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" houaing unite. l '

' the growth of the park 'eyltqn in the cﬁ:y, tye adequacy oﬁ ‘ N

quantity of overall parkland provided. It is obvious from

- . ' ABSTRACT
Lo : *

-

An inveet‘igation of the pquland snpply in the City of .

Wiﬁdoor was the focus of tnie tesearch, 'me etudy ﬁeﬁfmﬁu‘“

’ »overall parkiand quantity and local- parkland quantity in VA

Wiodeor based on t:he City'e aceepted parkland erandarda, and
the 'r'elat'ionship\be‘tw«n neiéhbourhood and comunityhparkland‘
dengity‘andwrban form. | ‘

. The first hypotheaia tested, that which sqggeeta that |
'based on the city of Windsor' s established parkland standgrds,
deficiencies in neighbourhood and comnu‘hity parkland exist in |
the City ae a whole and that theee\ deficienoies are a product f{"
of t.he growth in hiltory of the Cidy's. park. gystem, was .
accepted. In fact, not only does 2 defiei'ency exist in the
.quaﬂtit.y of loehl. parklahd e):pptied‘ according to Windsor 8

eetabliahed «standerda but a deficiency also exists«in the.

N

: the review of the development of the park system that: this'

4

"si’EﬁatIon 6! pré\'riil“ing deﬂciencies in paf’klaﬁd sixpply isl \

produot of the !low yet steady growth pf parkland in Wind.sor.

/ -'lhe hypot.heeia that iocal park deneity was related to

ugaan forin of the city of( Windﬁbr kae aoFepted. a strong

'A."correlation waa found o exiat mtwee!t park dennity, the .
independent variablea of pophlation density, and denaity of -

Ay

h - . R ; . o o .
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In'rnonuc'rxon'( {

1 \ N B

_ o

Societies all Qer tha world are bacy)ng more urbanizad
Canadian society is no aacaption. "In 1871, 18 per cent of - '
' ﬂxa population ,livad in citiaa. Now 76 per - cant of Canada'a
’ population liva in urban areas” (Stat.tatica Canada, 1974,
Cataloqaa 11-50711974 P. 9). ‘It has been pradic‘tad that by
the end of thi: cantur{y,\thia percentage will' incraaaa to
‘ ninaty. It ig alao axpacta& that within twenty yaara, fifty
par cant ¢f f:/ha Canadian population wilhiva in apartment

buildings (/Balmer, 1977). It is obvioua ﬂ\at as aociaty

'bacomaa mqﬁ:a urban, natural or &nltivatad park amanttiaa will -

/
_ have to serve more peopla, whoke livaa ‘ara/ more rquota from

- nature and ivhose anvironmantal recraation needs are mora '

vacuta (Brauer, 1370). Incraaaing population anq( houaing
_’densitiaa acrods aach metropolia aug{a}s that the praasure C

on axisti.ng available parks will incraaae far beyond what may ‘
X3

e aba a:paetad from increma in the' £raaanay~a£——uoa—duo 40

nore frae time (Jaakson, February 1977 P 18). 'meaa
. factors all indicatﬂe‘i:iiat an m;;a;;; in tha demand for |
drban parkland is probabla &n tha near future.

. In tba planning of modk Canadian cities is tha emrqing
: 4'.'ehallanqa -of providing autﬁcient urb;: public racreational

_apace (l!riqht 1974, P. 35). The baJic objecuve fo:;/the |

:"‘
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ot B N L o .
. provision of roorutioml open. lpaco ﬂn bﬁnw iow Wm
qrocroationll planngr- to bo to pmido -paco h phpot R

loclt:lon tdd of the right type. w nticty the dlmli;y of .
nood. zbi' social intuaction (W::I.qht, nraithwlitc and 'Por:tor.

‘ e

1!976, P. 33). \'mo nood for recroatioml ppon space 1-. of | ,
couroe, more comiu: tth thil objectivo pruum. _mor' Yo
osample, individuall in a hiqh incomo brldmt arc l.nor- 111:019—_‘“"

| to approciate u;:.;ngp;rka sor thoiw naturnl mnit:ia than t:o

. sexrve thcir needs for vor.rhl :Lntetaction. -m. concqt -of ‘the
prcvilion of an lﬁquate ‘amount of parklmd' in an approprtatc
location is, how‘v.r tha overriding objbctive. x S
. The vi&bility of uiban p‘rkﬂ"bu been qutntioned in . |

rocent years b.cmo -ome public qrgio.hln and lomo rugarch-

ers fael that thesc park. da not/ acrvo tho neodi of the poopla ‘
(Johnaon, 1977, P. 10).' Hagqr John. Sm.u of t-.ho cu;y of ' |

| 'mronto" d:mbt:id whother emting” urban :)arkland is .
maningful to - thc raidpnta (sewell 19777 1f an urban

A rocraational opon spaco mm !s to nttcty the nood- and

.
e o i e W

T WRW - ”y‘ -

o alpirﬂ::lono a*are -caaipnzéy, um rlanmp st \ﬁ-fﬁr a‘
- cﬁm&mhip m pby&ical iom~e£——tho~spacc and

2. ation uluch it is 1ntend.a eo m mright, u[?“h'
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REGION OF AREA U.N..DE“R 'S TUDY
I 2. ! o
. The City of Q}ind& is situated, in Southwestern Ontario,
on the perimeter of one of the most extensively urbanized
sections of the United States (City of Windsor, ‘1971).
Located on thepouthbarﬂ: of the Detroit River opposite‘ the
City of Detroit 'ﬂpdsor is a large urban centre served by
fiVe railways, six major highways and two maJor airlines.
Windsor' is the ~tenth largeet urbanized area in Canada, .
i Its City &1m1ts have expanded continuously throughout '
._hietory, resulting in the present area o;E the City being
12, 105 hectares. Windsor is’ similan in size and in its area
'growth patterns to a number of d’itiee 1n North Arnerica. -
. Because, of this sxmilarity, Windsor 1s representative ofan
| urban area ,fac1ng parkland 'eupply problems. An historical
- view of the ’-}opment of the parkland system 1n the Clty ’
“ .'of windsor is possible as a result of recorﬁkept of 1nd1-
_.Vidual dietriet. §ust prior to the two ma;or,annexations .

ﬂxe City experienced in 7l.”9§35 and $l966. In addition, the-

) .'.City of- Winasor has a population ‘of approx:.mately 202 000 |
- whioh is a \nqnageable population size for data collection .
| 'l'he above factors all contribuhed > the reason why
this étudy area was chosen.. E’urtheg' items which narrowed
ty/e investigator's Slte selection to the 01ty of Windsor f

' were personal familiarity with the area, lack of topic-

a
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Y

related literature oriented to this arep, and the proximity

{
of the investigation.
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over- the years w1th respect to parkland acqulsztxon. The

.Publzc ‘Parks Act was the first legxslatxon in the Prov1nce of

Y B _ ) .‘ : o o o o\
‘ CHAPTER. I I = . . \:

4

.'_;“BE_—'V IEW OF LI T’E'RA TURE

The supply of public parks in municlpalitles in Ontario

has been largely 1nfluen¢ed by the legrslatioh of the Prov1‘ce

L

Ontarlo and the fxrst Canadian leglslatxon passed affectlng

mun1c1pa1 parks (McFarland 1970). The Act was passed in
.

1883 to provrde ﬁor the establishment and malntenaace of

pub11c parks in c1t1es and towns upon consent or petltion of

the electors.n Boards of . park management were to be app01nted

PN

by local governments and the parks were to be under the con-

’trol of these boards (Ontario, Statutes, Chapter 20, 1883)

Wlth the adopt;on of thla Act, these boards were permltted to

'purchase land for park purposes that was not to exceed l 000
~acres 1n the case of c1ties and 500 acres in the case of towns.'
'If the board were to determlne that they had. more. land than
‘was requlred fbr park purposes, the Act allowed the Board té/ -
' sell.or otherwlse dxspose of it in return of. cash or. cre f‘, |
rJdNo stlpulatlon 1s given in the Act as to where this cash or .
: credlt was to be held and for what purpose it was to be used

‘,(Ontario, Statutes, chapter 20, 1883).

The Ontario’ government 1n 1887 amended thls Act. -It"'

o became known as the Publlc Parks Act and it more accurately

?

L ' - Ly




B present at;.he time these Acts were pas@ed

8 ’ ‘_

v, v

defined the amount of parkland that could be purchased by a

municipality It stated: o ;=é' i h 'v(~
The lands purchasa by the Board together with those
. assumeéd by them as for park purposes at the time of
- the adoption of this Act, shall not’ tOQether exceed,
in the case of cities having a population of 100,000
~"inhabitants and over, ‘2,000 acres, and in_ other-' s
cities 1,000 acres, and in. the case of towns 500
acres (Ontario, Revised Statutes, Chapter 190 1887).

It is 1nteresting to note that these Acts, although
-allowinb at the time for an adequate amount of park space ‘
to be provided in a muniCipality, served to- llmlt the pro-

_ Vision of public parks.i The Acts permitted the sale of park

Aproperty wrthout restricting that the funds from the property

sale be later. used for the acquisition of parks. In addition,

I

it appears that no consideration to future-park needs-was

L - .

o A further blow to the concept of parkland\supply occurred

i

. \\\ .
'when, in 1913, the Statute Law Amendment Act 1ntroduced an

.\\r

additional section to the Public Parks Act allowing the

7Counc1l of

'}.

-’munic1pa1 c'-poration could therefore sell or. otherwise

| dispose of pu lic lahd (Ontario, Statutes, 3 - 4 George V,
‘Chapter 18 1913). This amendmént contributed to the de-‘ft;’

‘“'Ustructaon of any landbanking for park purposes that may have |

i‘taken place at this tim;\\ It also may have contributed to _V

the destruction of any security that the comnunity had in

N
N

':.enabling a Council to maintain land for park purpeees

..'.,e
P

' muniCipality to repeal any byulaw so that the } L




N

It wasn't until 1970 that the stipulation of'the‘amount‘ |
of parklandda municipelity of a‘particular pqpulation size'\
was permitted to purchase was omdtted from the—Public Parks

Act (Ontario, Revised Statutes, chapter 384, 1970). . Between

-\:'1337 and 1970, this limitation ‘had never been amended?nd T

-vas, therefbre, extremely out of date and very restricting '
'on the quantity of parkland allowed to be. supplied in an e
urban centre.\ ;_v.'ur Q:'W .‘ .

. The ability of a municipality to obtain land for park
_,purposes increased with the introduction of park-related\
legislation in The Planning Act in 1959. Under the 1egisu

.dlation of this Act, _the land tp an amount determined by ‘the .
i'}Minister but not exceeding five per cent of the land included7v‘
| in'a subdivision plan was to be conveyed to the municipality
‘ifor public purposes other than highways (Ontario, ReVised e

'Statutes, Chapter 296 1960). A problem for municipalities,’f.
ﬁ.with this legislation, however, ‘was with the interpretation_lr"

U

",of the term 'public purposes'- i1t was possible that devel-f

d opers could state that items such as sidewalks, drainage

fareas, etc., were items of 'public purpose' and therefore,n

..

