
FORT RICHMOND 
NEIGHBOURHOOD VISION



CITY 7410
Planning/Design 1
University of Manitoba
January 16, 2017

Lissie Rappaport
Michael Blatz
Chris Northcote
Andrew Gellner



This report provides a vision to guide future 
planning activities in Fort Richmond. Our vision 
strives to respect the current character of the area, 
while promoting improvements to accommodate 
the shifting age demographics and build on 
community cohesion.  

We began by conducting an overview of Fort 
Richmond’s context within the City of Winnipeg, 
and the City’s current planning framework for 
Fort Richmond. Our analyses of demographic 
information illuminated the importance of age as 
a lens for making planning decisions. In addition, 
the current housing situation was assessed with 
the issue of rooming houses at the forefront, given 
neighbourhood concerns. Furthermore, a profile 
of the built form, transportation, and community 
amenities is included. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This community vision provides recommendations 
for improving three areas of focus: housing, 
transportation, and community relations. 
All strategies are recommended based on a 
framework with four principles: respecting current 
neighbourhood character, improving affordable 
housing, improving transportation connections, 
and building community cohesion. Strategies for 
housing focus on accommodating the increasing 
number of students and seniors in the area, as 
well as recommendations for housing in adjacent 
areas. Recommendations for transportation aim to 
improve Fort Richmond’s linkages through active 
transportation. Strategies for community relations 
set a goal of improving relations between all Fort 
Richmond residents and holistically addressing 
neighbourhood issues.  The recommendations 
include precedents of their application elsewhere, 
benefits and limitations, and next steps for 
implementation.
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PROJECT PURPOSE

RESEARCH PROCESS

This community vision is written to complete 
the requirements of the University of Manitoba’s 
Master in City Planning Neighbourhood/
Community Planning Studio. 

The document provides a future direction for the 
Fort Richmond neighbourhood, as requested by 
the clients, Councillor Janice Lukes and the Fort 
Richmond Residents’ Association, R.E.N.T.A.L.

We thank the clients and the 
stakeholders we consulted for their 
participation and guidance on the 
project! 

• We began our research by studying and 
analyzing Fort Richmond’s demographics, 
built environment, zoning, housing market, 
retail amenities, community resources, and 
transportation network.

• We engaged with a variety of actors and 
stakeholders to inform and develop our 
findings. 

• We analyzed case studies of other 
communities that responded to concerns 
found in our research. 

• We evaluated the neighbourhood’s strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats.

• We compiled strategies to identify, engage, 
and assess relevant stakeholders in the 
neighbourhood. 

The community vision pulls our research together  
and lays out strategies based on our findings. 

PROJECT 
INTRODUCTION

LIMITATIONS
Our research and analysis was largely influenced 
by the people we engaged with and the guiding 
documents associated with the City of Winnipeg 
and the University of Manitoba. We attempted to 
contact an array of key actors and stakeholders 
with interests in Fort Richmond, but acknowledge 
that there are limitations in our engagement. 
We were unable to fully represent the views and 
realities of the majority of University students and 
the residents at large. In addition, we took many of 
the guiding documents at face value and understand 
that key decision makers and variables can change 
their realization.
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Vision
Our vision for Fort Richmond is a neighbourhood that 
considers the diverse needs of all ages as it continues 
to grow in a balanced and sustainable way. An age-
friendly vision for Fort Richmond meets the needs of 
those currently living there, as well as the full life cycle 
for future generations. An age-friendly Fort Richmond 
attracts young children and families, maintains older 
residents’ ability to age in place, and responds to and 
balances the student-aged population. 

We envision an age-friendly Fort Richmond that:
1. Respects its current neighbourhood character 

through its existing built forms.
2. Includes a diversity of safe, legal, and affordable 

housing for all ages.
3. Is connected through a diverse transportation 

network.
4. Builds and maintains respectful relationships and 

community cohesion.
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CITY OF WINNIPEG OFFICIAL PLANS
OurWinnipeg and Complete Communities are 
the City of Winnipeg’s official documents that 
strategically direct development, change, and 
growth. By focusing on social, economic, and 
environmental sustainability, the plans aim to shape 
Winnipeg for the benefit and well-being of future 
generations. 

Complete Communities identifies Fort Richmond 
as an area of stability and provides strategies to 
strengthen the neighbourhood including: low-to-
moderate change that is complementary to existing 
character, promoting a mix of housing types to 
meet the full life cycle of housing needs, and 
improving pedestrian connectivity.1

Figure 1: OurWinnipeg

Figure 2: Complete Communities

An Direction Strategy

Complete 
CommunitieS

GUIDING 
DOCUMENTS & 
FRAMEWORKS



11

UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA MASTER PLAN

Figure 3: University of Manitoba Visionary (re)Generation Master 
Plan

FOREWORD  //  a

Visionary (re)Generation Master Plan 
April 2016

UNIVERSITY OF  
MANITOBA

The University of Manitoba’s Visionary (re)
Generation Master Plan ensures that Fort Garry 
campus planning efforts align with the direction 
of the University. The document outlines the 
University’s objective of creating a Complete 
Community and further provides specific strategies 
and frameworks for the campus, including 
increasing walkability and housing options, as well 
as a key emphasis on Indigenizing the campus and 
building for sustainability. The Southwood Lands 
were recently purchased by the University and 
are discussed in the document as a future mixed 
use community, yet a future local area plan will be 
created with the City of Winnipeg to guide design 
and development.2
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TOD HANDBOOK SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSPORTATION

Winnipeg’s Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) 
Handbook builds on Complete Communities 
and OurWinnipeg’s emphasis on accommodating 
growth and development in a sustainable way.  TOD 
is an important component particularly with the 
continuing developments around Bus Rapid Transit. 
TOD emphasizes density, mixed-use and urban 
design efforts concentrated around accessible 
transit.3

Winnipeg’s Sustainable Transportation and 
The Pedestrian & Cycling Strategies both guide 
transportation planning for the City, in line with 
visions outlined in OurWinnipeg and Complete 
Communities. These documents emphasize planning 
in an environmentally, socially, and economically 
sustainable way, with the latter emphasizing active 
transportation planning for the City. 4 

SuStainable 
tranSportation

an Direction Strategy

Transit-Oriented Development Handbook

PB’s PlaceMaking Group 

Winnipeg

 
City of Winnipeg

Figure 4: TOD Handbook

Figure 5: Sustainable Transportation

GUIDING 
DOCUMENTS & 
FRAMEWORKS
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AGE- & CHILD-FRIENDLY
While not specific to Winnipeg,  Age- and 
Child-Friendly City frameworks are an integral 
component of a community that aims to meet the 
needs of a full life cycle of residents for generations 
to come. They focus on the specific needs of people 
at either end of the age spectrum, including housing 
options, connected transit, wayfinding, and safety of 
the built environment. In an age-friendly community, 
older residents can actively and safely participate 
in all aspects of their community. The built 
environment and social structures fully support 
their health and options to age in place. 5 

Child-friendly communities ensure children have 
the right to safe and adequate housing, basic 
services, and can live in areas where they can 
independently and safely access green space, 
education, and opportunities for social, recreational 
or cultural life. 6 

Throughout this document our use of 
age-friendly means the consideration of 
all ages within the community. 

Global Age-friendly Cities: 
A Guide

ISBN 978 92 4 154730 7For further information, please contact:

Ageing and Life Course
Family and Community Health
World Health Organization
Avenue Appia 20
CH-1211 Geneva 27
Switzerland
E-mail: activeageing@who.int
www.who.int/ageing/en
Fax: + 41 (0) 22 791 4839

BUILDING CHILD FRIENDLY CITIES
A Framework for Action

For every child
Health, Education, Equality, Protection
ADVANCE HUMANITY

UNICEF
Innocenti Research Centre

CFC Booklet GB2004  13-08-2004 4:38  Pagina i

Figure 6: Age-Friendly Framework, World Health Organization 

Figure 7: Child-Friendly Framework, UNICEF
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The following section includes a portrait of 
Fort Richmond, and will be used to frame our 
strategies.

In gathering the information used to produce this 
report, we engaged with several stakeholders, 
including planning professionals from the 
University, the City of Winnipeg, and the private 
sector, as well as having two community 
consultation meetings with members of the 
public.

We address Fort Richmond’s history and context 
within the greater city, and note how this affects 
planning decisions for the area. An overview of 

community amenities and demographics reveal 
the extent to which the University affects Fort 
Richmond.

