
project for some time, about their satisfaction with their place
of living, and the community in general before living in the project.
It became evident in these discussions that generally they are
much happier than before, though there was still dissatisfaction »
with many things. Mosf frequently, they mentioned that though they
have an imprdved social life, the improvement was not as great as
they would have wished. Integration with ofhérs than their own
type was‘stressed. This will be discussed in detail in another
diécussion, but what is important is that they vie&ed‘an improved
social life as a more satisfactory elementgin their lives. It
appears that satisfaction before project living was very low. Fre;
quently mentioned was that in their socialAlife before, they felt
more isolated and lonely than they do now. Another important
element mentioned was that they are'somewhat more satisfied with
fécilities than befére. Many cited a lack of play areas, poorer
accommodation and facilities, loneliness and social isolation as
the chief reasons for a much lesser degree of satisfaction in their

way of life before living in the project.
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Many  discussed past.satisfaction -of living in the
community in terms of awareness and availability now of present
satisfactory elements. Perhaps this apparent anomaly is due to
the fact that many other factors leading to satisfaction other
than social life and a lack of friends were not so obvious before.
The frequently mentionéd aspeéts such as better facilities, acco-
mmodation, etc:, are seen as an overall improvement in life, and

thus, have an effect on overall satisfaction.

A respondent who lived in public housing projects before,
and moved out voluntarily, then after a couple of years moved back

to the project (Culloden Court on her preference), said,

"I can say I have lived and know both sides of the picture
(sic) (meaning, living in and outside of projects).

Life in general is much happier in the project than
outside. For one thing, it gives you the satisfaction

of living in decent accommodations, and feeling like
part‘af a similar group of people... you have much

more spare money... life is more comfortable here. There
is a recreation room here. The area is nice, there's

lots of open space for children to play in, and though
you get fed up with seeing and living with the same
problem families, you still go for projects. Life here

is not great (sic) but it's far better than before. That's
why I came back to the project. Of course, Culloden Court
is not like the projects in the East Hastings area."

Perhaps because of Culloden Court's relativély smaller
size and nicer residential location, the physical aspects of the
project were stressed more than the social aspects, or perhaps

the physical aspects do complement;thé social ‘aspects’ of living.

It nevertheless underlines the importaﬁéé respondents gave toi;,t
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improved social and.physical settings as a measure for satisfaction
with the place of residence and the way people live. One respon-
dent placed much importance on the type of accommodation she had
before moving into Culloden Court. Discussing how satisfied she
was before, she said,
"T had a.much better place before, a courtydrd, etc...
the only reason I left was the rent was killing me (sic).
I was very friendly with my neighbours before, but now
I moved here, which is only four blocks from where I
lived before, I lost my friends. Maybe it's the fact
that I live in a project and they don't want to assoc-

iate with me any more. I am moving out very soon, even
‘if it takes all my welfare money. I'll be much happier.'

1

Another respondent who lived in a private housing project
before (when her husband was alive) and whose circumstances led to
public housing, commented,

"Life really was nice before. I had my family and the
people in the project were very friendly. I'm not the
type to mix freely, and don't participate in the re-
creation room meetings. In that private project T
made most of my friendships in the laundry room, but

here, other than the recreation room you. don't meet
people any other way." -

RESPONSE PATTERN:

Measures for.expressing’satisfacfion with living are
loneliness or a lack of friends, aébbmmodation quality, social or-
ganization (like singles clubs), so;iai integration with hiﬁher‘
income groups, a well designed projeét‘andlits scale, physicél

facilities, ete., all mentioned frequently among the respondents.
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Future residents, though, put more emphasis on social aspects
only (loneliness and a lack of friends in a similar situation) for .
describing their satisfaction, or the lack of it. The project

- residents put a lot of emphasis on physical aspects which they
enjoy-now and did not havé»thé opportunity to use before (better
accommodation, project facilities, etc.) when describing their
satisfactioﬁ in their way of life before. Social satisfaction is
seen as more important than lower rent or savihg money when mea~"
suring satisfaction in the way of life, and that loneliness is the

most evident deterrent to achieving a satisfactory way of life.
IMPLICATIONS: SOCIAL AND SPATIAL:

1. Whereas social aspects become.measurementé for describing
satisfaction in the way of living for respondents who have
only lived in the general community, thsicél aspects
become measurements for reépondents who have experienced
project living, in describing their satisfaction in living

before.

2. Living in the project is conceived of as éh‘improvement over
the previous way of life. The project appears to a certain

extent to satisfy social as well as physical needs.

3. Project facilities and social aspects of living are comple-

mentary to each other.
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As a measurement of satisfaction of living in a general

community, social aspects are important.

Project living leads to an important role for physical =~

aspects in measuring community ;satisfaction.
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TABLE VII

WAY OF LIFE BEFORE MOVING TO PROJECT

Percentage

‘No.. Responded

1. Unsatisfactory in-terms of ..

social aspects ' ' 38 95
2. Unsatisfactory in terms of

physical aspects ‘ 27 68
3. Satisfactory S 3 8
4. Economic reasons 4 2 5
5. No .particular opinions . ‘ 2. 5

Total No. of Responses®. T2

Total No. of Respondents 40

*¥ Some respondents mentioned morée than one aspect



_ 8L -

1. Breakdown of Socilal Aspects . No. Responded
A, Loneliness 13
B. Need for social clubs L
C. Social isolation from neighbourhood 11
D. Social isolation from families in similar state 8
E. Others. 2
(n #40) Total No. Responded 38

2. Breakdown of Physical Aspects No. Responded
A. Quality -of accommodation 12
B. Common facilities T
C. Location in neighbourhood 5
D. Others 3
QQ : Total No. Responded 27

3. Satisfied With Living Before Project No. Responded
A. Social 2
B. Persoﬁal 1
Total No. Responded 3

4. Economic Reasons ‘No. Responded
A. Satisfiedéaefore~exCept'foy high rent 2
. Total No. Responded 2
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WAY OF ‘LIFE AFTER MOVING TO A PROJECT

Having discussed how respondents reacted to life before
moving to a project; their social isolation and the economics
of living in the community, Wé must now consider how they roact
to living in the project. There were many degrees of’satisfaction
- found and they generélly related to either the location of their
unit in the project in rélationship to outside streets and inside
facilities, or the family type. First we will discuss the reaction
among families with respect to their physical setting or location

regarding the outside, common facilities, etec.

Among respondents, families living on the outer periphery
of the project seemed to be the most satiéfied. They faced an out-
side street, and visually related to the surrounding neighbourhood.
They said they did not feel as "trapped" as the families facing
inside the project, they do not have to look into each other's
units, they have more privacy, and feel themselves belonging to

the outside neighboﬁrhood, rather than just fhe project.

Some remarks were:

"There is too much noise-inside...:here, we face out...
this way we don't have to mix with the others all the
time." T

"It's so much better on the outside. Inside the project
you feel so "trapped".. We've lived in other projects
and this is the best location... " -
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"T wouldn't like to live inside... "

"Living here on the outside we don't have.too much to do
with the others in. the project. We meet others in the
recreation room meetings. That's enough for me. I don't
like much socializing with others in the project.”

One characteristic of the families facing outside that
was quite evident was that they preferred a degree of aloofness
from project residents as a whole, socially and physiecally. This.
attitude was shared by.many families with older children presently
living inside the project, but who would have preferred having a
unit facing outside. Of the eleven building blocks, seven blocks
are on the periphery, and facing outside. Of the 132 units in
the eleven blocks, 62 units of the seven outside blocks face out-
side the project. One of the respondents with young children,.
however, does not like living in a unit facing outside the project.
As she puts it,

"My children are always on the street. If I send them

to play in the inside courts, I can't watch them. I'd
prefer living in a unit facing the court. TIt'd be better
for my children."

Among the preliminary.interviews conducted, many of the
_families lived in the corner units of the building blocks. (The
list of these families was supplied by B.C. ‘Housing Management ).
They all preferred this location, without exception. Privacy was
given as the reason. Even families with young children preferred

corner units.
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Among the familiéS‘living inside the project facing
the courts, the majority of thém likéd ﬁhe setting, but complained
of the lack of privacy andvthe.lack of enclosed (or more private
and bigger) front yards. Régarding the open space or courts, nearly
all felt that it would bé much better if théy could also see out.
Some units have front and back yards - they frént on an outside
street, and have'yards at the rear. Some of the families pointed
out that living in such units would be mﬁch better than just facing
into the Courts. Noise was ‘another factor against having the courts
enclosed by the building blocks. In general, families living in-
side the project exhibited mixed feeling§ regafding living in the
project. Some remarks were:

"It's nice to have an open area in the front, specially

for the kids, but you feel kind of "trapped" surrounded

by -only families with problems... it'd be nice to be on
the outside."

v

"I like it here. There's so much activity, children
playing, people comlng and going... out in the front
you see cars going by.'

"T don't like it very much here. I'd rather live some-
place where there's peace, and not so many people I
feel very limited here.

When asked what she meant by "limited", she said,

"You see the same people all the time, noise in the
courts, kids hanging around, the mischief they get
into, etc."
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Other than thé rélatiénshipé~bétwéen satisfaction of
project living and the sétting of individual household units and
family type in terms of children; %hé majofit& of - them felt they
were much happier now than béforéu “Many‘reaédné were given. Most
hotable among them wére fhat~théy were financially better off,.
had better accommodation, more social life, and a better location

in the community.