1:no land for park purposes would ever have been obtained by
ifthis conveYance method | '% "‘ ' B
Also permitted under this Act was cash payment to thel
':mnnicrpality of a sum- of moneybnot exceeding the value of

-3¥five per cent of the land in lieu of the land fbr pubiic

A
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ality, was generally

‘required to be ma and uaed for puhl. ;c purposeu. _- With the

be sold 'me mnies obtained 'through tl:e caeh-in-lieu |

o process*ané where the land was’ sold was protected under 'lhe

) planning Act oo that it could be exppnd%d only for the o _

ig;‘purchale of -land to be held and usedvby the-municpality for |

L municipality could therefore, not be aided at all by the

public purposee (Ontario, Revised Statutel Chapter 296,,

\
‘ 1960). Once ggain, 1t was possibfe that parkland wou1d

never be acq‘uired and that the monies would be ueed for ‘

.other public purposes. The supply of park fac:.lities in a

4

introduction of' this legislation. ‘, g
A sinple amendment to 'Ihe Planning Act Just prior to

lm had a eignificant :utpact on the ability of a munic1-. '

1'.~pality’to ingrease 1ts park supply._ 'me\wording of "1ands »f

I.

4

be ueed for publ:n.c purposes" 'in” The Planm.ng R

'hohanged to "landSuused or to be used for
'l‘he Planning Act of 1970 (Ohtario R' i
%, Poesibly,, the mportance of
. md recreational lands is.
'_‘reseions. Regardless of

oping reaidential areas -
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before.

A»in a‘municipality, ‘80 too did traditional approaches of

| iquantittt&ve standards.“'“

\ . :

Ona?fnrther amendment to/The?PIanning Act affecting the {

- supply of parkland in an urban area opcurred in 1973. Re-

',maining still in this legislation is that the conveyance of

land for park purposes must not exceed five per cent of the

-land proposed for deveIOpment. An alternative has been in-

‘troduced 1n the legislation, however,,and this is that the

municipalities may pass by-laws stipulating that land be L

cd?veyed to the municipality for park purposes ‘at a rate of

one acre ‘for each 120 dwelling units proposed (Ontario,

‘ gg tes, Chapter 168, 1973) This amendment enables a
.municipality that 1s undergoxng mediwm,to high density de—

g velopment to ‘acquire more parkland at less cost than ever

¢

A8 prevailing legislation affected the parkland supply B

A

' L municipal recreation and. planning authorlties. In the past
| much of the planning for urban recreation facxlities has been
ah'based on quantity rather than distribution or.. location. Thisv,

.'has been for some time, most often expressed by the use of

4
o

.

eﬂhe first adqption of standards is believed to have_

jtaken place at a 1906 meeting of the National Playground
'H{AssociatiOD of Hmerica. In a recent National Recreation and

Parks Association (N R¢P.A ) publication, 1t wae revealed

| that quite early 1n the bentury someone proposed that a. .
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municipality should provide ten acres of recreation space per, . .

. } \ . - )
thousand people. The actual origin of this standard is not
. : . N .

known; however, the N.R.P.A., then the National Recreation
. ”Association,(N.R,A.l,'acceptedzjt*and promoted it as a desir-

able standard"(National Recreation Association, 1943).
Much criticism over the'appliCatlon of~these:standards' K
A ! l
has occurred. Shivers and HJelte analyzed the early 1900'

’period in thelr book Planninggnecreatlonal Places and con-

|

cluded that these adopted standards were never based upon

any factual knowledge or validated sc1ent1f1c analysls.
"It was and is, a h1stor1ca1‘est1mate of expert opinion which
was developed in another country 1n 1900. g(shrvers-and B
Hjelte,.197l, P. 210). These researchers funther suggested
. thatﬁno'valid.standards exist for thé acquisltion and develop;'
| ment of recreatlonal spaces 1n urban centres ‘and that the only '
standards employed .are those of experlenced estlmate and ';‘ "
-educated gueSS'(shzvers and HJelte, 1971)' | |

In 1928 George Butler 8 book Play Areas, was publlshed

by the N R P.A., thereby gzv1ng 1t the Assoclatlon s off1c1a1
E sanctlon (Butler 1928)., This book suggested a serles of
standards,_whlch 1t stated were gu;des” but whlch were w1dely )
applled and natlonally accepted without rev1slon, and are
essentially the ones in use today (Shlvers and Hjelte, 1971)
'I'he N. R P.A. appointed a Nat1onal com:.ttee on Recreatlon .

Standards in’ 1960 to 1nvestxgate the use of staﬂdards 1n'

-




T

* (Shiver™and Hjelte, 1971)

. Publlc Ibalth Assoc:.at:.on 1960,s,P.e_4_)r~—'1‘hesConmn1ty
' \-
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#

commnities in’-the United States; The conclusions of this

committee were that standards were defended, and in some

x

cas\es, slightly revised, but never rationaiized ,cshivers and

. Hjelte, 1971).

Further defense regarding the application of standards

! S ) . .
arose when 'ip 1969 a National Forum on Parks and recreation

. standards was attended by qver 150 experts.  These individuals

NS

reached the consensus that the Assoc:.atlon should contlnue to

' determme standards and that these standards have resulted

from years of observatlon, experience and consul:@tlon by ‘

top professibﬂbls in parks and recreatlon and allled flelds

~
-~

'I‘he standards rplemented in the early 1900's and

‘ debated throughout the years are still recomnehded m docu- ‘

| 'ments today.‘ Planm.ng the Nelg rhood publmshed by the

Amerlcan Publlc Health Assoc:.atlon, states that the:.r

_con*mxttee 8 space recommendatlons "are based Qn the generally )
r:accepted goal of"lo acres per l 000 persons as a c1ty-w1de <=

' total for active and passive recreatlon space" (Amerlcan

et

Bullders Handbook publ:.shed by the Communlty Bu:.lders Group

in 1968 and the N. R.P.A. pubhcatlox{ ggested Area Stan- .

dards for Parks and Recreatlon are only two of the many

— l

documents that recomend the use of the ten acre per thousand\

'standard ('me Cormunity Bu:leefs Group, 1968).

s ce . Coa
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The Ontario Ministry of Culture and Recreqtion is vagque
in its statement,'of‘recomen'ded standards. In the publication

entitled Guidelinespfor Developi g Public Recreation Facilitg

tandg;ds, it specifies that “the open space standard
recommended by the Sports and Fitness Div1sion'9f the Ministry
of Culture and Recreation is 20 acres of developed'parkland
Iper 1,000 population“ (Ontario Ministry of Culture and .
Recreation, 1976,19. 26), However, open space and parkland
1are not'the same (refer to the Deﬂlnition of Terms), and it .
is~difficult to'relate an open spaceistandard to parkland
quantityJ s R \.e‘ ‘J h

o Deppite the fact that parkland standardS/have re?ained '
the same for three—quarters of a century, there has been
”1ittle critic1sm regarding standards, and their use conéinues.
vfIn fact about 75 per cent of all Canadian towns and Cities
' employ qpen space standards and standards are the most
commonly employed approach for-planning for leisure, and

speCifically,/planning for urban open space (Burton, March

A

| 1976, P,’ 29) o
The 'Urban Qpen Space Project" conducted by the Ministry |
:.’of State for. Urban Affairs in cooperation with the Canadian
Parks and Recreatlon Association was- undertaken in. 1973 to 1_
“ﬂproduce a set of urban open space planning guidelinés for
_general use by Canadian mun1c1palit1as (Pro;ect Planning ﬂ'

.

. Assoc1ates_himited, 1973). Among other concerns, thxs\study
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- s
found that the average open space standard employed in
ICanadian cities was lO 34 acres per 1000 population and that
the average open space standard employed an Ontario cities
» iiwith a population~greater than 50 ooo'persons was»9.7 acres
- per 1000 (Scarborough Planning Board, 1976).~- . |
§ The C1ty of Windsor parkland standard is 10 acres per
1000 . persons (City of wlndsor, 1971). This standard 1s far
below that recommended for open space by the Ontarxo Minzstry .
of Culture and Recreatzon, yet is sl;ghtly above the average
of s;mzlar size cxties in the same-prov;nce. .

Desplte some - crit1c1sm that has arisen because standards'
have come to be so widely accepted and ueed with little inves-
tlgatlon, they have also s;mpllfied the\plannlng task % a |
very large extent. There is historlcal and legal precedent _

' for the use of standards and after 75 years of their use
ol

'they do no't requzre loglcal defense in the polztlcal arena.

There seems to be general agreemen\_N

adm1n1strators that when used standardsil\\ve as a polnt of
AN

departure for estlmatlng‘ 1) the- amount of lan and the

a glven re@ieatlon area, fac111ty or system may be expect:

‘ to serve, and, 3) the~adequacy of an area, faclllty or system

.

to accommodate the potential users in 1ts servzce area: 4Nright,,1;‘

Bralthwaite,-1976).

Nonetheiess? crltacxsm of the use of standards is Justlfzed

XN
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_ The pmceu of en'ploying Xtandardl' has, ikn mupy »ca"ses,

SEN :
resulted in a n{lsallocatio of resburces and' an unequal '

<

|
diattibution of’ facilities (Dee-aifd?;aiibman, .1970). The

.
SR N PO JUS e -

© pr pres*nt 'standarda' m&ﬁhod ‘relies heavily on ‘broad analysis‘ o

e

of n“ds obtaiM by relating gross quantiti,?s of people to

-grosu quantities ok acres‘ "'A 'typical poyulat:.on' with

'typical interests‘ is usually assumed. 'As a result, the - -

diverse. values of ethnic, economic, age\Lnd other qroups
wirein the urban ;)opulation are’ largely ignored" (Marcou, \\\
O'Leary and Associat'es, P‘. 7, 1966). L ' //_\
 fwo ﬁ\ajor shortcomings with regard to ‘the use of stan- = ®

dards have Been d:.scussed in Urban Recreational gpen Space.

| ",First:ly, the applicati.on of standarde* in plans,appears to
N e 1n plans-

SV

it - ,
,result rom the ‘lack. of relatxonsh:lp between geographic snd _ P
- demogr phic varxables and secondly, there is a tendency to |

Hpercswe the standard as a goal i.x: ltself wlthout regard to

’ + e

human behav:.our (anht, Braithwalte &ind Forster, 1976, P.

K

| 'me 'dofument ggen Sggge for_ I-l.unan Needs suggests that |
" " the pxesem:ly accepted procedure of designing an open space - L Q/ '\

system :.s inadequate.‘ 'me usual method of applymg recog-
mzed quantitst:.ve standards of certa.mf recreatlon fac:.l:.ties -
per unit populati;on to’ calculate a present*and future demand

and then comparing an\; ' htory of these :acllitles to dqr.er-_

- fmine pxesam and futuré defx' ft-she 11d be modified. ‘_‘mrwghj ,



its (the approaches) use of standards, it mnk’a ﬁro‘i - :w ¥
aaswtwm Mt tho‘ op.n -ﬁacc behaviouw and desires of P

- v.ry 1&{‘ igyregates of the population, without. real rogard

:tor clans’ md inuvidual diff.orencu' (Ma:cou, o Lury :nd
Auocia.tn, 1966, P. 24) . 'The document: qbuu.on to suqqnt
that: the vax‘wua segments of the population"‘givtded by -
economic, Aethgic» and ‘age groups should be -t.udiod ud thoig -

1’

.behaviour: ub&mld be conaidered. . L - .
. ‘_\

F\thhar comments have béen rocorded by the éity of e "

Burlinqwm and the Ontari.o Miniatry of Housing which tu

tbat a neud mi.sta fo\r varioqs physical and social cwactc-

»

‘ istica m be :fnalyzad in, the comzhhtatian of park £acﬂities.