A housing profile examines issues related to the 
appearance of rooming houses, and outlines the 
factors that led to this outcome, including inaction 
by the University, zoning regulations, and a lack of 
housing supply to meet demand.

A portrait of transportation illustrates how Fort 
Richmond is linked within and with the rest of the 
city, including through public transit and active 
transportation.

II. SETTING THE SCENE 
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Through class sessions we met with representatives 
from the following groups:  
• Wintrup and Associates (planning firm working 

on the student housing complex proposed at 
2525 Pembina Highway)

• City of Winnipeg Planning Department 
• Councillor Janice Lukes
• University of Manitoba Student Residences 

Office (through Ancillary Services), Campus 
Planning, and Office of Sustainability 

We held a Community Meeting on October 
25, 2016 with Councillor Lukes, who invited 
representatives from The Fort Richmond- 
University Heights Residents Committee Board 
of Directors and volunteers from various 
subcommittees responding to the rooming house 
issue. A total of fifteen people were present to view 
our findings and engage in discussion. 

ENGAGEMENT PROCESSSTAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT

We followed-up with the following groups for 
further discussion:
• City of Winnipeg Planning Department 
• University of Manitoba Graduate Students’ 

Association (GSA)
• University of Manitoba Homestay Program
• University of Manitoba Student Residences
• Green Action Center – Active and Safe Routes 

to School

A preliminary presentation of this report’s findings 
was presented to the community at a January 11, 
2017 meeting.  Approximately 70 stakeholders 
attended this meeting. 

Figure 8: October 25, 2016 Community Meeting Figure 9: October 25, 2016 Community Meeting



17

Figure 10: 
January 11, 2017 
Community Meeting
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Figure 12: Excerpt from Winnipeg Free Press (1965) advertising the first sale 
of homes in Fort Richmond through the Parade of Homes

Figure 13: Winnipeg Free Press Clipping (1965) detailing and 
promoting Fort Richmond’s development.

Fort Richmond is located in south Winnipeg and 
is bordered by the Red River to the east, Pembina 
Highway to the west, the Perimeter Highway to the 
south, and the University of Manitoba Fort Garry 
Campus to its north. 

It was built in the 1960s as a joint effort 
between the Fort Garry Municipality and Ladco 
Development. The original suburban plan started 
with an access road and “bay after bay of housing,”1 
as well as 40 acres earmarked for education, 
recreation facilities and parks. This large-scale 
commitment to community facilities and parks was 
the first of its kind in Winnipeg, and at the time 
of development, it was to be “one of the largest 
housing developments in Western Canada, and 
possibly the best.”2 See Figures 12 and 13 detailing 
the historic announcement of Fort Richmond’s 
development.

In Complete Communities, Fort Richmond is 
identified as a Recent Community because it was 
planned after 1950, is primarily residential with 
low-to-medium density housing, and contains 
a mix of grid and curvilinear road structures.3 
Recent Communities are defined by their limited 
redevelopment potential, but Fort Richmond’s 
proximity to the University, make the community 
unique because the “fate of the area [is] tied into 
that of University of Manitoba.”4 The presence 
of the University is pervasive in affecting housing 
demand, demographic change and the use of 
transportation.
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Fort Richmond’s commercial needs are served by 
the shopping strip located along Pembina
Highway, which includes numerous shops and 
services catering to residents’ everyday needs, 
including grocery stores. There is also a small 
shopping area located at the intersection of 
Dalhousie Drive and Silverstone Avenue. Numerous 
recreational facilities serve Fort Richmond 
residents, including King’s Park, the Margaret Grant 
Pool, the Richmond Kings Community Centre, the 
Pembina Trails Library, and numerous places of 
worship.

Fort Richmond residents are served by the 
Pembina Trails School District, and have access 
to all levels of schooling through Dalhousie 
Elementary, Ryerson Elementary, Acadia Junior High, 
and Fort Richmond Collegiate. Additionally, École 
St-Avila provides French Immersion education for 
elementary-aged students. These schools also serve 
the adjacent Richmond West & Waverley West 
neighbourhoods. Figure 14 details the variety of 
amenities available in the community. 

The built form of Fort Richmond is almost 
exclusively low-density suburban. Few buildings 
exceed four storeys, and the ones that do are 
closer to Pembina Highway. As shown in Figure 
15 single-family housing (R1) and areas containing 
multi-family (RMF), two-family (R2) and commercial 
(C) zoning are sectioned off with very little mix of 
uses. The neighbourhood is dotted with parks and 
forested spaces.5

R1, R2, RMF & COMMERCIAL ZONING IN FORT RICHMOND
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R1: Single Family

R2: Two Family

RMF: Multi Family

C: Commercial

Figure 15: Fort Richmond R1, R2, RMF & C zoning
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The 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) 
shows a large proportion of the Fort Richmond 
population is employed in the education sector, 
perhaps pointing to a large presence of University 
faculty and staff in Fort Richmond.6

It must be noted that our demographic information 
comes mainly from the 2011 National Household 
Survey which has been identified to be not as 
reliable as a typical census given that the long form 
was not mandatory.

EMPLOYMENT & INCOMEDEMOGRAPHICS

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Fort Richmond

Winnipeg

<$15,000 $15,000 -  
$39,999

$40,000 -  
$79,999

>$80,000

Income

Income Distribution in 
Fort Richmond & Winnipeg, 2011

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f R
es

id
en

ts

Figures on income within Fort Richmond show 
an inequity between the high and low earning 
residents compared to Winnipeg census data 
(as shown in Figure 16). As of 2011, 30% of Fort 
Richmond residents earn below $15,000, while 
Winnipeg is sitting at only 25.2%. Lastly, Fort 
Richmond has a 1.2 % higher population of earners 
above $80,000 per household.7 

Figure 16:  More people make less that $15,000 or more than 
$80,000 annually in Fort Richmond than in Winnipeg.
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The 2011 NHS figures on foreign languages spoken 
and places of birth indicated a higher proportion of 
people from China, Hong Kong, India, South Korea, 
and Iran compared to the city as a whole.10 These 
statistics reflect the diverse heritage found in Fort 
Richmond. 

AGE TRENDS

POPULATION BY AGE GROUP IN FORT RICHMOND & WINNIPEG, 1996-2011

LANGUAGES SPOKEN
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Figure 17:  Graphs for Fort Richmond and Winnipeg detailing 
changing age trends.

In 2011, Fort Richmond had proportionately more 
student-aged population (ages 15-29) than the city 
of Winnipeg (29.4% vs. 21.2%).  Additionally, the 
middle-aged population (ages 30-64) is less in Fort 
Richmond than the City (41.4% vs. 47.6%).8 

Between 1996 and 2011, the growth of seniors 
(age 65+) and student-aged populations in Fort 
Richmond have outpaced that of the City, with each 
growing by approximately 5% in Fort Richmond 

while remaining generally static in the city, as shown 
in Figure 17 below. Furthermore, the middle-aged 
population has declined by 5% in Fort Richmond, 
even while growing by 2% in the rest of the City. 
This decline is seen amongst all age brackets 
between 30 and 54, indicating an outflow of this age 
group from the area, rather than simply an aging of 
the population.9
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of land area zoned for 
residential use is R1

of households reported living in 
a single-detached house

of land area zoned for 
residential use is either R2 or RMF

of households reported living in a semi-
detached house, row house, duplex, or 
apartment

82%

58%

18%

42%

1 797 956 m2 2520 households
388 887 m2 1840 households

HOUSING
As shown in Figure 18 below, 82% of land zoned 
for residential use in Fort Richmond is zoned R1, 
which prescribes single-family homes. According 
to the 2011 National Household Survey however,  
only 58% of households reported living in a single-

LAND USE ZONING
detached house (as shown in Figure 19). This 
indicates that land zoned R2 and RMF have more 
dwellings per square meter than land zoned R1. As 
shown in Figure 15 (on page 21), these areas are 
concentrated near Pembina Highway and University 
of Manitoba.

Figure 18: Visual displaying land area zoned for residential use.

Figure 19:  Visual displaying number of households reported 
living  in single-detached house versus other household type. 
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There is a lower percentage of owner-occupied 
dwellings in Fort Richmond (58.77%) than in 
Winnipeg as a whole (66.1%).11 Vacancy rates are 
slightly lower12 than the optimal rate of 3% and the 
average rent is significantly higher in Fort Richmond 
($910) than Winnipeg ($749),13 indicating rental 
units are in demand in Fort Richmond. 