Many related their satisfaction with project living to its
location. This aspect was vef& much emphasized. Many said it
was much better located than others in the downtown area. Others
attributed their satisfactién to good design. As -one respondent
said,

"It's so much better looking than other projects. It

locks like a private property, except it's not as well
kept, and discipline among some families and children is
just deplorable."

In general, the project séems to fulfill thé expectations
that these respondents had before moving into the project. The
problems of isolation ana poverty faced by the future residents
living in the genﬁral éommunity seem to be alleviated by project

living.

Negative aspects mentioned in project living related to
feelings of isolation from thé surrounding neighbourhodd; Many

felt that living in a project limited them to being with the same
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type of people with. no variéty. A1l are low-income families,

and: there are too many childrén; étc. As wé havé seen earlier,
future residents stressed living among similar t&pes of families
facing the same problems, as a major reason for wanting to live

in a project, but once these same families actually experience
project living, féél that, though project living is an imﬁrove—
ment over their life before, they should be related to a middle-
income, rather than a low-income group. This attitude has

formed a certain heirarchy between low-income and welfare families,
single parent and two parént familiés, and a géneral striving for

upward mobility. However, very few wanted to leave the project.

Among the elderly, the location of the project in a good
residential area and being part of a family environment, were the
positive reasons given for satisfaction with the project. More
specifically, they liked being in a project for families, but in
a building block exclusively for pensioners. Frequently men-
tioned were projects of the type devoted exclusively to pensiéners
(Nicholson Tower), and the lack of family atmosphere.. Many also
said they receive much help from the younger women in the project,
who shop for them, etc. They felt that living alone in a city is
not good for their age group, that living among a group was the - -

answer, and that such a grouping should be part of a family setting.

The negative aspects of 1living in such a project setting

as Culloden Court, they'felt, are problems with children in the
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14-18 age group, in terms of mischief, break-ins, and noise.

On the whole, however, the reéponses indicate satisfaction,
rather than dissatisfactioh;»among the elderly living in the pro-

Ject.
RESPONSE PATTERN:

The project residents gave many reasons to indicate
why they are happier living in the project than before. The basis
for this comparison was mgde on improved accommodation, betﬁer
budget due to lower rent, increased social life and relationships,
‘good location of residence, improved availability of social services,
use of facilifies, ete. These; then, are the measurements used
by project residents to compare the satisfaction of life in the
circumstances they find themselves. How, to how they lived before.
It 1s important to note here that no mention was made of social
isolation asbsuch,ithough residents feel that their soclal life
is now limited to siﬁilar types of families in the project only.
Pensioners on the other hand, felt that in terms of improved acco-
mmodation and:living in company of other pensioners in é setting
of a family environment is an improvement compared to their life
before. Their most frequent compkd.ints related to children. The
proximity of the récréation room and‘play area to the pensioners
block is the cause for so much noisé, as wéll as mischief and

thefts from older children.



Another aspect of satiSfaption is'the dégree of improve-~
ment within thé project itsélf, As séénlin these discussions,
two locations most residents pféfefréd wéré corner units and on
the outer periphery. Corner locatioﬁAoan unit is seen more as
an aspect of privacy, and having only one neighbour on the side.
Manyifpsidents have'givgh this as an impqrﬁant factor. Living
on the outer peri%ﬁery is seen more as a certain degree of iso-
lation from the project and relatingﬁmbre to the immediate neigh—
borhood. 1In this study it was found that people living on the
outer periphery were more content with life than the residents
living in the interior of the project who complained of being

trapped, lack of privacy, etc.
IMPLICATIONS: SOCIAL AND SPATIAL:

1. Living among similar type of people (tp an extent) is seen
as an improvement in life than living in isolation in the

community.

2. Location of unit on the outer periphefy of the project is

preferred more than the one in the interior of the project.

3. ‘E}oject living provides more social life than living alone

in the community.
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Improved accémmodation, lower rent, location of project,
availability of services and facilities are seen as measuring

tools to compare the satisfaction of life.
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TABLE ‘VIIT

WAY. OF LIFEJAFTER]MOVING TO PROJECT

AS'COMPARED TO LIVING IN COMMUNITY AT LARGE

RESPONDENT GROUP: FAMILIES. WITH CHILDREN

Résponse No. Responded Percentage

More satisfied than before - 13 86

Same level of satisfaction as before ) o 1 7

Worse than before - 1 T

Total Responded 15 100%

Reasons. Given for "More Satisfied Than Before" No. Responded -
Better accommodation than before: . 13
Financially better off 9
More social life ' 11
Better location 6
Use of facilities o 2
Increased (easier) availability of services T
Inerease in income (assistance) 8
(n 13) Total Responded® * - 52

*Respondents gave more than one answer
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RESPONDENT. GROUP: PENSIONERS

Response o No. Responded Percentage
More: satisfied than before : I 80
Indifferent 1 ' 20
Total Responded 5 100%
Reasons for !"More Satisfied Than Before” No. Responded
Better accommodation - : L
Living among other pensioners L
Help from project residents . 2
(n=14) Total Responded 10

Note: More than one reason was given.

Negative Aspects of Project Living . No. Responded
Too noisy ' ‘ : -5
Mischief and theft ' 2
(n=5) ‘ , Total Responded T

Note: More than one answer was given.
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~RESIDENTS' OPINIONS ON PROJECT FACILITIES

Culloden Courtiis prgvidéd with a recreation room,
children play areaé,'parkiﬁg spacés, and (open space) interior courts.
As we have discovered earlier, thé majority of friendships were
started at recreation room activities. Wﬁen asked about their
opinions on thé provision of such a facility iﬂ-the project, many
respondents pointed out that the'récreation room is intended for
the use of the immediate surrbunding ﬁeighbburhood, as well as
for project residents, but is only uséd by the residents. Many
felt that when the{%ibject firét stérted, résidenﬁsltook great
interest in it, but due to the lack of proper organization and.
poor handling, many of the functions and ideas never materialized,
_or‘were poofly attended. One woman, who apparently showed much
interest in the recreation room activities, said,

"I'm interested in. constructive groups. These women don't
do anything interesting. They're a big bore... "

A ?requently mentionea problem attached to recreation room
activities was either the lack of professional (or experienced)
organizers, or various factional groups who do not share similar
activities. These fwo aspects of the problem will be further

discussed sepafately.

What -is interesting to note im the discussion is that,.

given certain conditions (organization and supervision), nearly
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all respondénts showéd a positivé inclination for pafticipation
in recreation room activitiés.< Théy wanted to usé their spare time
more constructively, to méet péoplé, to socializé,.to add to their
knowledge of matters of intérést, or just to "see what's going
on". When asked about the kind of activities they are interested
in, surprisingly many showed interést in educational or craft
oriented activitiés, such as cooking classes, health care, library,
typing, Workshops,'étc. The provision of a library.in the pro-
jéct was the most frequently méntionéd facility lacking in the
project at present. The lack of an organized social evening was
often complained about. Asked about the existing facility for
social evenings (recreation room), and why it was not used for
them, the following remarks were made:

"For a social evening we should have a more variety of

people... ‘it's always the same few of us in the project.
People from outside the project should be involved, too."

- "Tt should be properly organized. I don't think any of
the people here can organize anything successfully...
I've stopped going to any of these."

"T used to goq}. but nothing happens nowadays... "

Many felt that if certain classes are held, residents would be
‘ready»to participate, and it would also involve people from out-
side the project. . There are many.among the respondents who are
involved in toy—méking,‘painting, etc., who would welcome the opporF
tunity to teach classes, but who would need help to organize

them. And nearly all the respondents would like to see the re-

creation room being used for such a purpose. -
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Somé organized activities aré nééded to involve both pro-
Jject residents aﬁd othérs. Pérhaps outsidé organizérs, or an_agency‘
staff caﬁ fili-thé nééd. Outsiaé sgpérvisién would also break
down the distrust and hésitancé‘projécf.residénts feel in accep-

ting their neighbours as organizers'andvteachers.

Another problem associated with the use of the recreation
room\is‘the formation of a group:attitude towards it. The elderly,
parents, older children, all want it fof'their own exclusive use.
At first the use of the recreation r&om wés'unstructured, but it
became evident very soon that no one group was satisfied, and a
certain militance developed beﬁween thém. Then, particﬁlar time
periods were allocated t6 each group, but this waé not'sqccessful,
'as no group appeared to be organized to use its allocated time
effectively. wa, though the time periods still applied, the re-
creation -room appeared to be locked at all times, andvnot used
at all. It was learned that the man in charge 6f this arrangement
was 111 in hospital, and nobody seeﬁed'to know what té do, and
felt vaguely guilty about wasting this fécility. The core of the
préblem.is that basically the recreation centre is one room, about
'35'.X;A8', which can be used for only one activity at.a time,
Whiéh is too large for small group activities, and which is too
small for dances, general meetings, etc. It is too general in
Inature, too amorphous. A pensioner said,

. "The recreation room should be used for very general
activities which the whole project shares like meetings,
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organized'classes5'library, and maybe provisions for
individual groups made .separately."

: e . . .9
Other residents had similar ‘opinions,
2P »

 "The recreation room should have separaté areas for
different groups of people here. There should at least
be an area just for us."