In- the City of Burlmgton 8 m Inventog md &lzi;s, it

'-..was stat;ed t.hat “the demoqraphic and socio-economic charac- g ’ \
. teri‘sticu‘ara important in open ;;aco pl ﬂ.ng, stngg,i;hc ' Qp
Wiifomtion qives ‘an indication of \lhere open spacc planning o

standar&a require modification to meet special neoda . _' ',
(Burlingwu Planninq Deputmuw‘, P. 2A, 1975). .'mc Ontario | ‘ /

mniatry of musing, :m it: publicaticm Parkhnd for m
alaq staua t:ha importance of the conaidoratiorf of deulo- |

_‘:graphic and wcm-economic characteristica in the planuin/g .
."ot parlr.land and other open -paco (mni-try of ch-ing, .1974) g \
»Mzm&iu havebeenmdnctedtodnmminetowhat Ry
'extent dm&'mt types ‘of paople require orx prqfu' diftu'ont .
‘ amount.s and typea of park g&ceﬂnt there. a' oanlnentl ax)i ) s
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so—called-exbert‘opinions which have been documented with

)

respect to the relation;hip'between various. socio-economic

characteristics and the need for land in which to pursue
‘ . ; _
recreational activities.

Income is one socio-economic'characteristic which has

belen discussed in the literature with respect to parkland.
. ' . )

' As a result of customs andlcosts, economically deprived -

groups have fewer physical places ‘available in which to

-heet socially (Marcou,. O'Leary and'Associates, 1966) .

*Clearly, open space will serve a vital human purpose if it

 ‘is located within range'of'these groups and is designed as a

" of the He

pﬁysical,settihg for social interaction. Since theseé econo-

a

?

tropolis, a greater priority needs to be given to

.micallyé?gpriéed groups are generally concentrated in the core

->

the provision of open space in older, denser neighbourhoods*"

‘(Marcou, O'Leary and Associates, 1966, p. 46).

Reference has also been made in publications ‘to housing

, cohditions,ghd density with.respecé‘to parkland needs. : "In
‘the development of this recreational system,,wé cannot ignore

3£ﬁe plight of people forced to 1ive.in‘pdor hoﬁéihg in de=

pressed, pobrly sérviced urbgg,areas; It is intolenable for

- the recreation profession to ignoré_the'prédicément of a .

child who has to grbw up.in thé’tenth fiodr'offan épathent

- building* (Canadian Outdoor Recreation Research Committee,

-

. 19?6;‘P. 96). vItﬁhis been docﬁﬁeﬁféd_that«mpré néighbourﬁoqd‘

e 2

b b
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parks are needed in high density areas (Shomon, 197ll.
@ An investigation of leisure participation as influenced
by urban residence patterns and types which suggests that
apartment dwellers are most active in all urban ‘leisure
activities; for example, bowling, danc1ng,‘d1n1ng out, wh11e
home dwellers are the most active in act1v1tzes which 1nvolve
oontact with the outdoors in a fashion similar to,that which
we would encounter in a rural environment; for example, boatinq,
skiing and picnicking. 1In addition, in such leisure pursuits
as visiting national parks, hiking and fishing and solon, the
home dwellers proved to be’ outstandlngly more active than the
apartment dwellers (Hendricks, J., 1971). In addltlon, 1t-
has been found that inner-city park space tends to be heav1ly
used by the 1nner-c1ty poor (Schmertz, 1970).

The notion of age and recreation participation has also
. been 1nvestlgated The f1nd1ngs of an abaty31s of lelsure
thme profllés of fbur dlfferent age groups of adult males
-supportxz/theory that a’ man s lelsure time act1v1ty changes
as he advances 1n years (Campbell 1968). |

| Further studles of socio-economic patterns of outdoor
recreation, although_nOt directly related'to urban parkland
;demand.are worth noting.. Mueller and Gurin found that par-
t1c1pat10n in most recreatlon activities may be a phenomena

of soc1al class 1nvolv1ng other .closely related factors of

education and occupation (Mueller and Gurin, 1972).

AT ety Moy Tk o L N e -

SR T T NP
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The majority.of investigations in the area of the
distribution of urban parkland has been undertaken by dnited.
States researchers. They have analyzed the spatial distri-
butioniofvneiéhbourhood parks (Rolfe, 1965) and“playgrounds
as central places (Mitchel, 1967). As well, an optimal
location model for urhan playgrounds was'developed (Dee,‘
19705. The concept of the substltutablllty of non-publlc
space for publlc space was. employed in the models of the
last two studies mentloned. This allowed for theoraes
| belng ‘formulated which d1d not deal spec1f1cally with urban,
parks, 1ndependent of other privately owned open space.

Little resear/h has been carrled out with respect to
the notlon of "adequacy of parkland be it the adequacy of
parkland in terms of quantity (as it related to standards)
or in terms of dlstrlbutlon (as it relates to ugban
-fdrm)- o but the few. studies avallable requlre’_-
\disoussion, | | |

'\ 'I‘he findings of a 1978 Canadian study‘ ©of urban parkland
in Ontario indicated that a relatlvely hlgh percentage of
;mun1c1pal authorltles (43%) felt that the dlstrlbutlon of
‘parkland in the1r mun1c1pality was 1nadequate (McLean, 1978).
'Adequacy and 1nadequacy were, however, not deflned A study,
| of England and Wales revealed that 75 per cent of all

authorltles approached lndlcated dlssatlsfactlon with exlstlng

dlstrlbutlon, most commonly 1dent1fy1ng 1nner residental areas
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and suburban estates as def1c1ent areas (Balmer, 1974) -In
additlon to‘the research prev1ously c1ted a less recent |
study that uas carried out on the>C1ty of Toronto,-dntario,
showed that 32 per cent of - the Clty s populatlon had no
‘readlly accéssible parklahd (no parkland in their .census
traot); 81 per cent had very little local‘parkland'and only
19 per oent'were relatively’well servedi(Bureau of'Municipal
”‘Research” 1971),_: | | |

‘Robert Lineberry, 'in his 1976 study of the distribution

‘of municipal public services in San Antonio, discussed three

hypotheses which together:sugééSted that service distribution_

is' a function of the discrimination‘against the urban 'under-
class' (Lineberry, 1977) .- ‘The first hypothesis, the race

Apreference hypothesis suggested'that*disoriﬁination exists

- in the: dlstrlbut1on of urban serv1ces on rac1al bases.- The

. °‘

second hypothe51s, the class preference hypothé31s, took a

more 1nclu51ve posture than the race preference hypothesxs,

%

ﬁ,holdlng that the economlcally dlsadvantaged in general are

short—changed.' The power elite hypothes1s rs the hypotheslsh
fthatdelites rule~innthe%r own-interest; ‘In.general, a_re;;
"1ationshlp was found.to exist between the'mean ’istances'of
'lan areal unit from parkland and the soc1o-econ021o and

_ecolog;cal attr;butes of_the unit; Llneberry s flndlngs dld

however, suhpQrt—the contrary to hls 'underclass' theory and

_—

glts three hypotheses. 'In;other'words; the higher,the social,_
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status of the unit, the‘greater its distance to the nearest-’

_public park. It should be pornted out that the flndlng

e

zlndacates only that 1nd1v1duals of low soczo-economlc status
‘.re91de in close prqxlmrty»toﬁparkland;;yet, the number of -
';people-to?be'served by‘what_may“be a scant.piecelof nubllc“
.‘greendspace was_ not'consldered ' N ‘
The most- detalled study undertaken in recent decades
- 1nvest1gated the dlstrlbutlon of parks as 1t related to
‘;soc1o-econom1c status in Columbla South carolina. ThlS
research employed a w1de variety of soclo-econoﬁic variables
h and 1t détermlned statlstlcally that park den81ty was great-a
| estrat the lower end of thevsoc10-econom1c scale (Mltchell
and Lov1ngood 1976).» Add1t1onal f1nd1ngs were that the
central c1t1es are better served w1th publlc recreatlon-__
fac111t1es than areas on the perlphery, and suburbs arev“
a_largely devo1d of parkland fac111t1es._ The researchers of
the Columbla study stated that the processes of urbanlzatlon'.L
aoccurrlng in. Columbla were not unlque and that their obser-j .
yvatlons may be valld for many other metropolltan areas
) (Mitchell and Lovmgood,, 1976). - L
A research pro;ect, 31m11ar but ‘not as. thorough as’ the ~
-Columbla 1nvest1gat10n, was carrxed dut on the C1ty of
lWLndsor, Ontarlo, ‘in lQﬁl Thls study looked at the spatlalf

'dlstrlbutlon of supply and demand of publlc parks.ﬁ The ‘

.results of an analysxs suggested that there was a p031t1ve a

o ‘v ,. . . v
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correlation bEtween'areae where parkland was[the ieaSt; where
average income and median housxng values were lowest and |

| where the ratlo of apartments to single famlly dwelllngs was
the'haghest’(Dewar;'l97l) | In other words, parkland den51ty,v -
".whlch 1s the number.of hectares of parkland per every hectare

of an areal unlt, appeared to be lowest in areas of low'

80c1o—econom1c status;
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" CHAPTER I- I I

HYPOTHESES

v v

Researchers and. recreatlon and plannlng professlonals

'have long debated the concept of parkland standards. Muni-

C1pal authoritles, at the;same tlme, have been str1V1ng to

/

: meet the parkland standards established for the1r partlcular_

_ munlcxpalltles., Inev1tably, 1t seems that the area where

athese parkland standards can best be achzeved is in the

. lsuburbs where new development allows space to be set a51de '?

for parks.'

It has been documented that the poor and ethnlc

mlnorltles are becomlng concentrated in the centre of c1t1es

](Gray, 1969)._ COnfllctlng reports, however, show the degreet'

‘that urban parkland irs” acce351ble to these groups. -One.

,"study has 1nd1cated that, because the poor and ethnlc

mlnorltles resxde in the c1t1es' core, they are located 1n

”fthe portlon of the urbanlzed area where distances to and

4 between parks are short, and therefore where parks are

' relatlvely more accessxble (Mltchell and Lovingood 1976).

o

.'7of Mun1c1pa1 Research 1971).‘

,A second study 1nd1cated that parkland is not accessxble to -

-

the 1nd1vrduals whlch res1de in. the centre of a C1ty (Bureau]

-t

What 1s, then, the local parkland 91tuat10n 1n the Cltyy‘

~

‘of Wlndsor? How did the park system 1n wlndsor develop over

7

¢



parkland in the Clty equal the established standards,‘and

lThese are questlons which must be answered i _h

25

tlme? Does the quantlty of nelghbourhood and communlty

!

\

vfwhere is this parkland 1ocated with respect.to urban form?

understand the avallablllty of park fac1l1t1es to Wlndsor'-

'res1dents._
[ . -l\

N

Two hypotheses have been developed for this study.

(1) Based on the Clty of Windsor's establlshed parkland

v

'jstandards, def1c1enc1es in nelghbourhood and communlty
parkland exist in ‘the City as-a whole and these de-.
f1c1enc1es are a product of the growth in hlstory of °

-the Clty s park system.

T (2). Local park den51t¥, which is the number of hectares of

'nelghbourhood and communlty parkland per hectare of

 total area is related to the urban form of the C1ty

oL

of Windsor.