In addition, Fort Richmond’s average dwelling value 
is $15,212 more than in Winnipeg.14 This may be 
due to demand in the housing market or due to 

HOUSING STOCK
higher home values at the time of construction. 
That being said, overall dwelling values rose 
at a nearly identical rate in Winnipeg and Fort 
Richmond between 2006 and 2011.15 

As seen in Figure 20, the number of houses has 
remained stagnant from 1996-2011, while the 
number of apartment type dwellings has steadily 
increased.16 The increase in apartment construction, 
low vacancy rates and high rental costs indicate a 
demand for more rental housing in the area. 

Figure 20: Graph showing number of apartment and single 
detached house dwellings.

Figure 21: Housing in Fort Richmond.

Figure 22: Housing in Fort Richmond.

Figure 23: Housing in Fort Richmond.
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HOUSING

Consultations with the Graduate Students 
Association (GSA) identified price and proximity to 
campus as major determinants for where students 
live.24 The GSA also stated that international 
students likely opt to live in rooming houses that 
do not require tenants to provide a co-signer for 
their leases. Without a job or contacts in Canada 
finding a co-signer can be difficult for international 
students, and this issue should be addressed within 
housing solutions.  

Currently the University of Manitoba houses 1,350 
students in their six residences. In the fall of 2016, 
there were 376 students on the wait-list to receive 
student residence housing.21 Therefore, off-campus 
housing accounts for the majority of the 29,987 
student population.22 In 2011, the University of 
Manitoba purchased Southwood Lands, which 
may have the potential to address student housing 
needs. Moreover, private developments, such as the 
proposed 14 storey student tailored development 
on 2525 Pembina Highway may help to alleviate the 
student housing demand.23 

STUDENT HOUSING
Unlicensed single-room occupancy dwellings, also 
known as SROs or rooming houses, are of growing 
concern17 to some long-time residents of Fort 
Richmond. The rising trend of SRO is believed to 
be a result of continuing growth18 at  the University 
of Manitoba and high demand for affordable rental 
housing in the area and in Winnipeg. The prevalence 
of SROs is a three-fold issue. First, many rooming 
houses do not conform to the applicable zoning 
by-laws, therefore changing the intended use and 
dynamics of the area. Second, residents have voiced 
concern over absentee landlords not providing 
proper care and maintenance for their properties. 
Lastly, these units may pose a significant health 
and safety concern because of their improper 
conversion from single-family homes into rooming 
houses. The concern stems from a lack of adequate 
access to fire exits, kitchens and washrooms.19

Enforcement of these violations is difficult due 
to the complaint-based system for reporting 
infractions of the neighbourhood livability by-law. 
In addition, by-law officers have difficulty entering 
suspected rooming houses to inspect claims.20  
Therefore, there is a lack of census data for Fort 
Richmond’s rooming house issue. While visiting Fort 
Richmond we also had difficulty identifying rooming 
houses. Landlords likely developed techniques 
to disguise their operations due to increased 
community backlash and may have coached tenants 
to deny wrongdoing to authorities. SROs may be 
symptoms of a much deeper problem; affordable 
rental housing in Winnipeg.  

ROOMING HOUSES
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”

The core of the problem is that some 95 per cent of housing in Canada is 
produced by private, for-profit builders and developers, and they do not 
build low-income rental housing because there is not enough profit...We 
have to have government involvement, providing subsidies of one kind or 

another, in order for good-quality, low-income housing to be built. 

Jim Silver, affordable housing researcher and advocate, 
speaking about the state of affordable housing in Canada.29

“

9

Many higher-cost communities also require rental 
units in which to house key workers such as nurses, 
first responders, teachers and others. This is espe-
cially true in smaller municipalities with limited rental 
sectors, as well as in resource communities where 
prices and rents are high. As noted above, rental  
demand pushes up the cost of renting, and has the 
most significant impact on lower-income renters,  
increasing the percentage of households spending 
more than 50 per cent of their income on housing.

FIGURE 6:  
THE DRAMATIC DECLINE IN  
LOWER-RENT UNITS

Demand for a limited and diminishing supply of lower- 
rent units is causing rents to rise, pushing many units 
into a higher rent bracket. The net effect is that, be-
tween 2001 and 2011, the volume of lower-rent units 
declined dramatically. The number of units with rents 
below $600  per month has fallen by 327,000 (9% of all 
rental units), while those between $600 and $800 have 
fallen by over 525,000 in the decade since 2001 (see 
Figure 6). 

By 2011, there were 850,000 fewer units available for 
less than $800 per month in Canadian municipalities 
than in 2001. This means that, although there has 
been some improvement in income levels, many lower 
and moderate-income households continue to strug-
gle to find housing that they can reasonably afford. 

According to the 2011 Canadian National Household 
Survey (NHS), 42.3 per cent of young adults ages 20 
to 29 lived with their parents, up from 26 per cent in 
1980.6

6 2011 Census in Brief. Ottawa: Statistics Canada, 2012 (Cat. No. 98-312-x2011003).

Source: Census 2001, 2006 and NHS 2011
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Figure 24: Graph from displays a decline in the number of 
lower-rent units (less than $600), while there was an increase 
in higher-rent units (over $600) between 2001 and 2011 in 
Canada. 

DECLINE IN LOWER-RENT 
UNITS IN CANADA
The presence of rooming houses may also point 
to the overarching lack of affordable housing in 
Winnipeg and Canada. In the Canadian context, 
affordable rental housing has seen a dramatic 
decline, and few increases in Federal or Provincial 
social housing.25 

Refers to when affordable housing units are 
included as a portion of housing developments, 
dictated through zoning or other by-laws.

DRIVERS FOR CHANGE

Inclusionary Zoning

There are also signs pointing to policy openings 
and the potential to increase affordable housing in 
Winnipeg:
• Manitoba has altered the City of Winnipeg 

Charter to allow for inclusionary zoning.26 
• A Winnipeg Housing Policy (2013) identifies 

10% affordable housing in new developments 
as a goal for the City, in addition to increasing 
supply of rental units.27

• Manitoba Housing provides incentives 
for private or non-profit developers and 
homeowners to create affordable housing.28
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Figure 25: Public Transit schematic depicting 
weekday bus route frequencies and destinations. 
The thicker lines show more frequent lines, while 
thinner lines show less frequent lines. 

TRANSPORTATION

FORT RICHMOND PUBLIC TRANSIT CONNECTION DIAGRAM

Fort Richmond was developed during the post-
war period, which was characterized by an  
automobile-centric transportation network. Major 
connecting streets (Dalhousie Drive, Killarney 
Road, Silverstone Avenue) have sidewalks, while 
a minority of residential streets are equipped. 
Pathways connect adjacent bays (e.g. the one 
connecting Rutgers and Baldry Bays), even though 
the bays themselves have no sidewalks. 

CONTEXT 

PUBLIC TRANSIT
Fort Richmond is served by two Winnipeg Transit 
services: the Richmond West loop (Route 72) 
and the South Pembina Corridor (Routes 137, 
162, 170). Both of these service the University 
of Manitoba campus and provide connections to 
destinations throughout the city. We found that 

the majority of homes are within a 5-10 minute 
walk of a bus stop, yet the services have relatively 
low frequencies, especially on the weekends, which 
can be seen in Figure 25.30 The incoming Bus Rapid 
Transit will impact the frequency and connectivity 
to the greater Winnipeg area. 
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Over the past 12 years, Fort Richmond has 
been improving its walkability through the 
implementation of sidewalks, mixed-use paths and 
crosswalks.31 Between 2009-2011, a 2 year pilot 
project was conducted by Green Communities 
Canada to map active transportation routes and 
use to Ryerson, Dalhousie, and St. Avila Schools.32 
The project engaged residents and paved the way 
for the 2012 Bike, Walk & Roll project.  The project 
was launched by the Winnipeg Trails Association 
and has been credited with:
• Creating a Fort Richmond Walking and Cycling 

map
• Increasing snow removal budget around 

schools
• Six sidewalk implementation/upgrade projects 
• Constructing speed tables and lighted 

crosswalks on Dalhousie Drive 
• Attaining $500,000 in funding for Active 

transportation corridors33

Fort Richmond recently implemented sidewalks 
along Kings Drive, Patricia Avenue and Kilkenny 
Drive. Looking forward, there are plans to 
implement a sidewalk on Ryerson Avenue and a 
Speed Table Pilot Project on Kilkenny Drive.34 

There have been fewer cycling infrastructure 
changes due to low cycling traffic flow in the area. 
During our initial assessment of neighbourhood, we 
noted the fragmented nature of Pembina Highway 
bike-lanes, but learned that there are plans to 
connect them in the future.35 

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION CURRENT ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE
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Figure 26: Map showing existing active transportation network, including new additions 
that are detailed in the text to the left. 
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The following section includes a vision 
statement and guiding principles, informed 
by our research and engagement that was 
outlined in Setting the Scene.
 