"It'd be nice to have a small room.in our block... just
to sit around, watch T.V., play cards... just the people
here in this block. ’ :

The elderly and the teénégers émphasized the need for a
place of their owﬁ particularly.. Teenageys, however, wanted a
coffee shop - there is none caﬁﬁeﬁient to thé prgject area, and
they feel they havé‘ﬁowhere'to éo.r This kind of regponse questions
the very role of the prqviSion of a recreation cenfre in a pro-
ject. Does it satisfy all the groups in the project? Does it
provide space for such groups when»reQuired without interfering
with other groups? Or should the centre for the project be very
generalvin nature and not cater_to the spécific needs of any.
particular group, as-theiﬁresent centre in Culloden Court is de-
signed? Or-shouid there be, as many respondents expressed, several
smaller areas scattered in the projéct for various groupé, with the
main centre being used only for non-specific activities related to

the whole project and the surrounding neighbourhood?

These questions(bring up the subject of the very location

of the recreation centre in the project, whether this should be on
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the site, outside -of the project, on the periphery of the project,
facingfgﬁﬂoutéide“Street; or where it is now - located in the in-
terior of the project. When nearby residents were asked what they

thought of th§ recreation-céntré in thé project, they said,
: "Wﬁat centré?v
"But that's not fo? us..iv“
"Nobody told us i£'s for'evérybody;"

Those who thought itvwaé a gqod idea to‘have"activities in the

éentre for all in the area (as maﬁagement intended), thought it
should at least be visible tofthem énd should be clearly marked
as a recreation centre. - As discussed earlier, residents living
only up-to 2-3 blocks‘?pom the projegt féalized that it was, in
fact, a public housing project, and felt it had any effect on

them or.their property. Any facilities’ihtended to involve the

surrounding community should concertrate on this area of 2-3 blocks

surrounding the project.

Children play‘areas are presently located in two areas.
One of them is near the recreation room; next to the pensioners'
bléck; .All pensionerS'inter§iewed said that it is very noisy.
The other problem mentioned was that many families with young
children live in units which have no physical relationship to the
location of the play aréas. Some mothers complained that they

cannot supervise their young children when they are in these play
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areas. Some families withouﬁ young'children,'ﬁﬁt living close to -
these play aréas, Weré ndt héppy in thésé locations because of
the noisé. Thé'location of families in thé,projéct with respect
to facilities should bé more délibératé, as many families with
older childrén préfer to facé thé outsidé streét’rather than the‘
interior courts, whilé familiés with young childreﬁ ?refer to live
in the interior of thé project, facing play areas.. Pensioners

would rather be away from noisyrplay areas.

There are three communal parking areas in the project,
and individual spaces are not allocated to individual families.
From observation, it appears that residents prefer to park near

their units on an outside street, thdn use the parking areas.
RESPONSE PATTERN:

‘It became apparent that various age groups should be
provided with their "own" facilities. Facilitiés provided should
. be directly related to the people who use them, such as the loca-
tion of families with young éhildren to play areas, the location
of the fecreation centre so that it related to project residents
as  well as the neighbourhood. The responses also showed that
‘there is a need for common aréas at -cluster or block level. People
preferred to park as close as possible to their units, rather than
use the common parking aréas. Children's play areas should be

kept away from pensioners' areas..
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IMPLLCATIONS; SOCIAL AND SPATTAL:
1. Project facilities should be provided for various age groups.

2. There should be a direct relationship between project pro-
visions and the,ﬁsers,~for‘ekample, femilies with young children

fronting on play areas..

3. Project facilities could be a melting pot for neighbourhood

integration with project residents.

L. Facilities for the use of all of the project residents should

be social and educational centres.

5. There is a need for facilities at cluster and block levels
which could be used for small group gatherings, for leisure

and for common services (like laundry).

6. . Facilities at various levels are needed from block level

to cluster to project and at neighbourhood level.

T. People relate much easier to facilities within visual and
physical reach. Hence there is a greater need for providing

facilities 'at cluster levels.
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TABLE IX

RESIDENTS OPINIONS ON PROJECT FACILITTES.

PREFERENCE FOR PROJECT FACILITIES

Response » No. Responded Percentage

At project level ' 6 30

At cluster level 11 55

Indifferent/no opinion 3 15
TBtallREspondédd 20 100%

RECREATION CENTRE FOR USE OF NEIGHBOURHOOD

No. Responded Percentagé
For use by project residents 11 55
and. neighbourhood residents
For project residents only Y 20
Ifidifferent/no opinion - 5 , 25

: Total Responded 20 100%
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"PREFERENCES‘IN‘THE,LOCATION‘OF'THE‘PROJECT’IN'THE'GENERAL AREA

OF VANCQUVER .
FUTURE RESIDENTS:

During the unstruéturéd intérviews it bécame obvious that
moét respondénts had cértain préférénces.in the location of the
project itself. Some even drifﬁed into.diécussing hOW'pérticular.
locations within city areas would comblémehf their aspirations.
Some gave particular locational preferences to housing management
(even though the particular(forms.used have no space allotted for
such requests). A few evenvﬁentioned_that if‘space was not avail-~
able in their preferréd‘locatién, they wﬁuld not accept public
housing. In such strong preferences of this kind regarding
location, it appeared, at least at first glance, that the location
of the project has a strong relationship to attitudes regarding
many of the issues belng discussed in this study. For those who
did not have strong preferences, or never mentioned them volun-
tarily during interviews,‘the discussion-directed itself to the qual-
ities they attribute to the location and their choices should
these be available., In this way we could get a measure of the
qualities in relation to the location of projects in determining

respondents' preferences.

The largest group of respondents (over '2.'(5'.%) wanted to
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live ‘away from "slum" (sic) areas. On further questioning it
was found that‘"slﬁm area” ﬁsually meait ahywhéré close to East.
Hastings, north of hth Avénue, but also référred to other known -
run-down aréas of Vancouver. Théré wére many .reasons giﬁeh
for this. One was that they did not want to associate themseives
with a "slum area" if they could help it, either bécause they
wanted to im@?pvettheirvlife—style'or bécause they felt that
public housing living is an improvément over their present state
in life. - As one respondent put it,
"Wevare fine the way things are (sic)... fhe Whole.iaea
of applying for a project unit is to live in a better
area with good people around... I like that project on

4T7th (Culloden Court). That's the one I'd like to get
into... we're doing our best to better ourselves... "

Some other remarks were,

"There's no way I'm going to live in Maclean or Raymur

projects... it's awful there. I' 'd much rather live -
right here (Mt Pleasant) even 1f it's hard to manage
(financially).' :

"The new pfojects I've seen are away from downtown and
I'd prefer that. Of course, I wouldn't mind getting

in any of them as I can't afford anything better outside...

It is interesting to note'thét though the projects are
generélly not in proximity té eacﬁ éthef, they are limited to the
north-east and south-east areas of the city.‘ This méy have in-
fluenced the respondenté (ﬁho afe familiar with the.projects) in

their preferences or with the whole idea of making choices. Some

"
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of them made particular choices. Of these, Culloden Court (of
"project on L7th",. "project on Knight", etc.) was the most fre-

"qiently mentioned one. Some had negative choices, such as,

1" 1"
..

. anywhere but in Raymur...

except for Skeena... "

"Not in Raymur or Macleéan... "

This may, of course, be due to the fact that these projects
have been in the news media for one reason or another. One impor-
tant point is that many felt they should be part of a middle-

‘class population, not "low-class" (sic) population, as one ad-
mitted (who had a family of four, and whose husband works at the
airport),

"I don't think we should be part of these low-class

people, I mean drunks, welfare cases, etc. We -are like
middle-class. families -and I think they should have. pro-
Jects for families like us in good areas with decent
people... "

This was the way most responded, either mentioning pro-
jects in middle-class neighbourhoods or pfajectS‘in clean areas..
The only other point raised was that the project should be close to
schools. This was generally pointed out as a second criterion,
rather than a first. Perhaps this is because schools are generally

always within reach in Vancouver, or because they value "respectable'

or "clean" neighbourhoods most in the location of a project.
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Amenities'(ofhér'than.schools).Wéré not mentioned vol-
untarily as a réason for choosing a location. Whén spécifically
asked ébout this, thé typical answér.was that it is a good idea
being close to étorés, bus lines, étc., but théy are not the
most imp@rtant criterion in choosing a location. It may be- be-
cause B@s lines are generally within reach in the denser parts of
the city, or because by choice or by coincidence, they do live
close to major bus lines, and it did not occurktq them as an im-
portant aspect. Latér issues discuss shopping and. its relationship
to residential proximity in detail. TFor the présent disgussion, it
appears from responses that it does not play a vital role in pre-

ferences for the location of a project.

Another aspect that influenced the choices made was that
many of these respondents have friends in projects, and therefore,
have first-hand.impressions of these projects, and also become fam-
iliar with the probléms and-stigmasAthat.go along with some of the
projects. As -one respondent said, -

"T know three‘of‘thése projects bécause I{ve'got friends

living in them. If I have a choice, I'11l pick the ones

in south-east Vancouver... for one thing, they're lo-
cated in a nice area, and where normal families live."