"CHAPTER IV

METHODOLOGY

The acceptance or regectlon of the hypotheses was based
upon the follow:mg process.
' DATA COLLECTION
. . S
A variety of data was collected and complled for purposes
of ascertalnlng the adequacy of- qhe quantlty of parkland
w1th1n the C1ty~of Wlndsor.. The 1ndependent study varlables
necessary to 1nvestlgate the relatlonshlp between the dlstrl—

butlon of urban parkland and urban form 1ncluded den31ty

varlables and an income varlable., All varxables were in sOme

way standardlzed allow1ng for comparable condltlons which would o

permlt an unblased‘examlnatlon of the dependent and 1ndependentf

‘varlablesg -

The den51ty varlables collected were populatlon den51ty,
"

whlch 1s the number of persons re51dzng per hectare of land

and den31ty of hou81ng unlts, whlch is the number of hou51ng )

L]

-unlts per hectare of land The 1ncome varlable employed 1n

the study was the average famlly 1ncome. ThlS'lS the-flgureA

1 .
reached when the total 1ncome of all famllles 1n a partlcularzs'

' dlStIlCt is dlvided by the. total number of fam111es in that
J

district. The denslty varlables characterlzed the urban form

A . ,
of the City whlle the 1ncome varaable characterlzed the e
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'socic—eccnowic status-of the City and it is for these reasons
Athat they were selected ' ‘\ :

The dependent study varlable that wasg.mployed in the

-statlstlcal analysls in thls study was pagk d%n51ty. Park
»

den51ty is" the number of hectares of parkland per hectare of
ot *(

total area in a. partlcular plannlng d1str1ct. Because park
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- most of the statistics were availabke in planning district
units and other. statistics could.easily be placed within

9

these limité-‘,-'_ S S o



DATA j] MANIPULATTON: )

The adequacy if'the quantlty of urban parkland'in'the |
‘ C1ty of Windsor was | determrned by. compaglng the total -amount
of. nelghbourhood and communlty parkland ‘to the Clty of
Windsor s parkland standards, as - 1nd1cated 1n the City of - :\..
lWlndsor's offlcial Plan (CltY‘Of Wlndsor, 1971)..,The
:nelghbourhood and communlty parkland def1c1ency was deter-
mlned upon oompletion of thlS procedure and 1t was expressed.

.vas a percentage of the requlred amount of parkland. In

« hd

R addltlon, a rev1ew of the. hlstorlcal development of the

N

l.parkland system in Wrndsor was carrled out to determlne 1f
.‘the exlstlng parkland quant;ty in the C1ty is a product of .
7‘thls development over the years. ?.\ ~ ' :
A Spearman rank correlatlon coeff1c1ent was employed to

. measure the relatlonshlp between the. dependent variable,

~1ne1ghbourhood and communlty parklgnd densxty and the afbre-.

".-mentloned 1ndependent varlables. R N
‘?’ o s . o . ; )
/
- ¢
g;_/,

29
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CHABTER .V

ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION

OF THE HYPOCTHZESES

HYPOTHESIS 1

Based on the City of Windsor's established parkland

‘standards, deficiencies in neighbourhood and commu-

nity parkland exist in the City as a whole and these

deficiencies are a product of’the growth in history

‘of the City's park system.

The first whlte men entared the W;ndsor area on LaSalle s .
barque, q;ifﬁon, in 1679; It was not until the War of Inde-
pendence in the eighkteenth century though, that settlement
became concentrated on the south shore-of the Detroxt River.

Orlglnally kngwn as thg wanshlp of Sandw1ch in the .
Distr;ct of Hesse, the City of wLndsor hgs certainly‘experiencéd

many stages of growth and development gince that time. In 1861,

" the Township of"Saﬂdwich was‘subdiQided'into six independent

mun1c1pa11t1es, the Clty of W1ndsor, the wan of Walkerv111e,

the Town of Sandwxch, the wanship of sandwlch West, the

) wanship of SandWLChAEast and the wanshlp of Sade1ch SOuth."-V'

- thh the hlstory of the area, ' '“

" as best as cgn be determ1ned,~no publ;c parks existed.in any

[
(Vg

of these mun1c19a11ties in that time perlgé although mention

of some- sort of recreation can be found in llterature deallng '

o

._ .

The year 1856 w1tnessed the opening of the W1ndsor£gnn:

o Hall. -(w;ndsor was-an 1ncorporat¢d tovn,Petweep 1854 and

VI

-

32
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1892, when it,became a City.) 1It wasYcomhon for social¢and
cultural activiﬁies in Windsor to be centred around the Town
Hall (Morrison, 1954).‘ The Windsor Cricket Club becShe a

bopular location for recreational activities in ‘the 1860's

(Morrison, 1954). Also iﬁ'fhe.1860's‘the Town of Sandwich's

mineral springs became quite an-attraction and many people
travelled from Detfoit, Windsor and Walkerville to.recreate
in:thehéulphur watér. Of'particular significance is that it
has been documented that at that time the resid;nts of these
cities had no park facilities (Neal, 1909). |

It appears tﬁat<in thé'early 1900's none of the Border
qities, which included ford City,YWalkefviile, Wihdsor and
Sandwiéh, with the gxceptionvof tﬁé area a;ound Windsor City
Hgll, had any'mqpicipally‘owned parklan@. Mahy of the open
Aégacé hgeds gf‘the residents were, however, met by the bgaches
of Essex County, the beauty of Belle Isle and the public park
on Bob-Lo Island which were all frequented b§ p1cn1ck1ng

&.
groups (Morrlson 1954). In‘88d1t10n< documentatlon sypports

‘ ‘L' L]
Qhagwln thls perlod the wan of Walkerv1lle was well supplied
w1th breathlng sﬁots which were in the shape of parks and
.bow11ng greens (Neal, 1909)._

In 1918, the City of Windsor grew as it annexed approxi-

PR ‘ . ‘ g \ )
-mately 100- acres from Sandwich East and approximately 124

acres'from_Sagdwich‘Westg_ It is not: believed that Windsor

N
N -

acquired any Park}ahd along with these\gnhexatidns as it is

N

i - l .A ! \\ - ,
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not documenteJ that either of these two municipalities had
any parkland at that time. ~ o ' ‘
The first public park ever developed in .the City of
Windsor was W1g1e Park, whlch was establlshed in 1910. The
second park establlshed was Lanspeary Park on Glles Boule-
vard between Lan9101s Avenue and P1erre Avenue. ‘According
to a newspaper article in the Border Cities Star “July 9,
19109, a-decision was made by-the Windsor Parks Board  to
develop 13 acres on Giles Boulevard for park purposes
-(Border Cities Star 1919). It is 1nterest1ng to hote that

both wWigle Park and Lanspeary Park Stlll exist today.

It appears obv1ous that the Public Parks Act of 1883 ‘
; and the reV1sed Publlc Parks Act of 1887 did llttle to
either discourage or encourage parkland supply in_Windsor.
The‘lrmite in the Act placeo on the maximum amount'of park-
land a mun1c1pa11ty is permltted were neuer even approached
by the City! s meager park supply. In add1tlon the exlstlng-
parkland in W1ndsor was so sllght that it 1s’not llkely tHhat
1The Publlc Parks Act 'did much to promote the 1mportance of
the presence of parks in.an urban céntre.

The f1rst off1c1al approach to rev1ew1ng the parkland
-51tuat10n in the City of Windsor: was taken in 1920 when the
Border ‘Cities Ut111t1es Comm1831on engaged Morr;s Knowles

ALxmlted of Wlndsor to’ conduct a survey and prepare a report

on the park system of greater W1ndsor. Knowles' study
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1ndlcated that just prior to 1920 Windsor had a total of 24, 7
acres of parkland and Walkerville had a total of 13. 9 acres
of parkland. In addition, "The Report to the Essex Utilities
Commission upon a Park System for tha Essex Border Utilities"

~showed the percentage df area in parks and park acreage per
1,000'populatlon‘f0r Windsor, walkerylllé andltha Border

- District in Qeneral. .At the same time, the study compared
the park situation'in Windsor to tﬁe park supbly of Tbronto,
Hahilton and Londén; only to find that Windsor did not com-

- pare at all well with_the»other'Ontario cities. The’
statistics of'tha‘Knowlbs Study are'révealed'in Table 1.

: Batweén_l920 and 1930, theré were séveral ‘additions td
tbe park system. The major acqulsltlons were wyandotte
Street Park, on wyandotte Street west of McKay, ‘Memorial Park
cdnd\Jackson park. The parkland system, thenf in: 1930 con31sted
of wigle Park Jacksén.Park Lanspeary Park, Church Street
‘Park, Wyandotte Street Park "Riverview Park Clty Hall Park
and Baby Park which was a tourlst camp. Itnls 1nterest1ng
‘to_note.that all of thesa parks exlstbtoday; Church Straet
Parkvis‘non known as Mitchéll Park. »WyandottarStreet Park
is known today as Wilson Park Rlvervaew Park as Straith Park,
and Baby Park is now off1c1ally called Bradley Park. 'L ~1»;

In addltlon to these . parks,‘a small park owned by the

Government Dodks at'Bruce.Avenue'and a small park gt Langlois

"Avenue and Pierre Avenue, existed on the waterfrdnt_(Adamé,~

-

5
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Thompson and Fry; 1930).

| Small playgrqunds,valtnough not inventoried in 1939,
were'scattered throughout the Border Cities.‘ It has been
.docﬁmented that seme'small parks existed in East Windsor
(previously known asAFord City) and éand@ich (Adams,
Thompson and Fry, 1930). 'It has also been recorded that
Wllllstead Park was glven to Walkerv1lle by the Walker |
Family priornto»1930. This park, st1ll preserved 1s now'
‘ within.the éity of Windsor4beundaries (Adams, Thompson and -
Fry, 1930). | B ‘ .

‘ Tnefpopulation.ef the City of Windsor in.1930 was

85,l00.. Wlth approx1mate1y 182 acres of parkland ‘within

the City of Wlndsor boundarles (at that tlme) -and accordlng

\,

to a parkland standard of 10 acres per 1000 persons, a de-.
f1c1ency in park quantlty of 78% or 668 acres. prevalled 1n,
_1930. Table 2 indicates the parkland quantityﬁand deficiency
‘_of 19'30 . | | | .
| | The year 11935 wltnessed“the amalgamatlon of the Border‘
'? Clths into the City. of Windsor. Table 3 reveals the total
'quantlty of parkland whlch exlsted in each of the mun1c1pal—
1t1es of East wlndsor, Walkerv111e, Windsor and Sandw1ch

k It is 1nteresténg to- nete that by far the majorlty of park- .
land and the geeatest proportlon_of“parkland as it related |
to the‘total‘landvqﬁantlty ekisted'ih'Windsor,' The total

parkland acreage of the Clty of Wlndsor, after amalgamatlon

NET PRagP
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"TABULE 1
: . . ~
- PARK SUPPLY 1920
H
. e o . Percentage .
_ - ' _ of Area " Park Acreage &
Municipality Parkland Area = in Parks , per 1, 000 pop.
Windsor | 27.7 acres . = 0.9% ‘ 0.8 acres;-
Walkerville - 13.9 acres 2.2% 2.0 acres -
Border District: 41.6 acres . 0.7% - 0.9 acres
. _ Percentage of Area . Park Acreage'
Municipality = ~ in Parks . - .per 1,000 pop.
_ Toronto L . 7.0% 4.0 &cres
Hamilton . , © o Bl.0% ' o 3.0 acres
- London . B 7.0% - 7.5 acres
" Windsor District «+ . 0.7% 0.9 ac‘.i

' SOURCE: Morris Knowles Limited, '"Report to the Eééex‘Utllltles‘
Commission Upon a Park .System for the Essex Border \

L Utxhties' 1920, : L - . ;.'-
. : ,.v‘u“_.,‘ . ' )‘,‘L ,'
'f"/\ . i
|
.
s .
3 -



1n 1935 was reported to have been 197 acres.’ Based on thls
quantlty and a total 1935 populatlon of approx1mately 101, 157,‘
a parkland def1c1ency of 813 acres or 80% prevalled