Our vision and principles guided our decisions 
to develop many strategies that address 
housing, active transportation, and community 
needs. We brainstormed many of potential 
ideas and evaluated them based on a number 
of criteria as shown in Appendix II.  The 
strategies that showed the most promise are 
laid out on the following pages.
The housing strategies address increasing 
housing supply in Fort Richmond, while 

respecting the  existing built form, developing 
affordable housing on the Southwood Lands, 
and student housing. These are explained in 
more detail on the preceding pages. 

Transportation strategies specifically address 
increasing walkability to neighbourhood 
schools and amenities while maintaining an 
age-friendly vision. 

The community cohesion strategy builds on 
the work of the neighbourhood association, 
R.E.N.T.A.L. as a venue to increase uptake of 
our other strategies and holistically address 
community issues. 

III. STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK 
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Our vision for Fort Richmond is 
a neighbourhood that considers 
the diverse needs of all ages as it 
continues to grow in a balanced and 
sustainable way. 

An age-friendly vision for Fort 
Richmond meets the needs of those 
currently living there, as well as the 
full life cycle for future generations. 

An age-friendly Fort Richmond 
attracts young children and families, 
maintains older residents’ ability 
to age in place, and responds to 
and balances the student-aged 
population. 

GUIDING VISION & 
PRINCIPLES

VISION STATEMENT
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Respects its current neighbourhood 
character and built forms including:

• An abundance of mature trees, open and green 
spaces

• A majority of land use allocated for single 
family residences with accompanying loops and 
lollipops street pattern

• Low-to-moderate density, with higher density 
and more mixing of uses closer to central 
corridors such as Pembina Highway

• Community amenities including the community 
center, churches and schools

We envision a Fort Richmond that:

Includes a diversity of safe, legal, and affordable 
housing for all ages, such as: 

• A mix of rental and ownership options
• A variety of price-points
• Housing choices for all ages and family sizes
• Diversity of mid-to-high rise apartments, 

townhouses, duplexes, and single-family options 
to appeal to a wide range of people

• Housing that conforms to building codes, 
neighbourhood livability, and fire safety codes

Is connected through a diverse 
transportation network, where:

• Safe active transportation infrastructure allows 
residents to easily access resources in Fort 
Richmond and the city as a whole  

• The current public transportation network is 
within a 5-10 minute walk of the majority of 
residents’ homes

• Different modes of transportation are 
connected 

Builds and maintains respectful relationships and 
community cohesion, through:

• Formal and informal opportunities for 
individuals to strengthen neighbour 
relationships, meet new people, and build 
community

• Positive relationships between community 
groups and nearby neighbourhood associations, 
student groups, and the University of Manitoba

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
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HOUSING 
STRATEGIES

University of Manitoba recently acquired 
Southwood Lands and is developing a transit-
oriented development (TOD) as part of its 
Visionary (re)Generation Master Plan.1 This area 
has the potential to include affordable student 
housing given its proximity to the core campus, as 
well as affordable housing for a wider community 
given the anticipated route of Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) and the Master Plan’s commitment to diverse 
housing options. 

The University will be developing an arms-length 
entity to direct development of the Lands.2 It is 
unclear yet how this entity will develop the lands 
- if it will maintain ownership of the full area, or 
sell off parcels to developers. For the portion of 
the land it maintains ownership over, it will have 
the ability to fully enact their stated goal of social 
sustainability.  Given this, these lands have the 
potential to set a new standard for TOD and can 
set the precedent for social development. 

Our strategies for the Southwood Lands draw 
on this potential and recommend mandating or 
incentivizing affordable housing. 

Our five housing strategies detailed on the 
following pages target three locations, as identified 
on the corresponding map:
 
1. Fort Richmond:
 01 Secondary Suites
 02 Homestay Program

2. University of Manitoba Core Campus
 03 Student Housing Co-op

3. Southwood Lands
 04 Affordable Housing 
 05 Innovative Parking Ideas

Given the high demand for housing in Fort 
Richmond and the presence of illegal rooming 
houses, we recommend a soft increase to density 
to increase supply in the area. We have taken this 
approach to addressing rooming houses in order 
to tackle a root cause of the lack of affordable 
housing.  The residents voiced a desire for the city 
to empower by-law officers with the ability to take 
more substantive measures to identify and penalize 
suspected rooming houses. We did not take this 
approach because we believe landlords will adapt 
in order to pass under the radar.  Additionally, 
increased enforcement does not address root 
causes of the rooming house problem, such as 
affordable housing, increased U of M enrollment 
and student residences. 

Our strategies for Fort Richmond are to increase 
housing in the existing housing stock, including 
attached secondary suites and the Homestay 
program.

SOUTHWOOD LANDS

FORT RICHMOND
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Figure 27: Context Map

On campus student residences are currently 
administered through University of Manitoba’s 
Ancillary Services. They operate on a cost-recovery 
model and have reached a point where incoming 
finances cannot cover the costs of new buildings.3 
Despite this, the University of Manitoba’s Visionary 
(re)Generation Master Plan identifies developing 
new residences on core campus as a goal.4 Clearly, 
a new model must be explored to enact the goals 
of the University. 

Our strategy for the University Campus includes 
developing a student housing co-operative (which 
also has the potential to be located in Southwood).

UNIVERSITY OF MANITOBA 
CORE CAMPUS
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Secondary suites are private, self-contained 
units, and are differentiated between attached 
(eg. basement or second floor) and detached 
(eg. laneway housing). Attached secondary suites 
are built within the existing house and can add 
more rental housing within Fort Richmond, while 
retaining the current built form.5 See Figure 28 
detailing attached secondary suites.

The majority of land in Fort Richmond is zoned R1; 
R1 zoning allows for secondary suites, conditional 
upon meeting size, parking, and external entrance 
requirements. To build an attached secondary 
suite, a homeowner submits an application to the 
planning department, who evaluates the proposal 
and either approves it or identifies the need for a 
public hearing.6 

01

BACKGROUND STRATEGYINCENTIVIZE 
CONSTRUCTION 
OF ATTACHED 
SECONDARY 
SUITES THROUGH 
CITY INITIATIVES.

Attached secondary suites provide increased 
affordable housing, while also bringing income in for 
homeowners. Some modifications to the home may 
be needed, but typically only affects the interior of 
houses, so neighbourhood character is preserved. 
The additional income can help young families 
afford a home in the area, or allow older adults 
the opportunity to stay in their home. Hosting 
University students in the suites can increase 
positive relationships with long-time residents and 
students.

RATIONALE & VISION 
ALIGNMENT

We chose to focus on attached secondary suites 
because of the lower cost of implementation, the 
preservation of neighbourhood character, and 
the fact that more households would be able to 
install attached secondary suites than detached, in 
accordance with zoning by-laws.

Homeowners would take the lead on installation, 
and due to the potential positive effect on 
affordable housing supply, there are financial 
programs to support homeowners who decide to 
install secondary suites. Still, because many houses 
require modification to meet the Building Code 
standards, and because permits are required from 
the Planning Department, red tape may discourage 
households from installing secondary suites. This 
limitation can be addressed by expediting permits 
and waiving some or all of the associated fees, 
which may result in more households deciding to 
install secondary suites.

Figure 28: Depictions of various types and placements of  
attached secondary suites.
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• Exit: A dwelling unit must have at least one 
exit which leads directly from the secondary 
suite to outside. The front of the house 
may have only one door leading outside. 
Entrances to suites can be at the sides or 
back, or through an interior vestibule.

• Window Egress: Where the suite does 
not contain a sprinkler, each bedroom shall 
have at least one window designed as a 
means of egress, should the required exit 
become obstructed.