PROJECT RESIDENTS:

In order to try and ‘determine what the residents felt

about the location of the‘projecf; and whethérlfhey had any pre-
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ferénCes.befOre,mo&ing int01the'projéct,'it was nécessary to see
if they'wéfé‘préSéntly'satisfiéd‘with thé'pfojéét locatioﬁ; It
is important to noté‘here that bécause théy aré.alréady living
in a project in a parficular aréa, théy have become influenced
by this éxpéfience, and have-becomé awaré of the many variables
that affect a projéct'locafion. Nearly all of them felt that
Cullodén Court is located in thé right area, and compafed to the
other projects it has fhé bést location. This.boint'becomesbim—
portant, as many of them havé'compared the location of Culloden
Court to the location of ofher projects. The responses, therefore,
could be seen as a comparison rather than as a preference among
free choices. The reasons given for mentioning that Culloden
Court is ‘in the "right" location are the basically familiar ones
the future residents gave. For example, one respondent inter-
viewed ﬁith’her husband said,
- "For one thing, it's a respéctablé part of the. city, or

at least better than most other areas in the east end

of the. city. It{s close. to schools, stores and everything

that we look fory) We feel more comfortable here than

where we lived before (very close to Raymur project).

It's not jﬁﬁt the schpols, and. everything, but where it
is... " a

Her husband put it differently,

"Well, it's better than Raymur, but it's far from my
work (downtown) but I'd still rather live here, even
though the former place was more. convenient for me to

~get to work. It's a better -address.”
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Other remarks were,

"... It's not an area where bums hang around..."

"It's not part of the industrial or downtown area. T
like living in quiet residential areas."

"I like this area because most of my friends live nearby."
"T lived most of my life in this neighbourhood."

- "My kids go to school here, ‘SO I moved here..." (This
family lived six blocks away from the. progect and have
two teenage sons).

Other than these answers a few mentioned that location

is primary.to their husbands and the women did not have. any par-
ticular preferences other than being in a:similar or better
neighbourhood. One respondent said that the location wouldn't
be important if the areas around project sites were improved too.
This led to a discussion on what kind of improvements she had in
mind for a project site such as Raymur (which was familiar to
her). She said,

"They could do many things iike, along with the Raymur
project they could improve the existing houses and in-
itiate private projects nearby, clean up the area of tene-
ment houses. Take Maclean Park, with all.those tenements
and shacks around it. I think surroundings are very im-
portant, at least to me."

In other words, you don't necessarily build the project

in a good area, but can also build a godd area around the project.
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Surrounding environments“thus.bécomé,véry important. Respondents
want to1rém¢vé thémsélVés'from léss désiréd éléments. Thésé cbuld
be peoplé (such as the'fréquéntly mentioned bums, drunks, etc.),
thé physical condition of'houses, or thé général standard of living
‘of the péople. Regarding thé location of Cullodén Court itself,
one woman said, | |

"This is- a good location, but more of these projects in

this area wouldn't be a good thing, or .if Knight is
turned into a freeway the location won't be as good."

GENERAL COMMUNITY :

During the initial stages of the construction of Culioden
Court, there were certain protests from property owners in the
Sunset area, and news media paid much attention to these protests.
It is of great importance to study public hbusing projects from
the tenants' point of view, but it is of equal importance to find
out how the surrounding éommunity feels about a project, and to
discover their concerns: is it thevidea of a low-income project
close to them? or the people? or the way projects are conceived
physically? (size, scale, étc.). To‘find the opinions of these
people regarding the location of such projects in the city, and

with respect to their properties, is the concern of this discussion.

Two-thirds of the first list of respondents live more

than two or three blocks away from the project, but within a half-
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mile radius of the study area, and none of them either realized

that Culloden Court is a public housing project, or felt that it

had any.impact on them. Most of them had little to say and I felt

that interviews were not worthwhile. A typical attitude was,
"I've never given a thought to low-income family
projects."

Other remarks, which led to changing the sample to within a 2-3

block radius of the project were,

"I haven't seen any public-housing projects and so don't
“have anything to say."

"I don't know anyone living in such projects and never
came across such people. I guess it's pretty hard to
live on a low budget."

"... haven't been to such areas where theseuprbﬁects

are and have no idea.,.. "

After pointing out that Culloden Court is such a project, she

said,

"Oh, well, that doesn't look that bad. I don't go that
way. It's location doesn't bother me." : ‘

I -was surprised to note that a few of these houses were neither
well-kept or better furnished than those of the project residents

~who were ashamed of the state of their units and furnishings.

Among the final survey 1list of ten families within 2-3
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blocks of the'brojeét.sité,lthé'majoritytof‘them‘felt that the
location of sﬁchlPTojectStéidéé“to them will affect their propérty
values. As oné respondént living across thé road from the project
said,

"I don't have anything. against this project, but it does
affect the value of our property."

Another said,

"If T would have known that they were going to have. . pro-
jects next door I wouldn't have bought my house here."

And still ranother said,

"It hurts when you find the value of your property goes
ddwn with these projects nearby."
Other comments on the proximity of projects regarded children.
Many felt that too many children from the project hung around the
neighbourhood. Some comments werey

"A project so close to me wouldn't bother me otherwise,
if it didn't have. such a gang of kids hanging around."

"They should have more old people in this project,
not families with so many children."

"All these kids make too much noise and we've got enough
vandalism without them."

One apparent attitude commbn to all residents was that
they didn't have any objections to any pensioners living close to

their houses. Some felt that fhese are.a quief group of people,
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aﬁd thatJfﬁéir living‘tIOSé in a‘projéct wouldn't hurt their

‘ pfopértyivalués;"othérs saia it givés'thém pléaSure to sée senior
citizéns around thé'neighbourhood. Others felt that a project
looks so gloomy - no‘tréés; uniformity, etc., and others didn't

like having "such people" (sic) in their neighbourhood.
RESPONSE PATTERN

Among future residents and project residents, the ma-
jority‘of.respondents stressed the socio-economic ranking of the
neighbourhood for the location. Generally, it is seen by %hem as
being part of a "healthy" and "normal" community, rather than
living in an area of "their own kind", without being isolated
ambng these "healthy" and "normal" people. These consisted mostly
of low-income twqi9§?9nt'families, families with children in their
early teens, or families who suddénly found themSeives’financially
deprived through a death, divorce, desertion or illness. It
also appears.that these families do not like to be located in areas
or pgbjects which become knqwn for low-income families, slum
areaé,‘etc. This shows that a ceftaiﬁ amount of anonymity is pre-
ferred by low-income families. Regarding the location of the project
and.its proximity to amenities, school is the only outstanding
facility. Othér'amenitiés aré.préférred;'but not stressed. .Where—.,
aS“futuré résidénts look at thé projéct as‘advantageous for their

children,,and'deing-to better accommodations, the project residents
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saw it in terms of improved socio—economic‘status'ahq the
physical qualities of the surroundings. The general community,
however, saw the location of projects in good residential areas
as a threat to their property values. Most qf their coolness
towards the project was because of this reason. There were no.
other substantial objections, except for the presence of a largé

number of children and welfare families.

IMPLICATIONS: SOCiAL AND SPATTATL:
1. A good enviromment socially and physieally ‘is a prerequisite

to the locatioh of low-income family housing.

2. Improvements of surroundings will greatly ﬁmpremée the atti-
tudes towards projects located in areaé with low socio-economic

(as well as physical) rankings.

3. Schools and social places in the immediate.neighbourhood afe
vital to the location of the projects, whereas the convenience
of stores and other community facilities are desirable, but

not as stressed.

4, Socio-economic influences are felt by the surrounding re-

%residents'(outside of the project) up to only 2-3 city blocks.
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Any improvements desired for social integration is to be-
focussed on the neighbourhood comprising of 2-3 blocks

outside of projects.
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TABLE X

' PREFERENCES FOR LOCATION. OF PROJECT IN

GENERAL AREAS OF VANCOUVER

No. Responded Percentage
Good residential -environment . 1k . L1
South-part of Vancouver 5 16
Away from central-east part of Vancouver 6 20
Others A 3 10
Indifferent : - 2 7
Total Responded 30 ' 100 %
1. Remarks onfﬁGood Residential Enviromment'- No. Responded
Areas where respectable people live ’ -l
Areas. with -no undesirables (drunks, bums) etc.) 2

Areas where middle-class people live - . - 2
" Good (clean, nice, normal families) neighbourhood

area _ 6

Total Responded 14
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2. Remarks on "South Part of .Vancouver' = ~  No. Responded
The area we are living in (Residents of
South Vancouver) 3
South Vancouver 2
Total Responded s
3. Remarks on "Away from Central-East Part
of Vancouver" No. Responded
Away from East Hastings area 2
Away from.Raymur, Maclean or Skeena projecﬁs 3
Not in Strathcona area 1
Total Responded 6
. Remarks on "Others" . No. Responded
Close to where my friends livej-
(Kerisdale area- 1, Near U.B.C.- 1) 2
Same area as I am living now (Grandview area) 1
Total Responded 3
5. Remarks on "Indifferent" No. Responded
No particular choice- 1
Anywhere project accommodation -is available.
Area doesn't bother me”, 1
Total Responded 2
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PREFERENCES . FOR OVERALL MIX OF THE RESIDENTS
FUTURE RESIDENTS:

Despite the reservations that many respondents had about
public housing projects, nearly all of them preferred their immediate
neighbours to be families in a similar state of life (similar socio-
economic type). There were many reasons given for this, chiefly,
however, that they identify with a certain group, feel more éecure
in the community being part of that éroup, and feel they could share
similar interests, and be of mutual benefit. One great fear, how-
ever, was that there is a stigma attached to livingiin a public

‘housing project. One woman said,

"Everybody thinks only welfare people live in these pro-
jects and low-class (sic) people. I wish they had -all.
kinds of people, from different backgrounds so I wouldn't
be branded when I go live there." '

Some other remarks were,

"I'm sure there's other families like ours here, but how
can you.-tell who they are., I don't know any of them...
In -a project you know other people are there for‘ﬁhe
same reasons... "

"I think there should be other people on welfare in the
project, like our family, and maybe we can make some
friends there, because we face the same problems. But
if everybody in the project is as poor as my family,
it'11 be depressing. Just people with problems. There
should really be all kinds of people."
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One woman, who presently lives in a tenement house with fifteen

other families on welfare said,

"I like the arrangement here - we sit and play cards, and
talk, we all have lots of spare time, and we all know
each other. The problem is, we don't know anybody else.
That's why I'm moving to a project, apart from giving me
a better place to live in, I'd meet more people, not
necessarily all on welfare. I wish they would have more
variety though."