It should be'p01nted out- that available statlstlcs
suggest that the City of Windsor parkland quantity af 1930 n
‘was greater than the parkland quantlty in the City of windsor
.just*prior to amalgamation in 1935. No evidence of the sale
of any parkland in this time" perlod ‘can be found and it 1s'
.11kely that 'some parkland was 81mply not 1nventor1ed 1n 1935.
e A January 1938 newspaper artlcle in the Wlndsor Star

: stated that “the publlc is fast approachlng thaz parks con-

' R

”sc1ousn ss whlch aione can. br1ng about the al perfectlon

of a phrks system that every c1ty of the magnltude of wlndsor
shouad ri htfully expect“ (The Wlndsor Star, January, 1938)

repc rted that in 1937 the C1ty had 200 acres of

" The articl
‘parkland _In January 1938 however, the Clty of Wlndsor

- dlscontlnued 1ts operatlon of- the 40 acre Baby Park in -
-hSandw1ch West. The park had been leased to the C1ty from
“the Essex Termlnal Rallway Compoay. This' action was taken’
:because of the large malntenance costs of the Park and because :

1t was felt that ali recreatlonal act1v1t1es of the res1dents

7

of the C1ty would be taken care: of by the - -existing Jackson

B and Memor1al Parks (The Wrndsor Star, January, 1938) There

SN
'was, therefore, in. the 1ate 1930'3 some awareness as to the

-

1mportance of a park system in the Clty No concern for the ‘



TABLE 2

" PARK SUPPLY 1930

Park

Acreage
Wigle Park - o : Lo “5.50
‘Jackson Park = ' 67.00
' ‘Memorial Park S ©37.34
- Wyandotte Street Park . 9.58
Lanspeary Park ' +11.53
Church Street 4.56
City Hall Park 2.00
'~ Baby Park. . _ 40.00
- 'Riverview Park - o JEF el ' 2.50
at Government Docks ‘ o - 1.00
at- Lang101s Ave. and Pierre Avemie - - “1.00 -
TOTRL ACREAGE* 197.51 -

"1930 populatlon of Wlndeor 85 100

..2¢32 acres per 1000 populatlon

..Deflc1ency** 1n Parkland (%) (w1th1n C1ty boundarles) 1si

78 per. cent. . ~

*The total area of . parkland is only an approximate flgure.f
It is iery llkely that a- number of small parks have been

- omitted from this total

’**The deflciency 1s calculated on the ba91s of the standard

' of 10 acres oérparkland per 1000 persons.

: . ’ L - S e
'SOURCEi [CitYlof“WindSorfMaster Plan, 1930
. ‘ o , . Oy .

R
y
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TABLE 3 |
) .
»
PARK SUPPLY 1935
E.Windsor Walkerville Windsor Sandwich Total
é ' ! 4 ’ . . . : .. « o
Park Acreage = - 19 23 135" 20 - 197
Total Acreage 1677 1051 3209.. 2314 8251
NY ' o ’ . . .
Fully Developed S C =
.and Built Upon ' 395 574 1598 440 3007
'mTAL‘PARKLAND ACREAGE: o <« . 197 acres
1935 populatlon of Wlndsor 161\157
e .l .95 acres per 1000 populatlon R
. .Def1c1ency* 1n Parkland (%) is 80 per cent. ‘?
SOURCE;p.Archivee of_OntariO'-v; o x 'p"l -
'* The def1c1ency is calculated on the ba51s of the standard . L
a! lO acres of parkland per 1000 persons._“ o o T
/ . (,13
v
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TABULE 4

PARK SUPPLY 1937

- 13 parks
vzl'béthihg beach

6 pilay_br‘ounds

5 ,bre_éthihg si)ots |

© 2 memorial sites

TOTAL PARKLAND AREA: 200 acres =~

(parks and _playgrdunds{«

& ' ' o

' SOURCE: The Windsor Star

—as

N R

(3]

 Jamuary,. 1938,

|

/
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distribution of the .parks, however, appears to have been
/promlnent and an example of this 1s the cea51ng‘of the

<
.operatlons of Baby Park wh1ch served re31dents that were
not ea51ly access1ble to other park fac111t1es.d" ‘
~ An. ana1y51s of - the C1ty of Windsor! s bark system was
1ncluded in Wlndsor s Master Plan for 1945-1975 whlch was .
prlnted by ‘the Clty Plannlng Comm1551on. It appears that
‘the 1nformat10n relating to parkland in tthis Master Plan

was taken from a Recreatlon Report done by Madellne Sprague

in April- 1945 As Table 5. 1nd1cates, the total area of

parkland in the Clty was approx1mately 261.07 acres. Based

won the 1944 populatlon of Windsor of 118 548, there exlsted:

2 2 acres of parkland per 1000 persons.

The 1945 Master Plan for the Clty of Windsor used the

-hparkland standard of ten acres per 1000 persons to evtluateA

the parkland supply in the Clty. It was determlned here-

i

_'fore that the C1ty of Windsor was def1c1ent 1n parkland by -

~7 8 ~agres per 1000 persons. Wlth respect to the parkland

: standard the Master Plan stated "very few recreatlon systems

'of c1t1es in Nbrth Amerlca ndw correspond to this 1deal"

;The Plan goes on to state' "Thls is natural as the c1t1es

|

'developed before ‘a sc1ent1flc knowledge of recreatlonal needs

'ln relatlon to populatlon was general" (C1ty of Wi dsor ;,/f\\g'

' Plannlng COmm1331on, Master Plan).

Not only was the concept of the quantltf of park supply

N

»
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TABLE 5

o " PARK SUPPLY 1944

Playgrounds

Baby Playground

Broadhead Playground

Clay Playground . o

Gorwood Playground =

London Street Playground

Sandwich Street near Iouis -

Nor thwest corner Cataraqui - and Louls

Between Victoria Avenue and Dougall Avenue

Rear og 451 Park Street West. :

South side of Sandwich Street West between
'Rosedale street and Detr01t Street

'TOTAL PLAYGROUND AREA . | . 30.16 acres

PlayfieldS' o ' .
i TR Loy

In all nelghbourhood parks except Reaume \

' . Park and Assumption Park

George Averue Playfield :

- Stodgall Playfield

Wigle Playfield

. Shoreacres Playfield

‘TOTAL PLAYFIELD AREA o 95.73 acres

Neighbourhood Parks o, : : T e
‘Agsumption Park ,
- Lanspeary Park Cer
Mitchell Park o
- Prince Road-Park = _
Reaume Park '
.Rlverv1ew Park »
Rossini Park ‘ o .
Willistead Park. o ‘ ’ \ LT

TOTAL NEIGHBOURHOOD| PARK AREA . 40.69. acres
" TOTAL GREEN STRIPS hND'BREATHING SPOTS AREA ~ 3.92 acres
o | ,{
IR

43
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Large Parks

~Jackson Pafk - '

Memorial Park = S - =
TOTAL LARGE PARK AREA B ' ~© '59.34 acres
TOTAL RIVERFRONT PARK ARFA ) © 31.25 acres
TOTAL PARKLAND AREA | ' 261.07 acres

1944 population of Windsor‘lla,sde
.’y 2.2 acres per'lOOQ pephlajion."

'.‘.Def#ciency*'in Parkland‘(%)gis 771per.eeﬁtb

© SOURCE: Clty Plannlng Comm1531on, Windsor's Master Plan,

1945, - w\ . .
S il

) .,g*Deflc&ency 1s calculated on }he basis of the standard of

ten ackes of parkland per: 1000 persons.

S o . : *

©
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4as lt relates"to the standard or 10 acres of parkland per

lOOO persons- in Wlndsor flrst mentlonedzn thls Master Plan,
h but concern regardlng the dlstrlbutlon of the parkland was -
: also represented 1n thlS Master Plan. It was stated in

]

this Plan that the park system in Wlndsor showed an unbal-

" anced dlstrlbutlon of large parks and playgrounds and that

,,\\;N\'

'many parks amd playgrounds were dlsproportlonate in size to
the populatlon that they served (Clty of Wlndsor Plannlng
Comm1831on, Master Plan). - '_‘ f .
The park supply in wlndsor contlnued to grow over the |
V.years while the spreadlng concern for an adequateqpark | | ; \

System was ev1dent by the- many Studles conducted. Ecﬁ
p ,

Faludi was engaged by the Clty of wlndsor in 1947 to estab-
1

lish the Metropolltan Park System Waterfront Development

Program. This program stressed the 1mportance of secur;ng

‘TEver and lake front fand for publlc use., In addltlon, a

” study entltled ”Wlndsor Mun1c1pal Recreatlon Survey Report"'

A4

conducted in 1956. It is 1nterest1ng to note that ﬁhlss

eport suggested that all park areas were approprmately

The Department o£ Plannlng and Urban Renewal inhconz,a

.Junctlon w1th the Department of - Parks and Recreatxon prepared
- [ I -

‘a report on Wlndsor s rlverfront in 1963 ‘ Thls report helped

‘to encourage the growth of the park supply along the rlver.

‘It recommended that the clty malntaln 1ts pollcy of acqulrlng

\
NG



46 o <

1

riverfront land for park purposes by acqulnng waterfront

lands as they became ava Ailable.. -

A maJor plan for the prOVis.‘lOD of parks was completed

in 1965. A Plan for Mnn1c1pa1 Recreation A.reas for the

City of 'WJ.Ild&OI‘ was prepared by the Departm‘ent of\Planning

and Urban Renewal and the Depar tment of Parks and Recréation.

The 1nventory of park facilities which wés ﬁone for this
: study is listed in Table 6. - J' .

\
’

It is 1nterest1ng to note that in 1965, there ex1sted a

total of 433.20 acres of parkland in the C:Lty of WirMsor.
" The population of the Clty of wJ.ndsor in that year has been
estimated to be 113, 947. - Based on these flq‘ures, and as
Table 6 mdicates 1n~1965 there e:nsted 3.8'acres o'f park-
land per every 1000- persons., 'I‘heiparkland i}npply as ‘it?
relates to the populatlon has, therefore, {ncreased over
the years up to 1965, o . " i

'I‘he Mnnxelpal Recreatlon Areas Plan drél conclus:.ons
wlth respect to the park’.tand s1tuatlon in Wxndsor and its
_relat:.onship to the: parkland standard of 10{ acres per 1000 ‘
persons. It Stated athat "thJ.s optzmum standard (10 acres
'per 1000 populatxon) is 1ncapable of be1ng sat:.sf:.ed with -
‘ respect to the éity of Windsor as a result Of. its urbanlzed |
Acharacter and the. substantial costs involved in- acquxrlng
:.nproved propermes" (CJ,ty of. w:.ndsor Departmeht of V@
Planning and yrban Renewal 1965) . 'I‘he pr_obl"em ‘of acquiring

P o

“ '



TABTLE

~Ne;ghbourhood Park Areas

Dawson Road Playground
George Avenue Park
Labadie Road Park

- Westcott Road Park -
Long Park . _ )
Factoria Park

Norman Road Park

Kinsmen Playground

Begley Park

"Willisteéad Park

Stodgall Park

Gignac Park

‘Clay Park

Parent Avemue Pl-yground
Garwood Playground '
Wigle Park

" Broadhead Park

Dougall Averue Playground
Mitchell Park

Atkinson Park . N

. Straith Park - T
Brxdgevxew Park ‘
Curry Averue Playground
Bradley Park .