• Ceiling Height: The Manitoba Building 
Code requires a minimum 1950mm (6’-5”)  
floor-to-ceiling height for a secondary suite.

• Fire Protection: A means of protection 
against the spread of smoke and fire from 
one dwelling unit to another is essential.

• Alarms: New smoke alarms are to 
be installed in each dwelling unit and in 
ancillary/common spaces not within the 
dwelling units.

• Heating and Ventilation: A secondary 
suite requires a dedicated heating system 
with controls, separate from the system 
serving the primary dwelling unit in the 
house.11

• Parking: Two off-street parking spaces are 
required.

• Suite Size: Attached secondary suites have 
a maximum area of 800 ft2, or 1/3 of total 
living area, whichever is less.12

MANITOBA HOUSING 
SECONDARY SUITES 
PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

ADVANTAGES
For young families, having a secondary suite 
can act as a mortgage helper and improve the 
affordability of a home. As of September 2015, 
when applying for a mortgage, the total gross 
income from a secondary suite can be considered 
as part of the income requirements.7 Based on the 
affordable rent established by Manitoba Housing 
for a one bedroom suite, having a secondary 
suite can increase the mortgage qualifying income 
by $10,104,8 which can increase the amount of 
mortgage for which they qualify by $48,775,9 an 
amount that for some families brings the cost of a 
home within their reach. Additionally, seniors can 
use secondary suites as an additional source of 
income for staying in their homes, enabling aging in 
place.

Secondary suites can be placed in any part of 
the house, as long as it meets the building code 
requirements. Depending on the house layout, 
it may be more advantageous to place it in the 
basement (can be built from a clean slate if 
basement is unfinished) or on a second floor (less 
work to be done).

• Gives forgivable loans to households 
constructing new secondary suites for half 
the construction cost, up to $35,000.

• Requires secondary suites to be used 
for 10 years after construction, either as 
market rental or to house relatives without 
charging rent (in either case, a formal rental 
agreement is required).

• Rent charged cannot be above the affordable 
rental rate established by Manitoba Housing, 
which for a 1 bedroom suite in Winnipeg is 
currently a maximum of $880/month. 

• Tenant household must also have an annual 
income below the threshold set by Manitoba 
Housing, which is currently $53,441 for 
households without children, and $71,255 
for households with children/dependents.10

SECONDARY SUITE 
REQUIREMENTS
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POTENTIAL OUTCOMES
+   Provides affordable housing options while 
retaining built form
+   Responds to rooming house issues 
+   Provides income-helpers for homeowners
+   Supports aging in place & balancing age 
demographics
+   Addresses absentee landlord issues when 
landlords live on site (as required with Manitoba 
Housing program).

-   Construction costs may prevent sufficient 
numbers of households from participating.
-   Construction may be time-consuming for 
residents
-   Conflict between tenants and landlords may 
arise
-   No guarantee of housing affordability for suites 
not covered by the Manitoba Housing program
-   More off-street parking may be required

PRECEDENT

A program similar to the one by Manitoba Housing 
was implemented in Edmonton in 2007. It took 
the form of a grant program to cover construction 
costs as well as zoning by-law changes to make 
constructing secondary suites easier.14 The by-law 
changes allowed all low-density lots (178,000 in 
total) to construct secondary suites, and resulted 
in 530 units being approved under the program.15 
The Edmonton program had only a 1% uptake 
rate, but only covered up to $24,000,16 whereas 
the Manitoba program covers up to $35,000.17 
An uptake in Fort Richmond of 10% would 
result in over 200 new secondary suites, which 
would significantly improve rental housing stock. 
Additional actions to increase uptake include 
expediting and subsidizing construction permits for 
Fort Richmond residents. 

Additionally, a recent Winnipeg City Council report 
recommended amending the zoning by-law to make 
attached secondary suites a permitted use,18 rather 
than conditional. The report further shows that the 
vast majority of permit applications for secondary 
suites have been for attached suites, rather than 
detached, and that these applications have been 
uncontroversial.19

CONSIDERATIONS

The cost of adding a secondary suite can be an 
obstacle for homeowners. In addition to actual 
construction costs, there is also the cost of 
permits from the Planning Department. Additional 
Building Code rules require certain standards to 
be met for new secondary suites, which, for the 
average Fort Richmond house, will add to the list 
of construction requirements. A Manitoba Housing 
program (details given on the previous page) gives 
forgivable loans for up to half the cost of installing 
a secondary suite. Because only half the costs are 
covered by this program, some households may 
be discouraged. But, assuming rental rates and 
maximum construction costs given by Manitoba 
Housing, construction costs can be covered within 
four years of renting the suite.

As is the case with the rooming houses, parking is 
an issue that needs to be addressed. Zoning by-laws 
require single-family houses to have 1 parking space 
per dwelling unit. This means that houses with 
secondary suites require a minimum of 2 off-street 
parking spaces, with a maximum of 6 spaces. While 
not all Fort Richmond houses have garages that 
can accommodate more than 1 car, up to 2 parking 
spaces can be in a driveway.13 
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EXISTING PROGRAM

STRATEGY

The Homestay program is run by the English 
Language Centre at University of Manitoba. Its 
primary purpose is to complement formal English 
language lessons with real-life immersion in an 
English speaking home. A coordinator screens and 
matches students and hosts for compatibility. Hosts 
receive $700 per student, per month in exchange 
for providing accommodations and meals. Students 
are not expected to do household chores, but 
should clean up after themselves and help with daily 
routine tasks.20

Participation in the Homestay program has been 
generally steady21 while international student 
enrollment has increased rapidly.22 Our strategy 
recommends keeping these figures in line with 
each other, so as the university enrollment grows, 
students have appropriate housing options. This 
could be done in two ways:  Allowing alternative 
meal arrangements such as campus meal plans 
or student-supplied groceries could prove 
attractive to more participants and hosts alike and 
a concentrated marketing push could raise the 
profile of the program. By increasing the program’s 
awareness and options, students may be more likely 
to stay in Homestay longer than the typical four 
months23 and thus have long-term housing security.  

The existing Homestay program provides 
appropriate housing for students while also acting 
as a mortgage helper for Fort Richmond hosts 
young and old. Few modifications to the home, 
if any, are needed so neighbourhood character 
is preserved. The program also acts as a cross-
cultural experience for the student and hosts alike, 
building respectful relationships and insight into 
international experiences. Expanding the program 
could provide more student housing, help more 
hosts with mortgages, and facilitate more cross-
cultural experiences.

ENSURE 
HOMESTAY 
PARTICIPATION 
KEEPS PACE WITH 
INTERNATIONAL 
STUDENT 
ENROLLMENT.

02

RATIONALE & VISION 
ALIGNMENT

QUICK WINS

POTENTIAL OUTCOMES
+   Soft density
+   Provides affordable housing for students
+   Responds to rooming house issues 
+   Provides income-helper for hosts
+   Builds respectful relationships
+   Supports aging in place & balances age 
demographics
+   Landlords can dictate neighbourhood livability 
standards to students
-   More off-street parking may be required
-   More financial resources and personnel required 
to grow program

• Concentrated marketing push to hosts to 
alleviate waiting list.

• Develop a cultural food exchange where 
international and Homestay students cook 
food for the community. This could be a joint 
effort between the English Language Centre, 
the community association, the community 
centre, and/or churches in Fort Richmond. 
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03

DEVELOP A 
STUDENT HOUSING 
CO-OPERATIVE.

Rooming houses in Fort Richmond provide 
students with very affordable rents, but their 
illegal nature present safety and livability concerns. 
University residences are administered through 
Ancillary Services which has indicated limited funds 
for new residence projects. Consultations with the 
Graduate Students Association (GSA) identified 
students may not choose to live in campus 
residences due to extensive rules and high costs. 

A student housing co-op provides a student-
led and affordable living situation. Developed on 
University lands, it draws student housing demand 
away from Fort Richmond, therefore maintaining 
neighbourhood character. 

RATIONALE & VISION 
ALIGNMENT

A housing co-op is a collectively owned housing 
structure, where individual members ‘buy-in’ 
through annual or monthly fees. A co-op is run by 
a board often made up of residents. Housing co-
ops are able to provide more affordable rents as 
they can be subsidized through grants and are not 
profit-driven. 

Co-ops offer students an opportunity to practice 
democratic decision-making, and feel a part of a 
community. Ideal for international students as rents 
are affordable, lease lengths are flexible, rooms can 
come furnished or not, and with meal plans or not. 
Student-run indicates student interests would be 
top priority, so co-signing requirements could be 
eliminated. 