One woman, living in a private housing project said,

"Generally there's so many kids in a public project. But
here, we don't have so many, because therée's families
without kids and single people, and young couples without
children, so it's not as full of kids here. Maybe a pro-
Ject 1like that should be something like this one here,
and maybe then you couldn't tell just by looking at it
that it's a public project."

As for the overall mix of'the project, half.of the respondents felt

that a general mix of the community would be very good. OSome of
them'f?lt that if enough families of a similar type lived in a
project, they would have enough courage to be friendly with other
family types in the project. thers felt that a.mix of other than
low-income families in é project would add a variéty of back-
grounds énd personalities, and be more interesting. Some thought
that juét the fact of living in a project would make people
friendlier and more helpful. Remarks to this{gffect were,

"If these same people. (from the block were living with
me in the project they'd be friendlier... "

"Having other than low-income families will add variety.
You could meet different kinds of people than your own...
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PROJECT RESIDENTS:

Most project residents had quite definite remarks regarding
the mix of the'pfoject and the way it should be. There were over-
tones of group féelings. The most outstanding came from low-
income two-parent families, with thg husband working. They felt
that there should be more two-parent families, and that one—pareht
families Were'on'welfare, and always at home doing nothing or
having parties, and keep their-placeé dirty. 1In many of these
discussions, this group made very bitter remarks regarding welfare
recipients, and wanted more léw—income families in the project.
There were ﬁany reasons givén, whichlwere sometimes not very clear,
but théﬁﬁ~undertones of their remarks tell a story:

"We like more normal (sic) families around us. A project
should have more of us... "

"We are working people and do our best.. They sit at home
and get welfare... they're a bad example. I certainly
feel that welfare families should be less in number."

Other than the economic type of differences, there was

another whiéh'was most outstanding among all the groups, and that
is the age groupings. Basically, there are three groups divided

by age, namely, children, adglts, and the elderly. Regardless of
the economic or family -type, all-thevfamilies felt that a:project
should havé more adults than childreﬁ. The project accommodates

only families with~children (except fofifhe pensioners), but it

is felt by the residents that singles, divorced people, or couples
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with no children should be encouraged. Giving accommodation to

the elderly in the project was approved unanimously.

When I asked the children (14-18 years old) what they
. thought of the number of children in the project, and what they
did, they said,

"Yes, thetre are more:of»usxthan grown-ups in a small
block like this. It doesn't bother us. It wouldn't
bother them if we had some place to go, but we haven't...
'We'd sure like a coffee shop."

The elderly, on the other hand, felt that too many teenagers are
quite a problem. They were full of complaints about teenagers'
behaviour, such as noise, theft and rowdyism, etc. They felt that
strict discipline should prevail in the project, and without that,
the elderly shouldn't be part of a project with such a large num-

- ber of teenagers.

When one-parent families were asked about the mix of the
projecﬁ, respondents felt that the general mix did not bother them,
adding that a mix including families other than low income families
would be much better. I felt that these respondents were quite
isolated within the project socially, and did not show much enthusiasm
towards project ffiendships. One said that single mothers were
a,threaf.("suppogedlyﬂ;\she added) to insecure housewives. Others
said they were not as well off as the women wifh husbands, at

least if the husband was working.
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Two-parent families (at least the wives) felt that in
a mix of a general kind, that the one-parent and two-parent families
should be separated into different building blocks. One-parent’

respondents didn't care either way.
RESPONSE PATTERN:

Future residents visualized a project as consisting of
two groups - the first, similar types of families as their immed-
iate neighbours and secondﬁfa general mix, or unspecified groups,
as the remainder of project residents. Project residents on the
other hand, conceived groups by family type (one-parent, two-parent),
age group, by economic status (welfare, low-income), and by occu-
pation (Working and non-working). The large number of children in
the project was the most outstanding objection in the mix. The
elderly in the mix were accepted by all. Géﬁerally, all groups
preferred residents of their own blocks of at least their immediate
neighbours, to be as closely as possible of their own type, on
the basis of family structure, occupation, or source of income.
Most respondents thought that people from‘the general community

living in the praject would be desirable.

Though both future and present residents felt that if
the project provided accOmmdaation for é wider #ariety of .people

(not just low-income families or welfare recipients), residen-
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tial environment of the prdject would befimpfo;edg. The variations
of mix desired varied amongvthe two groups. - Future residents did
not limit thé mix to aﬁyAeconomié range,'bﬁt'projéct residents were
more specific, wanting fewer children'énd welfare recipients in

the project. They would rather ?elate mofe to middle-income groups.
IMPLICATIONS: SOCIAL AND SPATIAL:™

1. A project should consist of various groups based on family
structure, age gfbupé, and sources of income, as conceived

by residents.

2. - These particular groups tend to prefer their own type-as

immediate neighbours.

3. A project should be more balanced with-respect to the
adult-child ration. Many problems arise from the large number
of children compared to a much smaller group of adults, par-

ticularly disciplinary problems.

b, The project should provide for young couples without children,
singles, and the elderly, who may also have a low-income and

be needy.

5. Middle-income families -should alsc be provided with accommo-

dation in the project - physically separated from (in se-
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parate building blocks), but socialiy integrated within

the designedfenvironment of the prdject.
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TABLE XTI

PREFERENCES. FOR 'OVERALL MIX. OF THE. PROJECT RESIDENTS

Preferences ,No.‘Responded Percentage

General mix of wide variety of

Families, Accommodations and Income Levels 14 L7
Other than Predominantly Low-Income
and Welfare Families 8 27
The Way it is (Present Project Mi#) 3 9
Indifferent/No Opinions 5 A7
Total Responded 30 100%
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'FURTHER.BREAKDOWN“OFQPREFERENCES

Remarks on "General Mix" -

No. Responded

Middle-income families-(predominantly)

as part of mix 8
More small families (size) 2
Variety .of accommodation 1
Families without children as part of mix 1
Singles as part of mix 2

Total Responded 14
Remarks' on "Other Than Predominantly:.." No. Responded
To include more working people in the

project 3
To include middle-income families 1
To include more two-parent families - Y

8

Total Responded
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS'AND'REQOMMENDATIONS

Throughout the six sections of the. preceding chapter, T
presented response patterns and the possible social -and spatial impli-
cations of each of the issues uhder discussion. In this final chapter,

I shall collate.the findings thus arrived at and theén suggest recommen—
dations on the locafion of a project, site layout, mix and accommodation -
types for a project, size of the project, and levels of facilities to be
providéd for the-pfdject, based on the findings of thisAstudy. I

shall sugéesf‘fhe>possible detailed studies that could be undertaken

in undgrstanding somé of thelaspects;of low-income family housing

thatvI‘have brought out in this study.
FINDINGS:-

1. Project iiviﬁg:is‘conééived by both groups (future residents and pro-
Ject residents) as‘proyiding.an Qppbrtunity for increased friendships and .
social lifeQamoﬁg péoﬁle invéimilar situations. The response pattern
among the-interviewed sample (prpject residents) indicates that project
living is a considerable impéovement over the previous way of life.'l
Project living appears to satisfy a social need of low-income families.
QLiving among a similar type of people is considered by the respondents
as more desirable than_living in isolation in the communityvaf large.
This étudy found that.the future residents felt that they had a very
limited social life -involving their neighbours. Future residents as

well as project residents have friends who are in similar socio-economic
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. . 2 . L , o
situations. Both.the groups lacked social relationships with the community
although'theyldesiredisuchﬁrelationships.3 The lack of such relationships
was explained by thém to be a result of their differing life -styles and.

economic situations, causing them to feel inferior -and self-conscious.

2. Respondénts féltlthat résidinglin a project provideé thém with an in--
creased availability of social servicés. Thése includé visits from social -
workers, and increased Welfaré benéfits. Residéﬁts also félt that a’
management official-(managér) should reside on thé'project. “They éxpréssed
a strong preference for this, and felt‘that the presence of a manager on
the site -controls thé mischief of teenagers (who bother young children and

pensioners), and. the breaking of project prdperty.

3. Living in a project means that the lower rent gives the residents an
opportunity to spend more money on other necessities .of life, thus im-
proving théir standard of living. Many respondents felt that for the same

rent they could get better and larger accommodation in the project.