Patterson Park

Malden Road Park

* Crowley Park

" TOTAL NEIGHBOURHOOD "PARK AREA

Commnnity éark‘Areaé

A.K.O. Comminity Park
Lanspeary Park

" Memorial --Optimist Park -
Jackson Park ‘
uﬁllaon-Park

. Prince Road Park <.
TOTAL COMMENITY PARK AREA

47

6

PARK SUPPLY 1964

Acreage

.50

- 6.03
3.46

- 4.20
6.70
2.20
2.20
.75
.47
15.50
5.98
6.07
.70
.94
.84

" 5.50
.59
.50
4.56
"6.20
2.52
-3.00

1.10
R. 1.70

- 2.11
8.20
. 3.70
96 22

16,30
11.53
. 42.82
60.00
" 9.58
44.60
184.83
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Special Park Areas

Assumption [Park
Centennial [Park
Dieppe Gardens
Alexander PRark
Reaume Par
McKee Park
Ojibway Park
TOTAL SPECIAL PARK AREAS

. TOTAL PARKLAND AREA

1965 population of Windsor 113,947
3.8 acres'per IOOO'popuiation

Deficiency* in Parkland (%) is 62%.

25.00
6.00
6.60
8.00
4.35
2.20

100.00

152.15 -

433.20

SOURCE: City of W1ndsor, Department of Plannlng and Urban

" Renewal, 1965

*Def1c1ency is calculated on the basis of" the standard of

10 acres of parkland per 1000 persons.

u

~e



-

‘o

~parkland def1c1ency of 16 per cent of its requlred park Lo

' Clty of Windsor since 1930 The increase in the number and

49 ' - LI

additional land for park purposes in areas which have.already

been well developed, such as the core area of the City, has )

been recognized.- ,
Between‘the park studies of 1965 and 197l; the park

supply in Windsor increased substantially. The populatlon

also grew qulckly, however, resultlng in less exlstlng park-

-

land per person than had prevailed in 1965. Table 7 shows

that the parkland deficit in the City of Windsor in 1971 was

66 per cent based on the parkland standard of 10 acres per
: J

| 1000 population. A total of 3 39 acres of parkland exlsted

for every 1000 persons in the City.
In 1979, the total acreage of parkland in the City of
Wlndsor was 1664 66 acres. This was more than double the

park space of 1971. Atlthe same time, the population of’ the .

C1ty of Wlndsor actually decreased to 198,182. Although the

»

. parkland situation 1mproved substantlally, a deficit s:Ltua-_f
- & -

tion st111 prevalled in Wlndsor. Based on the parkland

standard of 10 acres per 1000 populatlon Windsor shoulﬁ have

- had 1981.82 acres of parkland The City, therefore, had a -

space. As Table 8 reveals, 8. 41 acres of parkland were
suﬂblled for every 1000 persons in the City of Windsor in

1971.

Map 2 1nd1cates the growth of the. park system in the

-¥ . -



“"  TABLE 7
PARK SUPPLY 1971

LR

. Park

A. K. O. Park Sl
Adstoll Park : »

Alexander Park . L . ' : ' i

Assumption - Centennial Parks
Atkinson Park

Beals Stre#t Park

Begley Park

Belanger Park

Bradley Park

Bridgeview Park = .
Bridgeview Sublelslon
Broadhead Park

- Broadway Park

Central Park

Chopin Park

City Hall Square

Clay Park L . o

C. N. R. Park . . 1
Crowley Park '

Curry Park

Curry Avenue Playground

‘Dawson Road Playground o
Devonshire Court - .
Dieppe Gardens : o : '*Cf
East End Park ' c '
.E@ward Tranby Park CoT

Esdras Park .

Factoria Street Playground ’

Ford Park

Fountainebleu .~

Garwood Playground

-Beorge Avenue Park

Gignac Park .

. Glengarry Court. Playground

Homesite Park .
Horticulture Park
'Huron Line Qreenbelt
Jackson Park

Kennedy Place =

" Kinsmen Playground (powntown)

~Kinsmen Playground (Nbrman Road)

Kiwanis Park - ~. ST -

S

Acreage-"

l6.30
4.00
10.16
25.87 .
6.20
12.00 \
0.50
8.20
1.70
3.00
3.70
04,59
3.00
17.26
4,25
- .2.00
1 0.70
2.75
6420
5.29
1.10
0.50
- 1.50.
6.60 -
7.40
14.00
1.00
. 2,20
0.15
2.30
0.84
6.03

6.07

3.55
0.75.
0.25
5.00 ¢
64.00.
0.25
0,75
2.20
" 7.50
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'MicMac Park
~ Mitchell Park

Labodie Road Park

. Lanspeary Park o . o T
.Long Park ‘ ' o

McDonald Park
McDougall Green Area

. McKee Park

Optimist - Memorlal Park

Notre Dame Park .

. Ojibway Park -

Parent Avenue Park g
West Landfill
Partington Park
Paterson Park

- Provincial Park

Pykes Park
Reaume. Park
Remlngton Booster Park

‘Riverdale Park o,

Roseland Park :
Russell Street Park -
St. John Vianney =
St. Rose Beach -
St. Rose Park -
Stop 26 Beach
Straith Park

' Stodgall Park

Superior Park

Thompson Park

ce o,y

Titcombe Park R

'Armstrong Park
. University Avernue Playground

Veterans Memorial Park
Vimy Park
Walker Homesite

'~ Westcott. Road Park

Wigle Park
Willistead

"Wilson Park

Windsor . Stadium

“TOTAL PARKLAND AREA

4

1971 populatlon of Wlndsor 200 000

C e ¢3 39 aeres per 1000 pepulatlon

. -Def1c1ency* 1n Parkland (%) is 66%. s

3.46
11.53
6.70
9.32
0.17
2,50
56.19

44,60

4,56
3.70
100.00
1.00
. 5.00
4.00
2.11

2,00 .

5,00
4.97
11.00
© 3.00
4.00
2.50
. 8.50
. 0.64
10.75
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- SOURCEF’ City df Windsor, Department of Plannlng .and Urban
' Renewal, 1971. : . .

*Defiqiéncy is'calculated ‘on the ba51s of the standard of
‘10 a?res of parkkép% per 1000 persons.

(
<
I
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7

area of parkland is obvlous'in the outer portions'ofhthe'éity;

‘In addltlon, more parks have been provlded in the core areas

of the Clty, but this has occurred at a much‘slower rate.
Tables 2 5 6, 7 and 8 each lndlcate the parks wh1ch

exlsted in varlous years 1n the C1ty of Wlndsor. These

R Tables show the phenomenal ga;n 'in the number of parks hhlch

the Clty has experlenced In 1935 ‘the C1ty of Windsor had

11 parks. In 1979 111 parks prevalled in the C1ty of. Wlndsor.
Table 9 and Graph 1 help to summarlze the evolutlon of

‘ )
parkland supply 1n the study area. It is 1nd1cated rn the .

Table that the percentage of parkland def1c1ency has decreased
substantlally 31nce 1920 The def1c1ency should contlnue to.'
.

decrease. At the same tlme, the supp&y of p?rkland per 1000
persons has 1ncreased. Although thls 1ncrease is. revealed

'in Table 9, 1t 1s best lllustrated on Graph 1 On thls Graph
we can see that the trend in parkland supply throughout the
past 51xty years has been more parkland per person., It can

be expected that this trend w1ll contlnue as the concern forft

L

park space contlnues to grow and as government leglslatlon ,;’
allows parkland achISltlon on the part ‘of the munlclpallty
to be more feaslble. o | o

:i, It is 1mportant to mentlon that from thls p01nt on, all L
measures 1n thls Study have been expressed accordlng “to the

metrlc system. Thus, the trans&ormatlons in Appendlx 'A'

may prove to be helpful 1n understandxng the quant;tﬁes
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‘\TABLE 8

‘. | 55 ..- . »

: /
PARK SUPPLY 1979
\ -
Park = Acreage Hectares - N/Hood. Comm. Regional
. A\
Dieppe Gardens =~ - . 2.81 2.81
- C. N. R. Park : 1.11 o 1.11
Pelissier Parkette 04 . L04, )
Chatham St. Parkette . = - .04 w04 '
Broadhead Park ' T, .24 .24
- Glengarry Park B - 1.44 l.44
City Hall Square . .81 .81
Provincial Park .81 . .81
Hall Farm Park : - . 4,52 4.52 '
Walker Homesite : 4.34 .81 3,53
- Devonwood Park - = 44,53 : ' 44,53
Lakeview _ : 4,05 4.05
- Sand Point. - - - 1.21 1.21
Stop 26 Beagh . .46 .46
East End Park o 3.00 3.00
Riverside Kiwanis -~ - l.21 : 1.21
- East End Landfill = 3.85. -~ ’3.85
- Alexander Park - - . o 4.11 " 4.11
Goose Bay Park - : -2.86 2.86 -
‘Reaume Park - 2.01 2.01
Coventry Park . 3 S 1.32 . 1.32
Chopin Park ' o 1.72 0 1,72 ' :
Dawson Park . e ; .20 .20
‘Factoria Park o . .89 . - .89
' George Park T 2,44 0 2,44
 Labadie Park - - 1,40 - 1.40
Long Park [ T P & 2.71
Norman Park - . N o ' 1.36 - 1.36
" . Pykes Park . C 2.02 . 2,02
Westcott Park o ) ' .70 . .1.70 ~
A. K. 0. pPark , - 6.60 *  4.05 2.55 .
Drouillard Tot lot - , <15 .15
Ti tcomb - Park - . - - 4.45 7 4.45
Qjibway Park S 40.49 - o - 40.49
irie Prov1nc1al . 90.43 . o 90.43
- Nature Reserve ' 1 ‘ R L
Broadway Park . 2.63 2,63 -
. Remington Booster Park o 5.98"- 1,21 4.77
- Udine Park . . . 2,02 ° 8l 1.21
. - Roseland Park - : - l.62  1.62 -
' Veteran's Memorial Park = . 2.02 2,02




'\)

\
Roseland Golf Course
McKee Park
Mill Street Park
Butler's Marina
Bradley Park.

. Belanger Park
‘Crowley Park
Matchette Road Park
. - Patterson Park -
7 MicMac Park
' West End Landfill
"Huron Line Greenbelt
Bush Park .

Roseville Garden
Stillmeadow . “
Forest Glade Park
Meadowbrook
Seneca Park
Superior Park
Mitchell Park
Wigle Park
Jackson Park

'Windsor Stadium

Adstoll Park .
Arnstrong Park

‘Shawnee Park

Thurston Park
McDonald Park ‘
Parent Avenue Park
Vimy Park _
M#morial Park -

" Stodgall Park

Optimist Park
Curry Park
Mark Averue Park

‘Partington Part

Central Park
Oakwood ' Park - :
Assumption Centennlal

‘Atkinson Park .
.A:Brldgev1ew Park _
" Bridgeview Parkettes

Curry Avenue Park

".Straith Park
Wilson pPark -

Begley School Park

.Clay Park
. Devonshire Court

. «69
3.32
2.51
.40
.85

51,02
67.61

2.02

1 2.23
3.52

2.61

6.28
1.56

2.44

- .7.19°

1.85
2.23
25,91
1.62

1.62 -

4.05
3.00
- +93

5.03

.40
.20

20.24

" 061
1.62

7.60
6.87 "
'10.47

2,51
1.21

1.50.

.45
1.01
3.88

1.51 -

.28

-61

.69

3.32
2.51
«40

P

- <85
2.02

2.23

3,52

2.61

'81
1.56
2.44
2.51
1.85
2.23

.81
.10 .

.81
3.00
.93
- .81

.40

.20
1.21
.20

2.14
- «61
1.62

.81

- 4.85

- 2.51
1.21
1.50

«45

1.01
.81
1.51.

1028

o6l

24.30
4.05

. 3.07

N

50.61

1.01
.52
- 1.86

2,02

17.81.