A student housing co-op was developed in Fort 
Richmond in the early 1970s.  It closed in 2010 
when ownership was transfered to a private 
management company and rents were to go up 
45%.24

Kingston Student Housing Co-operative started 
in 1941 and hosts 171 students in 21 buildings 
near Queen’s University. Leases are available on 
4, 8, or 12 month agreements, with the co-op 
renting vacant rooms in summer months as a bed 
& breakfast. Some houses offer a meal program 
for residents and many rooms come furnished. 
An 8-month buy-in to the co-op is $6240 (paid 
in 3 installments) which works out to $617.50/
monthly.25 Average market rent for a 1-bedroom is 
$756/month according to Queen’s University.26

 
Concordia Students’ Union (CSU) is exploring 
financial resources for developing a student 
housing co-op. Similar to Winnipeg, they saw the 
presence of students in unaffordable or negative 
living conditions. The private sector, purpose-
built student housing in Montreal has resulted 
in more unaffordable housing as it has focused 
on constructing luxury suite-style apartments. 
Following a feasibility study, CSU have created the 
P.U.S.H. (Popular University Student Housing) Fund 
– to develop affordable student housing projects. 
The PUSH Fund has already leveraged $1.5 million 
in collaborative financial support from Chantier de 
L’Economie Sociale’s Trust and Desjardins Credit 
Union.27

STRATEGY

BACKGROUND PRECEDENTS

The University of Manitoba Students Union 
(UMSU) could develop a housing co-operative 
on core campus or Southwood Lands. Unlike 
the University partnering with private sector 
developers, a co-op could guarantee housing below 
market rates responding to student-specific needs. 
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POTENTIAL AREAS IN CORE CAMPUS FOR 
STUDENT HOUSING

PLANNING POLICIES - THE FRAMEWORKS  //  59

North Community Transition  
New buildings within this area are primarily 
residential with the exception of the mixed 
commercial/residential buildings that define a High 
Street fronting Sifton Road. The new buildings are 
structured to:

• front the streets; 
• create an at-grade animated presence on the 

High Street with retail at grade, with buildings 
stepping back beyond a three storey podium; 

• contribute to wayfinding with corner residential 
towers at key locations; 

• frame the “market place” - one of the key 
pedestrian nodes at the crossroads of Sidney 
Smith Street, Sifton Road, and the riverfront; and

• provide a mix of new community services and 
amenities at the north end of Sidney Smith 
Street.

South Community

The South Community has many distinct areas and 

therefore the building typologies vary considerably to 

serve a variety of uses. Building development within U 

Lot is intended to provide opportunities to facilitate a 

significant amount of parking for the South Community 

and especially for the entertainment and recreational 

uses. Most of the blocks are defined by buildings with 

centrally located above-grade parking structures, 

framed by mixed commercial/office/entertainment uses 

that front the streets. 

The Smartpark office buildings and light industrial 

buildings are oriented to provide frontages to the 

street and exterior open spaces, and to frame 

interior private open space or surface parking lots. 

The majority of parking for these buildings should 

Existing and proposed buildings within the Core Campus Character Area

Existing Buildings Campus Residence

Academic Mixed-UsePotential Building Sites

CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT LAND USE DESIGNATION

Figure 29: Core Campus map highlighting land-use where residences could be included and where 
there is potential new building sites within those.

POTENTIAL OUTCOMES
+   Increases density on campus 
+   Provides affordable housing for students 
+   Responds to rooming house issues & co-signer 
challenge for international students
+   Addresses limited finances within Ancillary   
Services 
+   A co-op could set their own conditions and 
rents below market rate

-   A co-op project would be a huge undertaking for 
UMSU, or another student group, and the financial 
viability of the project in Winnipeg is uncertain

UMSU could access land on core campus or 
Southwood Lands at a reduced (or free) rate, given 
they would be contributing to the University’s goals 
of a socially-responsible developer and hosting 
innovative solutions to student needs.  
In the University Master Plan, there are areas 
on core campus designated for use as campus 
residence with the potential for new building sites, 
as shown in Figure 29. New buildings in these areas 
could be a maximum of 4-8 storeys.28 

Housing can also be added to academic mixed-use 
areas on core campus.

A co-op in Southwood could take any building 
form, given it conforms to the guidelines in the 
soon-to-be developed secondary plan for the area.

The Cooperative Housing Cooperation has a fund 
available for those starting new student housing 
cooperatives.29 

PROCESS
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Southwood Lands has the potential to include 
affordable student housing given its proximity to 
the core campus, as well as affordable housing for a 
wider community.

There are a number of possible routes to 
include affordable housing options in Southwood 
Lands. One key variable to consider is whether 
to mandate or incentivize through a voluntary 
program. University of Manitoba can mandate 
the inclusion of affordable housing, guaranteeing 
affordable housing will be built if residential units 
are built (04a) Or, a range of incentives and relaxed 
requirements can be used to encourage the 
inclusion of affordable housing through a voluntary 
program (04b). 

Another consideration is whether or not the 
arms-length entity keeps ownership of the 
land or sells to developers. If the University 
maintains ownership, mandating or incentivizing 
affordable housing can be done through their 
own development processes (guidelines set out 
in requests for proposals). If the University sells 
the land, mandating or incentivizing would need 
to be approved by the City of Winnipeg when the 
secondary plan is adopted as a by-law. 

04a 
MANDATE 10% OF RENTAL HOUSING IN 
SOUTHWOOD LANDS BE AFFORDABLE.

OR

04b 
INCENTIVIZE AFFORDABLE RENTAL 
HOUSING IN SOUTHWOOD LANDS 
THROUGH A DENSITY BENEFIT.

MANDATED VS. INCENTIVIZED AFFORDABLE HOUSING

04

Voluntary programs across the United States have 
seen considerably less affordable housing produced 
than mandatory ones.31 Yet, their voluntary nature 
can be more favourable to developers and political 
actors, and can be a first step to prime the city and 
development community before mandating it. 

If the University sells the land, providing incentives 
may be a more politically realistic route. If the 
University owns the lands, they have more control 
to enact their vision and with their stated goal of 
social sustainability, so mandating affordable housing 
is very possible and would be the favourable route.

Finally, if mandated or voluntary, developers 
can have to option to build affordable housing 
or pay-in-lieu a set amount into an affordable 
housing trust. See Figure 30 for possible routes to 
affordable housing.

The following pages introduce two strategies - 
to mandate or create incentives in a voluntary 
program for the Southwood Lands - as the future 
ownership of the lands is uncertain. 

Housing is affordable when it costs a maximum of 
27% an individual or family’s income.30 

Affordable Housing

AFFORDABLE 
RENTAL HOUSING 
IN SOUTHWOOD 
LANDS.
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Our strategies recommend focusing on rental 
housing for a number of reasons:
• the high demand for rental housing in the area;
• the City of Winnipeg Housing Policy states the 

intended goal of increasing rental units;
• rental housing will likely be most appealing to 

students.

INCREASE IN 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Developers build 
affordable units

Affordable housing is 
mandated

Affordable housing is 
incentivized

Developers pay-in-lieu

U of M contracts non-
profit housing agency

Non-profit agency 
develops & manages 

housing

ROUTES TO AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING

RENTAL HOUSING QUICK WIN
• Winnipeg could expedite permit reviews and 

waive fees for developments with at least 
10% affordable rental housing. Time delays in 
a construction process can be very costly to 
developers and builders. In its Housing Policy 
Implementation Plan, the City of Winnipeg 
identified expediting permitting as a strategy 
to support its goals of a healthy rental 
vacancy rate, neighbourhood revitalization, 
and reduction of homelessness.32 In British 
Columbia, the City of Port Coquitlam and the 
District of Saanich implemented this incentive 
without significant additional resources or 
budget increases.33 The City of Toronto also 
implemented a similar incentive through staff 
training.34 

Figure 30: This flow chart shows that either strategy and process 
would ultimately result in an increase in affordable housing. 
Additionally, if housing is mandated or incentivized, the option 
remains for developers to build units or pay-in-lieu.