4. Whereas for future residents, social aspects (friendships émong

similar types of families, loneliness) become measurements for describing»
satisfaction in their way of life, the project residents described satis-
faction én dissatisfaction in their way of life before moving to the pro-
ject in terms of phjsical aspects (poor accommodation, high rent, location
of residence and serviceé). Thus, project living leads to a.greater
awareness of physical aspects in describing -satisfaction with a way of
life.5 Project residents felt that Culloden Court is the right size re-
gardi£g the number of people it accommodatés, and that the area it occupies-

is the maximum a project should cover. Project residents as well as future
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residents did not like -the projectsiwhibh-phySically dominate the ‘surroun-
dings (hiéhef'dénSityrthah surréﬁndings);' Théy'felt fhét é project should
be similar in scaletté'thét of thé dévélopment 5f thé'aréa» Thé’réason for
this seéméd to bé fhéir disiiké of being conspicﬁous;'and,a‘desiré~for

anonymity.

5. Respondents stressed that a good'én&ifonmént (socially and physically)
is a prerequisite -for the location of a low—incomé family -housing project.
The location of the projecﬁ is séen by both groups as an improvéd socio—
economic setting for their residence. The interviewed sample preferred

to be locatea away . from known run-down or."slum" areas of Vancouver, and in
a "good" residential area.6 Réspondents consideréd “slum" areas to be

the downtown-Hastings Strathcona areas, and "good" ‘areas to be middle-class
residential areas. Respondents would also like to be located away from
areas where concentrations of public housing projects exist. They felt

that such areas become known as the areas where public housing projects
and low-income families ‘are located. Both project residents and future
residents preferred a project to be in a middle-class residential area.
Responses to the location -of a project with respect to community -facilities
indicate that schools and "social® centres (recreation centre for the
general community, singles clubs, etc.) are vital to the location of the
projects, whereas the proximity of stores and other facilities are desir-
able, but not emphasized strongly. All the respondent families -have school-
age childfen, and for this reason the location of the project close to
schools is stressed so much. Ag many of these families are one-parent

families, social centres such as "clubs" become important, especially, as

the responses indicate, they lack friends from outside of the project.
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They felt that this was one of their few ways.of meeting outside people.
Teenagers and young adults:wanted a coffee shop or similar facility mnear
the projecﬁ where they could gather, as they now wander around with -no

place to. go.

6. The projéct récréation centre was found to be thé major-sourcé of
social interaction, and'the'placé Wheré‘residents mét éach Othér and madé
friends. Projéct facilitiés-for various age groups aré désiréd, and thére
is a need for providing facilities for small groups of residents. Such.
facilitiés are conceived by thé interviewed‘sampié'for‘small.gréup gather-
ings, leisure, and for servicés such as laundry. Project résidents felt
that the facilitiés for socializing»with~Similar'typéS’of families should
be provided at a small group level (building block and cluster),‘and the
project recreation cenfre should be used for large gatherings aﬁd edu-
cational programs, and should be a neighbourhood centre used by both
project residents and neighbourhood residents.7 Actually, the project
recreation centre 1s intended to be used by both groups, only the neighbour-
hood residents are not aﬁare of this. The centre is located in the in-
terior of the project and is not clearly marked -~ perhaps that is why the
neighbourhood residents do not know that it is for their use as well., They
thought that perhaps a préject could be built near an existing community
centre. In this way, because the neighbourhood residents wbuld already

be using the community centre, the desired interaction between the two

groups would take place naturally.

Families with -young children feel that they should be located

near the play area, so that they can supervise the children at play, .
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rather than, as i§ often the case, being located away from-the‘play area.
Pensioners feel'that{the'present location of the children's play area so
close to their block is not desirable because-ofithe noise. They would

like more peace and quiet.

Project residents preferred to park their cars on the street
close to thelr units, rather than use the'parking areas provided in the
project, partly for convenienée, and partly so that they can keep an

eye on them.

T. This study found that the'réspondents preferred a different mix of

- residents in the project than the preséﬂt ﬁix-of only low—incomé families
with a predominance of one-parent families. Théy would like to have more
middle-income familieé-and two-parent families included in the'project

mix. The high proportion of children to adults was not liked by residents,
and they felt that there should be more adults than there are now in the
project, thus lowering the adult-child ratio somewhat. Residents felt

that the high proportion of children, coupléﬁjwith avlarge number of one-
parent families, is the cause of many problems, such as mischief, theft,
rowdyism, that arise in the project. Though the interviewedksample pre-
ferred a general mix of residents in the project based on income levels,
marital status, adult-child ration, age groups, the responses indicate

that the respondents preferréd to have their own type of family (e.g., two-
parent, one-parent, small family, large family,; low-income or welfare

recipient), as their immediate neighbours in the same building block. .

8. The respondents residing in the'Units'facing‘the'outside‘of the

project were more satisfied with project living than those respondents’
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résiding'inAthé”intérior.building blocks . (or facing'intérior courts);
Thehrésidéntsfféciﬂé~oﬁt§idé‘éaid thé&'coﬁld rélété:t$2thé'ﬁeigthﬁrhOOd
as Wéll as té the'projéét’grdﬁp; wheréas thé"résidéﬁts'iﬁ thé‘intérior'
blocks felt that théy3ﬁéré "trappéd" (méaning that théy'séé only'projéct
people and thé‘insidé~of the'projéct). They would préfér living in units -
facing outside of thé projéct so that visually théy-could rélaté to the
outside. Anothér interesting'point that camé up is that thosé résidiﬁg-
on the outer periphery of thé‘projéct, and fronting on outside‘streéts,
showed littlé or no interest in projéct activities, and did not desire very
much to participate in projéct life: Among the families:in'individual
building blocks, those living in EOrner»units»showed a greater level . of
satisfaction than those families with neighbours on both sides. Thése
families not living in corner units -would have preferred to live in corner.

units.

9. The study found that thé awarenesé of the location of a public housing
projectiis shown by phe3surroundingpneighbourhood résidents up to only

2-3 cit&.blocks."Beyoﬁd this distance from the project ‘site, people did
not have any objections to the locatién of a project in their neighbourhood
area. Many Wére not even awaré of1ﬁhe existence of.the project iﬁ their
own neighbourhood. Among the residéﬁts of the4immediate'surfounding
neighbourhéod of fhe project; féar of the effect of the project on property
values and the presence of a large number of children in the project were

the main reasons for hot liking the locatlion of .a project so close to them.

These findings show sufficient evidence concerning, (1) the

relationship of residents to each other, (2) relationships -among project



- 132 -

residénts,and.thosé'from the surrounding neighbourhood aréaiof thé?projéct;
(3)‘thé'réléti§nship of the'préjéét‘fééilitieé"tg‘thé'resident groups and
to the peoplé fro&i outsbid,é of the pr"oj.ect'.,. and (4). thé' kind of mix of the
residénts that thé’réspondénﬁs énViéage in thé'projéct-makefit possiblé

to dfaw more general conclusions. ThéSe findings providé-somé méasuré

for eValuating~thé'satisfaction in thé'way of life in projéct living, the
setting of a project in thé'néighbourhobd and the provision of facilities
for the project. On -the basis of thé evidéncé thus arrived at, I conclude
that the 1ow-inqome families who find themsélvés living in the community -
at large (outsidé of a projéét) féelvsocially isolatéd from the surrounding
neighbourhood residents and from people in similar situations. Project
living provides for opportunities to live among similar types of people

and ' services that such families lack in the community. The recreation
centre in the projecf has an important role in bringing people together,
both those who live outside and those who live inside:the project. The
project ié seen as a community of people, rather than as improved accommo-
dation at low rent only. Hence it is necessary to see that a project
should have a balanced mix of people in terms of age, marital statug, size,
employment. Faciiities should be provided to meet the needs of variuus

age groups (adults, children, teenagers, pensioners), to meet the social
and physical needs. of family groups (single mothers, &ingle men, married .
couples, men, women, low-income families, welfaré recipients, pensigner
couples, pensioner singlés), to bring the neighbourhood residents and
project residents together for social interactions, and to provide edu-~
cational programs (cooking classes, 1ow—budgét living courses; etc.) for

the residents. The location of the project in the local areas of the’
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city becomes very important. as. lower<income families want .to e part.
of a middle~class“residential enviremment and would like . .to move away
. from slum or run-down areas, particularly from areas .where projects

9

already exist which are known to the general public.

I shall now list a number of my recommendations for low-income

housing as guidelines for future projects:
LAYOUT:

The project layout should reflect the various preferences and
implications of the aspirations of the residents which it accommodates.

Every effort should be made to:

l. ©Orient all individual building blocks to face out of the project,
avoid interior building blocks which do not provide visual relation-
ship to the outside of the prbject, avoid enclosed courts. Courts
on which thé building blocks front could be open on one end to the
outside. In short, I am recommending exterior courts in preference
to interior courts. The only exception is the childreﬁ%éppigyaa;ea,‘

which should be enclosed.

2. Dbreak the monotony of streamlined fronts of blocks by creating cor-

ners, thus providing more privacy and identity for individual units.

3. provide parking spaces as close to units as possible, preferably next
to the street on the pefiphery of the project site, locate facilities
in such a'way that the intended users could clearly relate to them,

and relate all units to .the project open space. Care should be taken
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to see that some indiyidual units are .not related teo the outside of
the project only. The residents of units facing outside the project
only and fronting on outside streets tend té dissociate tlemselves

from project activities.

4, avoid placing the childrendssplay area close to the pensioners'
blocks and provide usable play areas for children in each cluster of

blocks that accommodates families with children.
SIZE, AREA AND DENSITY:

New projects should be thé sizé of Culloden Court (approximately
100 families, or more if pensioners and singlés accommodations are in-
cluded). Two square city blocks.is_thé optimum area for a project. A
projectéshould be of a density not différing too greatly from the develop-

ment in the project area.’
ACCOMMODATION AND MIX OF RESIDENTS?T

Future projects should consist of accommodations for single
adults, and young couples with no children. Types of accommodation to be
provided should be such that a better balance of ;dults~and children is
maintained in the projeét. A possible mix of middle-class families and

low-income families should be considered for future projects.