1.62

1052l

19.03

110.47

24.70
63.56




Garwood Park
Gignac Park
Kinsmen Park
University. Park

- Lanspesry Park .
Willistead Park

Kennedy Place -

Bridge§;Ba _
St.r - ROS'B‘ -

. Klwanl

' Nb'Name'" P
Edward X
Esdras Padk-

‘«Homedale Park. M.

Homeslte Park

‘Horticulture Park’

Little River Acre
Riverdale
St. John Vianney
Thompson Park

" st. Rose Park "
Peche Island

TOTAL

57

.34
2,45
" .30
.40
4.67
6.28
.10
.40
.26
1.32
“ 3.79
.06

PP 9. 6.8
!f RS 8 .40

. 9.29
. ' 4—"'30
.10

2 .03..

1.21
3.44
2.97
4.35
45 .26

l1664.66 , 673.95-

1979 population cf Windsor 198;182

i 8.41 acres per

DeficiencY*'in'parkland'T%):is 16 per cent. -

SOURCE: City of Wlndsor Plannlng Department, Park Study, 1979

lbOO.population

34
1.21
.30

.40

.81
.81
© .10

. 6.18
.40
.81
.30
.10
2.03
1,21
3.44

2,97

1.24
3.86
5.47

4

) .40

/ .26

| 1.32

2.68 - 1.11
8.38

4,35 |
45.26

123.51 106.43  444.01

4

*The def1c1ency is calculated on the ba81s of the standard of
10- acres per 1000 ‘persons,

L TN
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TABLE 9

PARK SUPPLY 1920 -~ 1979

, . ® .
: Parkland Area ‘Parkland/ Parkland
'Year ngulétlon ‘(ac.) 1000 Perxrsons Deficiency
1920 46,000 41.6 0.9 ac./1000 90%
1930 85,100 182 2.14 ac./1000 78%
1935 101,157 197 1.95 ac./1000 . 80%
1944 118,548 261 2.2 ac./1000 70%
1965 113, 947 433 3.8 ac./1000  62%
1971 200, 000 678 3.39 ac./1000 66%
1979 198,182 1665 8.41 ac./1000 16%
.SOURCE: Author '
.-“
- o L
s V-4 T
. . Y
| = [PV
"..’ « T :
L .[’ / N .
. e S

x

)

[ESUSE  Y




. o , - ™ GeRAPH 1 .
PARK SUPPLY 1920 - 1979
Acreés P o T |
10 , S
3 %

Parkland = 6
per 1000 . K
Persons ) .

) _ e . ..
. : t et . L B R
T : N .

1970 1930 1935 1944 ) 1965 1971 . 1979

o rRd



- 90. 54 hectares make up the Citz\} locad parkland defic1t.

"The park system in the City of Windsor has’x

60 . .. \ ‘

. 8 N
o .

discussed. o : . ‘ | e
As mentloned prev1ously and as indicated in Table 8,
the City of Wlndsor, in 1979 had 1664. 66 acres of parkland

In metric, the City had’673.95 hectares. Aecording to the

-standard of 4.05 hectares per 1000 persons (10 acres per \

1000), Windsor is deficient'in parkland quantity by 16
per cent. .

‘This research is particularly concerned with the

provisionrof'local parkland, that being neighbourhood and

-/
community parkland ‘Overall parkland quantities have been

dlscussed up until th1$ point because a break down of- local

. parkland for past years was not avaxlable. The total neigh-

£

' bqurhood parkland quantlty in the C1ty of Windsor, im 1979,

was 123 51 heqtares and the total communlty parkland quantity

'in the Clty was 106 43 hectares. The. standa’% whlch the Clty

of Wlndsor has adopted for neighbourhood and coqmunlty park

space is 2. 05 hébtares per 1000 persons, _Table 10 reQeals_
,’ K
that based on thls standard the local parqupd quantlty 1n

the C1ty of Wlndsor is def1c1ent by 28 per cent. A total of
¢

»

t

The’ prevzously dlscussed information: hdb revealed that

-

- - the parkland supply in the-C1ty of w;ndso -hﬁs trad1txonally

been defxcxent accordlng to accepted parkﬁ.

years, howé%er, the parkland defxcrenc1es bave been great and.

. R . x
v . o f’
. 41.‘ : . H “
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are now difficﬁlt;ﬁp overcome. As a result of the past

- :
deffciencieg.pf parkland,, and despite recent gainsAin“the
quantity of park space, the quartity of neighbourhood apd
« ~ X N .‘

community .parkland in the City of Wimdeor is Mess than Ythat

’e ) ~‘
&
which is required accomging to:'accepted standards. Hypo-.
. . . . ~ -
‘thesis 1 is therefore accepted.
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"TABLE 10

NEIGHBOUKHOOD AND COMMUNITY
PARKLAND ANALYSIS*

8

. - Parkland Parkland -
Planning = Population p..ired - Provided ,. Al T
District (1978) (hectares)(heétares)(heCtares)‘per;cent)

Central 9,581 - 15.52 1.76 13.76 88.66 Rk
Devon - 3,787 6.12 8.86 nil ' onil. Wy
E. Riverside 1,087 1.76 4.21  nil¥ | nil TS
- E. Windsor ., 24,525 39.74 +21.19 - 18.55 .46 .68 ~—jﬁ\
Malden 1,150 = 1.86  4.45  nil nil Y 7
Ojibyay = - 425 .74 2.63 nil nil ‘
Remington 3,612 ° 5.86 8.00- ‘nil » nil + . . {7
Roseland - 6,920 11.22 . . 3.64- 7.58 . [\67.56 |
sandwich  -g§ 15,189 24.60 - 38.15 ‘nil  Ppil
_ Sandwich E. ® 15,237  24.68 16.74 7.94 32,17
— S. Cameron 4,567 ~ 7.40  7.19 .3 2.8 .9
S. C&ntral 10,435 - 16.90 16.86 © .04 e .24
S. Pillette 11,893  19.26 11.85 7.41 . 38.47
' S.Walkerville 7,502 e 12.16 6.75 5.41 . 44.49
S. Windsor  , 16,073 26.04 . 18.84 _ 7.2 27.65"
University 17,588 28.50 10.56 17.94 62.95
Walker Farm = 71 &2 ,‘f . .12 100.00
' Walkerville . 23,409 3782 M 06 - 20,96 - 55,27
W. Riverside 25,131 - 40.72  32.87 “_..',]“.,‘4‘35 ~ 19.28
o . . . LI . . '
city of - 198,182 321,06, = 230.%&, .  90.54y 28.20

Windsor
*Aﬁélysis based on the City of Windsor. standard of 4 acres of
- neighbourhood and community parkland per 1000 persons as
"stated in the Clty -8 off101al Plan.

4_acres.pgr.l,000 is the same as 1:62 hectares per 1,000.

Cae N

" SQURCE: ' Author




Hypothesis 2. Jt was w:.th this information- that"‘?
' )‘

.'dent variable park den51ty was derxved The densit

' of these variables werelgreater than 0.70. THese correla-

tions were not only strong, but were very consistent. as the

63

HYPOTHESIS 2

3

Local park density, wh1ch is the number of hectares
~ of neighbourhood and conmum.ty parkland per hectare
of total .area is related to the urban form of the

City of Wlndsor. :

’I‘he qua_ntity~of ‘neighbourhood and community parkland in

. the City of Windsor in 1979 is indicated in Table 8 and

Table 10. " This .q'uantity, 'which compriees 'all of tﬁe"ioea’l"‘; N

parkland 1n the Sity, was used for purposes of teati,ng o

I!

parkland 1n the .-City's Planning Dlstrlcts {s 1nd1(_ﬁte

Table 11 .

As mentioned in Chapter !V the 1ndep$glent variables . . .

1nvolved in testlng ‘this hypothes:.s 1nclude%populatlon

' dens;ty, density of housing units and average. fam1ly 1ncome.

The populatldn density and density of housing units are
indicated in Table fz, while Table 13 shows average family _’
income; v | _' B S A , SRR
A Spearman rank correlation coefrie'ient analysi%s o " ‘
revealed that the populat;ion density1 and _the d_ensivty o:; ]
1‘}ous_ing anits ﬁere signi‘f:’lcantly‘ reill.av’_ted tp the depe_ndent
ne Qo .F

variables, parkland density. In addition, the correlations
. ‘ . - ,
. _ . j

-

Lo R - ) ‘,
relatic_mshlipe reported were significant at the .0l level. . ’*‘c‘ﬁ

L4

: 1]

.
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TABLE 11

\ . “ﬁ@‘v"w

Plannlng DlStrlCt

4

.PARKLAND DENSITY

"Neighbourhood

and Community
Parkland Density

Central :
Devon S
East Riverside =
.East Windsorl

' -Malden

.. M ojibway

o ' . Remington

- Roseland

‘Sandwich’ '

sandwich East,

' 4Sou£h Caméfon

s T Soﬁfh Central

| ,_South Plllette

; ! .. South Walkerv1lle

t" -(“ Southrﬂ1ndsor T

L I
‘ﬂ’,’

Walkervzllé‘ . 'V:'; :

a

J¥ : Unlvk?‘%ﬁyf"- - L
.0 \' . . . A ] . S
-v',‘.,'f ' Walker ?’E -.'; . g __ ‘.. s

-.008
©.012
.006
.025
.005
.004
0I5 -
.004
. ..052
'7.0;6
.013
.056
. ..018
.020
.022
.021
| o .
.032
.040

. R V-W
SR est RtVerQégiF( .
e ﬁ'nf ‘i,“;‘ ‘

" SOURCE: = Author =

‘CITY OF WINDSOR - oy

.019"

»f
R S - .
2 '-‘f‘:o" KR
. . " B )
- -
LT g - TR T AR R Ty ——p—




TABLE 12 o By

o . . Y [

DENSIT¥ OF POPULATION AND HOUSING UNITS

D o ‘ | Pbpulation ’ . Density'bf'
‘Planning'District' - Density/ha. ' Housing Units
o ‘ 1978 | | '
Central . - . 45.49 . 21.94
Devon o . - 5.45 - . 1.68 .
East Riverside - 1.57 - .35
East Windsor -~ i - 29.46  10.38
Malden 1.39 o : .40
0jibway - - - 72 . a9
Remington o 6.62 - 2.13
Roseland - | | | 7.7 L 1.97
Sandwich | - | . 659
Sandw/ich East n < X '3.24
South Cameron - %.36
South Central . "w;i§337'*
South Pillette ~ 1B.24 -4 870

,;Southjﬁalkervilfe 220260 0 7:76
'South'wiquor .'-, 19.02 . - 5.26
University '“3  o 36.33 s ' ‘ : 12.15
Walker Farm - . - .22 .09
Walkerville . 44.29 . 16.66
:We§tVR§verside i- - o 3@.73 o ' 9.87
CITY OF WINDSOR . 16.43 | 5.46
v ;f;_ ; ?f C o |
SOURCE: . 1978 City'*of Windsor Assessment Data Statistics
,.‘ cayada'}??ﬁ,l)a‘ o .
\ Y .'
65 -
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L
TABLE 13 | e
AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME
ot e T _Average
-Plipnlng District Earnings
Central $14,364 - s
Devon S 20,151 co
' - East Riverside » A 21,624 RE
#  Fast Windsor . 6 i 17,281
Malden . : , ‘ 17,171 ‘
_— - ' s _' % ' .
) ,193 ibway. ' : v i 16,951
. "21--L A s ".!’:‘0’-#‘& o . FEBEE
- ‘Remington : P A 14,779
. ‘-,ﬁﬁyf . | _ :
Roseland Co 6{ - 22,658
sandwich S N 17,005 ' |
 -Sandwich BEast . 19,363 )
'# - south Cameron S 21,770
South Central - - 17,042
South Pillette . ' 18,705
South Walkerville . | o 21,094
.south Windsor ] RSP 24,472
. University - 15,403
Walker Farm - - o o 18,807 -/
‘ : | . _ o s o .
Walkerville T S 1
West Riverside ° I 23,389 . .
. CITY OF WINDSCR o 185733
. SOURCE: 1971“Census of Canada - average earnings o
' of total family = - 7 =
Average annual increase in Consumer. Prlce Index of . .
:11.27% between 1971 - 74, L ; - S  :f‘}
.FORMULA: 1971 Earnlngs ‘Plus Cumulat1Ve Increase o
- to 1976. o , R o
‘ . ‘ o . i .v - '. g .o
86 ST T
° B . N - . "L
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hY
Table 14 indicates the relationship that was revealed between
the i dependent and dppendent variables.