Figure 31: Image from University of Manitoba’s (re)Generation 
Master Plan supporting their vision for how the Southwood 
Lands might look, gearing development to mixed residential and 
commercial uses.  Affordable housing could be included in any 
built form residential development occurs in.  
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A lack of affordable housing exists in Fort 
Richmond and Winnipeg as a whole. The City of 
Winnipeg Housing Policy indicates the goal of 
increasing affordable & rental housing. Southwood 
presents a prime opportunity for experimental 
initiatives given the ownership of the University and 
their goal of being a socially-responsible developer. 
Affordable housing could be ideal for anyone, 
including University students, older adults, and 
families.

STRATEGY CONSIDERATIONS

04a

RATIONALE & VISION 
ALIGNMENT

University of Manitoba can mandate a certain 
percentage of all rental housing developments on 
Southwood lands be affordable units. Coupled with 
a payment-in-lieu, developers have the choice to 
build the percentage of affordable units in their 
development or pay into an affordable housing trust 
fund – likely held by the University of Manitoba’s 
arms-length entity. This entity can then draw on the 
trust fund, partner with non-profit (or otherwise) 
developers to create affordable housing. 
We recommend mandating a minimum of 10% 
affordable housing. The 10% comes from the 
amount the City of Winnipeg Housing Policy sets 
as a goal.  

The fee amount for the payment-in-lieu program 
is crucial to its success; a fee set too low will 
never produce enough money for a successful 
development, while one too high will deter 
developers. An economic feasibility study must 
be undertaken to determine the fee amount and 
structure; the fee can be a fixed rate or flexible 
to market changes. The fee amount should 
reflect the University’s goals to either incentivize 
developers to take the lead on affordable units or 
to incentivize payment into the trust fund so that 
the University can shape development. Finally, a 
term must be developed for how long the units are 
to remain affordable and how to ensure this term is 
achieved.35

MANDATE 10% OF 
RENTAL HOUSING 
IN SOUTHWOOD 
LANDS 
BE AFFORDABLE.

Figure 32: Affordable housing can take any built form and be 
integrated into design standards for any given area. 
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PRECEDENTS POTENTIAL OUTCOMES
American studies have shown programs with a fee-
in-lieu will be successful when:
• Local subsidies are offered for non-profit or 

affordable housing construction. Manitoba 
Housing currently offers subsidies for 
developers (for- or non-profit) when they 
dedicate 10% affordable housing units; the 
Federal Government recently announced the 
development of a National Rental Housing 
Financing Initiative in the 2016 Budget. 

• There are non-profit partners with capacity 
and resources to develop housing. Several 
potential partners exist: Manitoba Housing; 
SAM Management; Winnipeg Housing 
Rehabilitation Corporation.

• Availability of land. Southwood is full of 
development potential.36

+   Increases affordable housing 
+   Serves as a pilot for the City on the pros and 
cons of mandating affordable housing through 
private development
+   Enacts University of Manitoba’s vision of a 
sustainable and social developer
+   University recognized as innovator in the 
local context and set the precedent for similar 
developments

-   May face political opposition 
-   Some developers may choose to look elsewhere 
at land with less development requirements, 
particularly in Winnipeg where land is ample

Denver, Colorado mandated that all new owner-
occupied projects with more than 30 units had 
to include 10% affordable units.  Between 2002 
and 2005, 3,395 units of affordable housing were 
created. Since the ordinance was passed, all 
housing has been built by the private sector and no 
payments-in-lieu have been collected, causing the 
city to review the level of the fee.37 

Boulder, Colorado a mandated affordable housing 
after the ineffectiveness of a voluntary program.  All 
new residential developments must include at least 
20% affordable housing units or pay a fee-in-lieu 
into Boulder’s Affordable Housing Land Trust. The 
developer receives a tax waiver, and if they provide 
more than 20% affordable housing can receive 
additional waivers for other construction fees. 
Since 2000, 380 affordable units have been built and 
an additional $1.5 million USD raised in fees-in-
lieu, which to date has subsidized the creation of 
approximately 80 units of affordable housing per 
year.38
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STRATEGY
Density Benefit Incentives (DBI) allow for higher 
densities than the zoning permits in exchange for a 
benefit to the neighbourhood. In Southwood Lands, 
the benefit would be either affordable housing or a 
financial contribution to a housing trust fund. These 
incentives are made possible when land values 
increase through “unearned” (larger market) forces, 
allowing the developer to negotiate the price to 
offset the costs associated with providing the 
benefit (see Figure 33 for more description).

There are three framework potentials: 
• Uplift Based Rezoning Negotiations determine 

the benefit contribution based on how much 
land values increase due to development.39

• Target Rate Rezoning Negotiations typically 
determine the benefit contribution based on 
how much extra square footage is proposed.40

• Density Bonus Zoning lays out a set of criteria 
that a development must meet to exceed the 
“base density”.41

Each framework has strengths that contribute to 
success in different ways and in different types of 
developments. 

PRECEDENT
Burnaby, British Columbia uses Density Benefit 
Incentives through its Community Benefit Bonus 
program, established in 1997. The program has 
been reviewed and revised as the city changed 
and grew. Though the program is implemented at 
the City level, the incentives only apply to specific 
development areas identified in the master plan. 
The program allows increased density on these 
sites so long as an amenity, affordable housing, 
or cash-in-lieu is contributed to the community. 
The city keeps a list of specific eligible amenities 
and affordable housing criteria that meet specific 
community needs. As of 2014, a cumulative 
$115,000,000 worth of amenities and affordable 
housing options have been contributed.42  

INCENTIVIZE 
AFFORDABLE 
RENTAL HOUSING 
IN SOUTHWOOD 
LANDS THROUGH A 
DENSITY BENEFIT.

04b

A density benefit incentive in Southwood could 
be mutually beneficial for both the University and 
developers; developers are allowed to build more 
income-generating real estate in exchange for a 
community amenity, in this case affordable housing.  
By building housing outside of Fort Richmond, the 
University shows its dedication to its students and 
the built form of Fort Richmond is retained.

RATIONALE & VISION 
ALIGNMENT
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APPLICATION

Base Density: the size of building regularly 
allowed by height and area restrictions.

Extra Density: the amount of extra height 
and area allowed in exchange for the 
inclusion of affordable housing or payment-
in-lieu.

POTENTIAL OUTCOMES
+   Increases density in Southwood
+   Increases affordable housing
+   Serves as a pilot for the City on the pros and 
cons of incentivizing affordable housing through 
private development
+   Enacts University of Manitoba’s vision of a 
sustainable and social developer
+   University recognized as innovator in the 
local context and set the precedent for similar 
developments

-   May face political opposition
-   Development may exceed guidelines in 
University of Manitoba Master Plan
-   Developers may not choose to take incentives

Figure 33: Diagram showing how density benefits allow extra on 
top of base density.
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STRATEGY PRECEDENT
Currently, parking requirements are integrated into 
zoning bylaws, ignoring specific local needs in favour 
of a blanket approach. These parking requirements 
often lead to significantly higher parking supply than 
demand.43 The costs of building extra parking are 
ultimately passed onto residents and businesses 
through higher prices, whether they use the parking 
or not.44 

Innovative solutions may be used on their own 
or together to more accurately meet real parking 
demands in a given area. These include: 
• Flexible Requirements: minimum and/

or maximum parking requirements are 
customized for an area based on access to 
public transit, area amenities, vehicle ownership 
statistics, and other criteria.45

• Shared Parking: parking is shared amongst a 
mix of uses (such as residential, office, or retail) 
with varying parking demands and peak times.46 

See Figure 34 for more explanation.
• Unbundling: parking prices are separated from 

residential or commercial leases so only those 
using the parking pay for it.47

When parking requirements are adequate but 
not excessive, the business case for integrated 
affordable housing is strengthened; more space can 
be devoted to profit generators like market rate 
housing or commercial units, so including a small 
percentage of affordable housing units does not 
undermine profits to the same degree.48

The costs of building parking are passed onto 
residents and businesses. By reducing parking 
requirements, housing prices can decrease housing 
costs and increase housing supply. Southwood 
Lands’ proximity to the core campus is an 
opportunity to develop appropriate alternative 
affordable housing solutions to respond to students 
in rooming houses. Reduced parking requirements 
may incentivize developers to include safe, 
affordable housing in their projects.