FACILITIES:

Future projects should provide shared facilities within the
building block, e.g., laundry and .workshop area; in each.cluster, e.g.,

multi-purpose room for playing cards, T.V.,.etc.; and a project recreation
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centre. ‘The project recreation centre should be.logcated in & place that

is accésSible and cléarlywvisiblé té’bﬁthgpféjéét éééidehts and surrounding
neighbourhobd‘residents. 'I‘sﬁgéést thét if thé projéct'accommodaﬁes oﬁly
low—incomé familiés thén thé projéét ?ééréatibﬁ centre should be located
immediately outside of the projéct sité; and if the project accommodates

a mix of income levels, then the céntré should bé on the site and located
on the outer periphery of the sité; In all cases, a project recreation
centre should be located on the outér periphéry of the project site,

and -neighbourhood residents should be encouraged to use it. A coffee

shop should be availablé in the néighbourhood, for the use of the young

people especially.
MANAGEMENT :

Every project should have a management official residing in the
project, and residents. should be encouraged to participate in the management

decisions regarding the proper functioning of the project.
LOCATION:

Future projects should be planned in areas away from present
concentrations of pmojects. I feel that new projects should be located
west of Main Street. The possible areas are Kitsilano, Kerrisdale, and
Marpolel., Maps showing the locations of public housing projects show a
concentration of these projects in the east part of Vancouver. The project
residents come from a large number of areas including the west part of
Vancouver. There is, theréﬁoﬁg,nb réason for a concéntrétion of projects

in the east of Vancouver. .The soclo-economic characteristics of local
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areas of Vancouver.shobld he. ‘\cgns,i_dé,r"ed ‘hefore . s4ele_'ct\i‘;_r;l‘g .potential sites

, for.nevarojééts;"If.pOSSible;’projééts éﬁould.bé"lécatéd.clgsé.to an
existing commﬁnity ceﬁtre;‘and in a pfédoﬁinaﬁtly'middlévclass.residen—
tial aréa. This would énéble thé lbw;iﬁéﬁmé faﬁilies to be part of a
middle~class environment. An alréady éxisting cormunity centre would pro-
vide opportunities to take an active part in community life. I strqngly
suggest that no more large sizé projects should bé built east of Main

Street in Vancouver.
CULLODEN COURT:

I feel that various forms of changés in thé existing situation
of the project could be triéd. As vacanciés occur in Culloden Court and
‘units become available for applicanﬁs to the public housing projects, a
two-bedroom unit could be shared by two single mothers with one young
child each, or two adults (students?) could share a unit, or a young
couple with no children., A recreation co-ordinator should be provided
for the project, who could help organize a stimulating program for adults
and.teenagers. Many instructional programs (cooking classes, yoga, belly
dancing, painting classes, etc.) could be organized and initiated for the
project and efforts must be directed to interesting surrounding neighbour-
hood residents to take paft in the recreation centre activities. Many
such programs presently held elsewhere in the city could be hela in the
project recreation centre, at low cost to the project residents. When
vacancies occur in the project, new.tenants should be of the same type as
the neighbours.(two—parent, oné—parént, low~income, or welfare recipient

families).
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+ - RECOMMENDATIONG FOR FUTURE. STUDIES;

In this study, I have explored many points regarding low-income.
. Tamily housing for which detailed .studies could be undertaken. I would
briefly make the following recommendations on the types of studies I feel

would be desirable:

1. The role of neighbourhood facilities in providing social interactions

between project residents and neighbourhood residents.

2. Criteria for the location of future low-income housing projects in

the local areas of the city.

3. The kind of "mix" of residents in a project.

b, Levelsv(and types) of project facilities that should be provided.
5. Criteria for optimum size of a project.

I feel that C.M.H.C. and Housing Management should consider ‘some
of the points I have explored in this thesis in improving the existing
projects, and I hope that this study may help in providing guidelines in

designing future public housing projects.
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FOOTNOTES:  Chapter’ 5

K W\Backgl'p;ECit feels that -a major change in. hou31ng
conditions implies.a major - adJustment of a person's. self-concept
(his place in the community, his role, his status, and his style
of life)..

2Suzanne Keller, op. cit.,. claims that both middle-class
and working-class people have a fuller social life when they are
among their own, p. 50L.

3William Micﬁelson, op. cit t., found that completely
random placement of working class re51dents among middle-class
neighbours results in the isolation of the former, p 19k,

'hRobert Gutman, op..cit., found that working class wives
had considerable trouble in adjusting to a mixed class suburb. They
simply hadn't the social skills necessary.to interact on a free
and easy basis with the middle class women around, p. 121.

oL. Festinger. et al, op. cit., writes: '"Clearly the
architect and the planner are social planners as well ... site
plans may influence the social life, behavior and satisfaction of
people to an extent not fully appreciated up to now'% p. 179.

6See Chapter 4, Section E, p.

Tu.s. Department of Housing and Urban Development, A Study
of Community Facilities and Programs Serving Residents of Low-Rent
Public Housing, (Washington, D.C., June 196T7), gives detailed in-
formation on types of facilities that should be provided in projects.

8Leo Kuper, op. cit., found that there were many more
changes of tenancy and instability among the houses facing -onto
a central court than among those in other locations.

IChester Hartman, op. cit., writes: '"Physical spaces,
administrative regulations, community facilities, and the role of
the tenant, must all be re-examined and revised to meet the needs
of the population that the projects are intended to serve."
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APPENDIX A

Lo
N

1 28 29 30 . 31...32. 7 33. 3% ..35...36.. 37u 3% ..39...h0.. k1. L2 L3

{
l
f
}
CHARACTERISTICS OF PROJECT RESIDENTS: SAMPLE GROUP - 1 . | » : : - o ‘
{
f

411 12 13 1% 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 - 22 23 24 25 26 27

S

Family No. ... ... . .. ...1.. 2 ° 3 . 4..5.6 .7 .8 .9 10

Income, Dollars/Month °
(8 - on Social

Assistance, and - = ; , g : ' } S 8 S s S 504k Uu7é S - S S S .S S 639 S 580
Figures Not Available). S . s 287 Lok s 588 s s s S S 5 ,lS 5 S 5 35 S 5 439 »S 640 S S Shh S - . : . '

Employment _ ,
(W - Working . L ’ o : 5

B - One-parent families) N B B N B N N N N B

NW - Not working ’ : M ; NW NW NW W N W VO ONY N NY NW  NW  NW voONW W
PW - Part time working) W W W S — - WooWW N WW NW NW | gwA””qu NW NW NW W PW NW . W PW NW NW MW W NW . . i "
No. of Adults in ? ) : C =
: 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Family o 5 1 1 o 1 o 5 s 5 1 1 | 1 2 | 1 1 11 1 1 ; 1 1 2 1 '.2 1 1 -
No. of Children in ' ,f . , "5 ‘ : I 2. 2 iL L | )
Family & s 4 1 6 s 1 6 € o2 3 v 3 B b Xk 2 2.2 2 2 5 2 2 3 5 : 3 33 3 3 3003 3.3 >
No. of Persons in . o f ;
: Y4 N L L L '
Family & 6 s 3 T T 3 8 8 3. b 2 5 5 5 5 5 3 3 '3 3 3 7 3 4k 4 6 }» 5° 5 5 5 5 L5 b k37
th of Resid i f - ' ; N 4
o esidence in ' ,
Pegﬁlloden Court, o/ 2/ 1/ 1/ o/ 1/ 2/ o) o/ 1. ¥ i 1 2/ o/ 2 3/ 2 1 i 2/ 2/ 2 1 o 2 3 2/ 1 2/ 2/ 3/ 2/ 2/ 2 2 1 2/ 3 1/ 3/ 3/ 2/
Year /Month 0 10 0 5 5 1 1 5 9 0 i 2 8 1 10 5 .10 1 10 1 2 ‘h L 10 9 . 1 10 2 : 0 2 10 10 1 0 0 0 8 1 8 0 | 3 1 4 10
3 . _ A .
Family Type : : ﬁ
(N - Two-parent families. ‘ % ,
i B B B N B B B B B B B B N B N B B B B B N B N N B B B B B B B B N
13