It was assnmed‘that local park density would correlate

‘w1th the urban form of the. plannlng dlStIlCtS. This assump-

-~

tlon was proveh sound The data revealed that local park

'den31ty was hlghest in those planning districts whlch had

- e

the hlghest densxty of hou51ng units and e hlghest pOpu- N

‘
)

1at10n densxties. There was, however no\relatlonshlp

’

' between average famlly income and parkland den51ty. This

flndlng suggests that there 1s no relatlonshlp between

parkland den51ty and socio-economic status.

Map 4hillustrates the local park density in‘the various"

planning-districts‘in the City of Windsor. The 1ndependent
. AL
varlables whlch correlated sxgnlflcantly wit ocal park '

den51ty, that belng the varlables of population density~and | E \

densxty of hou81ng unlts, are shown for each planning dlStrlCt

on Maps Sﬂahd 6. The vrsual correlatlon between the dlstrl-

/

-butlon of local park densxty and population den51ty and den51ty

k|

of hou31ng units 1llustrated in these maps conflrmed the pre-

-V1ously d1scussed statlstlcal flndlngs. The hypothe31s that’

local park dens1ty,»wh1ch 1s the number of hectares of nelgh-

bourhood and - communlty parkland per ‘hectare of total area, is

related to. Ehe ulban form of the City of Windsor was, therefore

accepted. No relatlonshlp was, however, revealed between _ ' i!k

~average 1ncome and parkland densxty and th1s suggests that no

-

v
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TABLE 14

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN URBAN FORM AND PARK DENSITY

Independent Variables »° T
Deﬁsityiof Housing Units 0.76
Population Density 0.75

. %
Average Family Income -0.08

NOTE: The Density of Housing Units and the'EppulatiOn
Density Variables were significant-at the .0l
level. ' :

o

SOURCE: Author

s
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relationship exists b&tween the socio-economic status and
¥

parkland density. -



CHAPTER VI

_ CONCLUS ION

The intent of this research was to investigate th‘Q

< _
adequacy of both the quantity and distribution of parkland

in the City of Windsor.¢¥ In order to do this, th!}.S'rstudy,

c

reviewed the historical development of the park system in
' the City of Windsor identified deficiencies in neighbour-

hood ard ~conununity parkland based on the, City'sgloc,al
A . . . .

parkland standard, and, analyzed the relationship between

. the dlstrlbutlon of local parkland and the urban form of

»
-

- . va
-t e

the City of wlndsohi' _ L ' S ‘a

- LY
ce

'I‘he review of the development of the park qystem in

_Vﬁndsor through Hlstory revealed that the suppiv pf parkland 4

~

-',vwas *vgry limited in the early 1900's. *Jugt as ghe leglsla-
tz.or? providing for the acqu:.slt:.on og' land for parks »
lmproved over the years, . the qpaptlw park{‘and in the
C:.ty grew slowly, and, in generaﬂ: the number of acres of
parkland per: 1000 persons did expand Irr addltzgﬁ” the
def1c1ency in overall parkland quantlty, accord:mg to the

4C1ty of Windsor's parkland ,standard decr\eased over the

9

year's'.' deficiency' i overall parkland quantlty does,
however, st;Lll exlst 1n the City- of Wlndsor.
The ma.]orz.ty'of the parks acquired since 1930 were.

located in the areas in ‘the periphery_of the City. j'rhef

73 . '
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su'pp"l-y' &f parks ..in the«core of windsor became increasingly

more dlfflcult as the central City yas largely built ug'“-ﬂ < .
Jhis would help to explain why, in g‘éneral the prov151o‘n&; + .

v

«of all parkland as 1t relatee to pOpulatlon is more adequate
in the planning dlstrlcts furthest from thi Ric to\(n area. .b
Basedﬁ nn the CJ.ty of wJ.ndsor s standards for local

. parkland, it was determlned -that. the City of windsor is

s 1nadequate in parkland w;uch serves. a ne:Lghbourhood and

. conmuruty. function. ‘ Once agaln the planung dlstrlc‘ts, | .
) Wthh accordlng to parkland standar:is had the. elqwest de- ‘ ‘ .
f1c‘1enc1es 1n local parkland a,ge, ,1n géneral t’hose in "the . ‘
pe%phery a‘reas of the City. ’ ' 1; v " o, '4_"-:* ;“,-
3 .a . : RESERETEE . VR ;
o *a 'I‘I'Ie flndlngs of th;s r&searchvwere s:l.mllar tt> those . ‘»
0 u :
v*uch were expec,ted regard to tzhe relatlonsth between R

‘4 K - ’ s
~ urban form and local park den51ty. It was hypothesxz’ed that

¥
local park dens:Lty is relatpd to the urbaa foém of the City
' ~of W1ndsor.' In essvence,- the- d1scover1es of this research

1 ! S
suggest that thete is more parkland per area of la.nd in . <.

B

dlstrlcts wluch are character:.stic of a high populitlon

densuty and a h1gh dens:Lty of hous:.ng unxts., No relatlonshlp |

‘ ‘was found between the plannlng dlstrJ.cts whlu'e a-high
9verage 1ncome and the plannlng dlstr;cts Whlch have hxgher _i
parklandxn51t1es.‘ 'I'he sp'atlal generallzatlons that park‘

¢ 2 {

dens:.t? is greatest in th?plann:mg dlstrlcts whlch have

\_/
the hlghest populatzén densltles and the highest densltles
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8 715 o '
. o

»

of owner occuple&qhbu51ng units was, therefore, formulated.

“w Thls regearch did not take into cons;deratlon“a number._

.

— : P
' . of factozwax «were‘fﬂ‘mdlrectly related to the hypothesis

.a ar;d yhich 1d have altered -the findings of the ’author.
0‘ p s
' "’e‘ne such factor is the concept of the qualifty ‘of the local .-

pa:{l% It is q'ulte poss:.ble;that the 1ocal parkland

which 1s located closest(’ﬁp the areas of low soc:.o-econot‘nlc

c&tha f@al‘ park den31ty
B i”& . (R .
;.5 relatgd to the u;:ban form of the City’ “}?% «v’y llttle

5tevtus is. o‘gpoor' quallty. 'I‘he

w-w
Cif thls ne:.ghbourhood ahd’ comn‘lggty parklan& 1s tiny, poorly:

malntalned and overcrowded ‘it- 1s ‘a recoxﬁ;\eﬁdaf'lgn of the

-

author that further resear@h ?e cgnduqted toﬂ&termlne the ,

v

of wlndsor an.d the~ urba
‘ \ﬁ B \ o ;W
' Apart. from the fa:t that 1t was dete.rmxned at because
R Py

& vlocal park deri81ty 1s related to the urban rm ‘of the City

-z of W1ndsor, ne:.éhbourhood and communlty parks are/iikely to‘

be closer to the res:.dents of the dlstrlcts with hlgh popula-

[~

tq.on and housing un:.t densxtles, tma not1on of access:.b111ty

\

| of loca;l. parklam%was not dealt’ w:.th 'me aéallab:.llty of

parks to the. populat:lﬁn 1t serves is a key elqnent to any

park system. In order to furﬁtber explaln ) ,elatxonshlp

: between the locat1on of the nez.g'hbourhood and conmunity parks

Qto the resldents, i Ls gg'gest'.ed\0Z ﬂlat the entlre concept of
: N » a E \
the access:./biﬂiw of these parks be inVest:Lgated. ' ‘

R -




;f \‘.é«é' \ ’ | . . 1'6 . -‘ - N 1’
R DR B R
o | The access;lzlllty of a park,.ﬁo doubtaffects the use of

’ that park and thls leads the author to recommend another worth-

while area of s‘t 'I‘he use, wnon-use not:.on oﬁ ks has
E 3§

recently bee‘n dlsdussed in the llterature. Few appralsals of

t

the use. of parks hﬂe‘ gzowever taken place over the years..

The. use of pS;rT% may, be assﬂd(ted with the’ dlstrlbutlon, .

4

quallty and acceSSlblln,ty o
Y »
- studled furthq#.

! .
'Rarklaxﬁ whlch was dealt‘*w:.tlﬁln thls researchn he open :
% 5s K @
sp;ce whlch surrounds thé vSChOOlS ‘the, Clty also- vtery mucll

'H’

: X Ao
“« .8 ives a Iocil ‘ga’rk functlon. T'hls open space cannot however

‘ ' Fis. .
Flnglly, thef nelghbourhood and coﬁmmty park'rand was the
oA

“

. >
” be cob51de{red of a permaneﬁt nature and was, j’for this re*n, S

Y

vnot 1ncluded in the statlstxca‘ aiﬁlysus. It 1s,-a;»,recomnenda-. ’

. e autho;_ that‘ the exis ng school property in the

Clt.y of‘ ;.ndsor, —the effects of this space on the park system

and, the nnpl:.eatlons of die loss of this spae be 1nvest1-
gated so that further gnderstandmg of the park system and

the resldents it serves can be gamed ' o 1

s - ] - . .
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APPENDIX 'B:'

DEFINITION OF TERMS ¥

Parkland - Any area permanently dedicated to the

-
6

rec,ree'tlon use and genemlly characterlzed by its natural

P A

v

hlswc or landscape feature5° 11: is used for both passive -

Y

and actlve forms of recreat‘bon and may be des:.gnated to serv‘ &

the reSLdents of a mun1c1pa11ty.

. :x ' -. . {
- Qpen Space - A general term used to design'ate land used '

ﬁy both public and prlvate ﬁenc:.es Where bulldlngs cover a

'.a' “ >

‘*Mery small port:.onﬁ th“rea,.
*v. 5 ,, ,.h . . ‘ 9
e T Park “Standards - A measur%df tlae quant1ty Qf park a

.. ‘ \)‘ '

i establlshed or .to be establlshed in a mum.c1pa11ty.

4

Official Plan - An off1c1al docmne‘htf»,prepared under the X
w . N N N
‘. authorlty of The Ontarlo- Pla:jnng Act to guide the develop..

slnent of an area along Ehe most desn'ablo 11nes. It is a '

L

' statemerrﬁ by the mun:Lc;Lpal coury::.l regardlng the . nature and
.fggm of develOpment th;t are: des:u:ed, and :ncludes, among ;
other th:l.ngs, a program 1nd1cat1ng\the approk:.mate amount ,._-/"'"
and gener;al locat.ﬁsn of land that will be requzred over the ; \

Li -yw éqx park,purpoggs. - c oqram must be related to .

. fmancial capablln.ties of the munxéipal:.ty and the ant1c1pated .

v

X
, growth dxstrlbutxog and’ characterzstics of the population.

It should establish thc principles that will’ g'ulde the sequence

Y
. 1n wh:Lch the various areas w111 be&;cquired and 8eweloped.

Te . . 7/
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