RO N

?foject Rent : : f

(In Dollars/Month) 70 65 55 .99 70 137 102 75 150 50 .50 50 77 8 60 56 60 T1L 7L T0O 87T 50 150 77 106 130 65 60 95 65 55 55 120 115 93 55 107 55 60 55 135 59 135
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CHARACTERISTICS OF FUTURE RESIDENTS: SAMPLE GROUP - 2 L e E'
! : : z ' 52 ol 4 : o .ao .33 3l 35, 5 --37---38.. 39 4O -.b1.oh2.. 43 LY
1718 .19 20 21 22 23 2k 25 26 27 . 28 29 30 - 31- 32 --337- 3k 35. 36 3703 :
Family No. Voo2e 3 b 50607 8 9 10yt 2243 oo JoE s s s e S ® | T R T T T T T
: " | ' | T | | - | ) o
Income | 50 l b 233 280 180 275 210 248 460 228 195 265 186 290 516 L456 185 196 373 200. 232. 206 - 303. 185 3
Dollars/Month 100 257 280 390 290 318 koo 270 385 e1s Y00 270 330 3b2 290, 588 376 RS0 30T B33 T7h 233 200 180 275 210 2M8 A6O . R S T
| ] _
Employment - [
(W - Working ; ' .
T Son-working ' n . ' | ;oW oWd Ny WY MY W ;7 NY MW MW KNW WW NW W PY W NW N4 MW IW W W NW PW
PW - Part time working) | W& W W W W W W W mw W NI WW W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W NN W R wE W
¥ A . ‘ -
Family 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 1! o
‘ —
[ 5 . . »
No. of Children in ;o2 3 2 5 5 8 2 2 3 & 3 L 31 3 4 2 L 5 1 5 1 3 L 2 1 2 5 b 1 2 3. - 3]
Family 2 2 L T 3 1 2 L 4 by : : = , , - . _
Total No. of Persons ' Y 4 3. 7 6 10 i L L 8 5 5 5 2 k 5 3 5 '3 2 6 > 5 IS 37 2 L 6 5 2 .3 | PR 5
in Femily 3.4 5 9 5 2 L 5 5 5 | - |
Family Type ‘
(N -~ Two-parent . a2 .
families ' . o | | - |
B - One-parent » B B ¥ B ¥ ¥ ¥ B ¥ ¥ B N B3 B BBy g 3 3 B B ¥ ¥ B B N B B B B B § N§J
families ) B N N N B N B B B{ - 4 ' ' "
‘ % _ r 26/ 23/ 35/ 62/ 28/
fge of Spouses 125/ 38/ 31/ 22/ 22/ ha/ 36/ 54/ 52 36 25 .46 28 23 22 50. 23 43 31 31 21 36 47 62 2k
(Years, 21/ 50/ 27/ 35/ . 22 29 30 38 28 31 22 20 26 Lk 3% 26 L4k 23 22 32 kg \
Husband/Wife) 45 20 38 42 23 21 32 4 16 27 |- 5 ‘ ~ t \
- t . ———
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CHARACTERISTICS. OF SUNSET AREA RESIDENTS: SAMPLE GROUP - 3

(FROM CENSUS TRACT #47, 1966)

Characteristic

Sunset area
Population |
1966 410,375 9,211
1961 384,522 8,648
Males 201,026 4,549
Females 209,349 4,662
Marital Status:
Males
Single 96,176 2,192
Married 96,336 2,231
Widowed 6,36k 112
Females
Single . 84,572 1,908
Married 96,387 : 2,266
Widowed 2L ,618 Los
Families (Total) 99,429 2,372
No. of Children/Family
0 ﬁ1,278 T84
1-2 39,942 1,089
3-4 15,224 h1s5
5 or more 2,985 . 8L
Persons/Family 3.2 3.5
Childrén/Fadilyy-. . o 1.3.‘ 1.5
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC RANKING OF LOCAL ARFAS#

ShaughnéSSy
Kerrisdale . '
Arbutus—Ridgé
Wést Point-Gréyb
Dunbar-Southlands
- Oakridge

West End
Kitsilano
Marpole
Killarney

South Cambie
Riley Park
Fairview

Sunset

Victoria~Fraserview -

Renfrew-Collingwood

Mount Pleasant

Cedar Cottage-Kensington

Hastings-Sunrise

GrandvieW—Woodland Park .

CBD

Strathcona

8.4
8.6
~11.3
12.1
11k.7
29.1
43.5
48.0

100.3

100.5

208.0

'109.0

117.0

¥ Lower numbers indicate higher ranking.



-~ 148 -

APPENDIX .C
SCHEDULE FOR INTERVIEWS

Primary reasons for moving to a projéct.

Satisfaction in way of liviﬁg before moving to a projéct.

Preferences for location -of projéct in général area of Vancouver.

Preferences for 1ocal‘area facilities and comﬁunity facilities.

Preferencés for ovérall mix of the'projéct residénts.

Willingness or géneral attitudé towards participating -in projéct
activities, use of common facilities, community activities, co-
operative ventures, voluntary work, etc.

Integration or isolation of project with surrounding community;

General satisfaction in life after moving to project.

Project facilities and spaces at block, cluster and project level.

Problems and needs of various age groups in project.

Relationship and attitude between project and community -residents.

Extent and location .of friends.

Positive and négative-aspects of living in project.

Recreation -Hall.

Major Problems, issues and concerns.
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APPENDIX C

The University of British Columbia

Vancouver 8, Canada

School of Architecture November 29, 1971

TO THE MANAGER AND THE RESIDENTS OF CULLODEN COURT

This is to introduce Mr. Patti. M.G. Rao who is a graduate student at
our School of Architecture. He is now preparing a master thesis in
which ‘he wishes to find out how the residents that live -in public
housing projects feel about the facilities and provisions in the
project. He has chosen Culloden Court as an example.

In particular he is interested in what effect common facilities -and
community action has on the residents.

It is our hope that his findings may help to improve design of future
housing -developments, and assist present management when changes

and additions become possible.

T should like ‘to ask for your cooperation when Mr. Patti M.G. Rao

comes to interview you.

Yours sincerely,

Mr., W. Gerson,
Professor in charge of
Graduate. Studies.

WG:lac
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IMPRESSIONS ON PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECT IN VANCOUVER: A VISUAL SURVEY

LA

fZ o+ et

e it AR
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organization and par-
ticipation within the
project.

gives organized
effort.

any.

but seemed there may be
an effort.

K. L.M.
A. B. c,I, 9 D. E. . F. G. H. J.
LITTLE MOUNTAIN ORCHARD PARK MACLEAN PARK .. SKEENA TERRACE KILLARNEY GARDENS RAYMUR PLACE GRANDVIEW TERRACE CULLODEN COURT NICHOLSON TOWER | CAROLINA & 6th AVE. WALL & OXFORD
1. General impression Good residential area.| Reasonably good Depressing slum area | Project is enclosed on Predominantly residential] Industrial and slum Generally,'aféa seemed Good residential area. High density living. Reas?nably good. ;nd?ztrigll
of the overall area residential area. with industries, raw| one side by residents Good facilities and areas. better than othérs. residential area. esidentia
within which the pro- tracks, and highways. and the other by indus- small houses. '
Ject exists. try and highway. : :
» . : Very impressive, co- : L T 1ik s ' s K
2. General atmosphere Very depressing. Little better than Very impressive, con- | Interesting with slopes | Very neat and clean, lorful and active, Very interesting, Very homely and warm. Does not give the im~-| Does not 109k~ 1ke g ame as h.
of the project. Little Mountain. genial, and cheer- and good privacy. probably the best of but gives the impre- good, compact, and pression of a ;heer— project, lively an
ful. ‘ all but area looked ssion of college homely. | ful atmo§phere. warm.
unlived in. residences. Too many »NO balconies.
paved areas.
3. The project in its Surrounding units are | Reasonably good. In isolation as pro- | Though much better than | Well integrated. Gives the impression Reasonably integrated Well integrated. Very well integrated.| Very well integrated. Same as K.
relationship to the single-family One-half of project Ject stands out with | surrounding, but did of an isolated project, though much better
immediate surrounding project, 2-3 st. better done. slums and low buil- not stand out in iso-: but a great improve- than surroundings, but i
areas. blocks. dings all around. . lation. ment over the does not stand out.
surroundings. '
4. The variety of No groupings. Limited variety of | Variety of accommo- | Variety of accommo- | Two linear blocks with | Variety of accommo- Variety of accommo- Reasonably good size Uniformity single Uniforn accoimoéitlgg. Same as K.
accommodation provided | Uniform accommodation. | accommodation. | dation, large grou- dation. Linear spines common areas in between | dations, large and dation and well courts, well done. ! block high rise. single b}OC like the
and the pattern of its Too many groupings-- pings, and well of blocks. Nicely and services in base- small courts and well planned, though too Uniformity of accommo- surroundings.
distribution. hence no large play area| pPlanned courts. done. ment. distributed. compact an area. dation.
5. Common areas and Only service area. Services, small group Day care and sitting | Linear spinés with Reasonably good for the Very good. From Seemed reasonably good Seemed very good. A Nothing visible. Good as any private Same as K.
common facilities with- | Large open space areas. areas, playgrounds, terraced platforms re- | type of project. , corridors-balconies like any other common hall and re- apartment blocks.
in the project. around blocks. etc., good facili-~ sulted in no large play ' to landscaped courts housing project. creational facilities.
ties. areas, facilities, and services. :
! professional help. .
6. Common facilities Parks, schools, Good areas with all Not very substantial. |Not substantial - in Reasonably good. ; Not very substantial. | Reasonably good.- _| Substantial. ~Reasonably good. Reasonably good. Same as K
in immediate surroun- commercial. ) community facilities. ' S fact poor facilities. ' :
dings. L No large food store. | ‘
, H i
5 a |
7. General activity (at Some children playing |Children, housewives, | a11 age groups were Very active. None whatsoever. E Véry active. Active, Very active. { Not very apparent. As lively as an Same as K.
the time of visit) in near the streets. elderly in and seen throughout the ‘ : ' | ' apartment block
the project area. Adults were cleaning around units. project--active. 3 : could be.
cars on the street.
8. Evidence of community | None. None. | Very good. Not very apparent but Does not appear to be Very impressive. Not very apparent, Very good. . Not very apparent. Do not know. Same as K.