Portland, Oregon used a mix of parking strategies 
intended in part to increase housing density. 
Portland used different strategies dependent on 
the local context and goals. The strategies included 
reduced or eliminated parking minimums, new 
maximums, and shared parking. Two mixed-use 
projects capitalized on new parking regulations, 
allowing them to integrate more affordable housing 
units.49

USE INNOVATIVE 
PARKING IDEAS 
FOR SOUTHWOOD 
LANDS THAT 
PROVIDE 
ADEQUATE BUT 
NOT EXCESSIVE 
PARKING.

05

RATIONALE & VISION 
ALIGNMENT
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One option for parking ideas is Shared Parking. In 
the diagram below, real parking demand is graphed 
on the left throughout the day for residential, 
office, and restaurant uses. The graph on the right 
shows how much parking is required for each of 
these uses when they do not share parking facilities 
and instead  each build parking facilities according 
to their unique peak demands. Given that the 

SHARED PARKING POTENTIAL OUTCOMES
+   Increased density in Southwood
+   More affordable housing units

-   May face political opposition
-   Savings may not be passed on to consumers

Figure 34: Sample shared parking comparison diagram (Data 
is not Winnipeg based)

residential, office, and restaurant parking facilities 
have different peak usage times, the combined real 
parking demand is 31% lower than if they build 
parking facilities individually. This approach works 
best when there are a mix of uses close to one 
another so that parking facilities are nearby each of 
the uses. 
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STRATEGY
Fort Richmond’s 1960s car centric built form 
lacks sidewalks on many of its residential streets. 
Over the past 12 years, various organizations 
and leaderships, especially Councillor Lukes, have 
pushed to change this built form to promote safe 
pedestrian mobility.50 Their success has laid the 
groundwork for more sidewalks, cross walks and 
speed-tables to be implemented. 

We propose building upon the internal sidewalk 
precedents by implementing sidewalks  with a focus 
on access to schools, public transportation stops 
and recreational/commercial areas.  To identify areas 
of need we used a 500 meter buffer around these 
sites as it has been cited as a non-preventative 
distance for children to walk to school.51 This child 
friendly approach has driven our recommendations 
and can be equally applied to the senior population 
of Fort Richmond.    

By implementing the proposed sidewalk 
extensions, Fort Richmond can promote 
transportation connectedness and solidify itself as 
an age-friendly community. The following sidewalk 
recommendations correlate numerically to the 
numbers shown on Figure 35:

1. Cornell Drive: Between Silverstone and South 
Baldry Bay

2. Rutgers, Baldry and Forham Bays: Connect 
sidewalks on Killarney Avenue with Kilkenny 
Drive

3. Kilkenny Drive: Between Radcliffe and Burgess 
4. Rice Road: Between Dalhousie Drive and 

Kilkenny Drive
5. Burgess Avenue: Between Rochester Avenue 

and Kilkenny Drive
6. Rochester Avenue: Between Ryerson Avenue 

and Dalhousie Drive
7. Sidewalk around the Northern Pond in Alex 

Bridge Park: Connecting Dalhousie Drive to 
the Sobeys Parking lot on Pembina 

8. Wadham Bay: Connect the South East section 
from Dalhousie Drive to Greyfriars Road

LINK AND 
EXTEND EXISTING 
SIDEWALK 
NETWORK 
THROUGHOUT 
FORT RICHMOND.

06a

RATIONALE & VISION 
ALIGNMENT
Sidewalks allow residents to safely and conveniently 
access amenities within and outside the community. 
We propose to connect the existing sidewalks to 
promote connectivity and street based community 
interactions. Sidewalk implementations can benefit 
all ages within Fort Richmond.
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Our strategy is to promote active transportation 
by building on the work of the Fort Richmond Bike, 
Walk, Roll project through avenues of education 
and outreach.52 These strategies are low cost and 
easy to implement. The following recommendations 
are precedent based: 

BIKE SAFETY CAMPAIGN 
AND COURSES 
Manitoba Public Insurance has a youth friendly 
bike safety brochure entitled “I Cycle Safely” which 
outlines road rules, helmet use and safety checks.53 
We recommend brochures such as these be 
distributed to Junior School students to encourage 
safe cycling practices. 

To supplement the bike safety awareness campaign 
we recommend safety courses to actively engage 
children in the safety and practicality of biking. 
Organizations such as Can-Bike offer certified bike 
safety courses accessible to all ages and are often 
run through community centers. We recommend 
that Fort Richmond implement Can-Bike courses 
to promote safe cycling in the community.54

I cycle safely

• Helmet check

• The right bike for you

• Rules of the road

ACTIVE TRANSIT 
EDUCATION & 
OUTREACH.

06b

RATIONALE & VISION 
ALIGNMENT
Fort Richmond’s active transportation network is 
improving and therefore needs the outreach and 
education to reflect and promote its use. Education 
and outreach doubles to act as a contact point for 
community building and as a tool to ensure the 
safe and frequent use of its active transportation 
network. 

STRATEGY CAMPUS BIKE DUNGEON 
PARTNERSHIP
To further accessibility and interest in community 
biking we turn to a potential partnership with 
the U of M Bike Dungeon. The Bike Dungeon is 
a not-for-profit bike shop run by the University 
of Manitoba’s Recycling and Environment Group. 
The shop is reopening in the spring of 2017 after 
9 years of operation and will be housed in a kiosk 
space on the Fort Garry Campus.55 We recommend 
that a partnership with the Dungeon and the 
Fort Richmond community through visitations at 
the Richmond Kings Community Centre or local 

Figure 36: Manitoba Public 
Insurance brochure

schools to teach 
cycling safety and 
maintenance. The 
hope is that these 
visits help build 
University-to-resident 
connections, while 
also promoting safe 
cycling and free bike 
maintenance in Fort 
Richmond.
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WALKING TO SCHOOL 
In 2012, the Bike, Walk, Roll Campaign studied  
how children got to school. As seen in figure 37, 
it found that more kids walk to Dalhousie School 
than Ryerson School.56 This may be in part due 
to catchment areas, but also coincides with the 
greater number of existing sidewalks surrounding 
Dalhousie school than Ryerson school. The 
proposed sidewalks from Strategy 5a and more 
awareness around safety and health may increase 
the number children walking to school. 

In order to promote children walking to school, 
parents in the area should be educated on the 
safety and benefits. Green Action Centre’s Active 
& Safe Routes to School Program can work with 
schools and parent councils and share information 
that will promote more children walking and using 
the new sidewalks in the area.
 

POTENTIAL OUTCOMES
+   Increases connectivity between existing 
sidewalks
+   Safer routes to school for children 
+   Greater access to parks for older adults and the 
whole community
+   Greater access to bus stops
+   Greater access to amenities
+   Promotes a healthy lifestyle

-   Construction may slow or stop traffic
-   Loss of lawn area
-   Education and outreach could lose momentum 

Dalhousie School (K-6)

Ryerson School (K-6)

Figure 37: Student travel modes gathered through 
Bike, Walk, Roll Campaign.
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07

STRATEGY PRECEDENT
By expanding the membership and focus of 
R.E.N.T.A.L., they can build on the work they 
have done so far to address rooming houses. 
R.E.N.T.A.L. works with the community and the 
City of Winnipeg by-law enforcement to report 
suspected rooming houses in the neighbourhood. 
This is a necessary role to respond to the rise 
of rooming houses.  But, as stated earlier in the 
document there is also a need to respond to the 
root causes of the rooming house phenomenon. 
Our previous strategies target this, but additionally 
there can be an expanded role for R.E.N.T.A.L. to 
address holistic neighbourhood issues. Additionally, 
an expanded membership base can better equip the 
group to do this. 

The neighbourhood association can also promote 
the strategies proposed in this document such as:
• constructing secondary suites
• participating in the Homestay program
• promoting active transportation and advocating 

for infrastructure changes
• other age-friendly programs such as, childcare, 

recreational programming for older adults, 
community-led snow clearing, etc.

The Residents Educating Neighbours Tenants 
And Landlords (R.E.N.T.A.L.) Neighbourhood 
Association has seen success in its efforts to 
identify and report illegal rooming houses in Fort 
Richmond and educate residents about their rights. 
Residents spoke out about neighbour-to-neighbour 
relationships changing over the years.

The chart on the following page identifies further 
potential actions the neighbourhood group could 
undertake to expand and move towards the vision 
of an age-friendly Fort Richmond. 

A neighbourhood organization in St. Paul, 
Minnesota started a neighbourhood engagement 
process when a new light rail line was to be built 
through the neighbourhood. There was a lot of 
mistrust with the city and what their plans would 
be, so residents took it upon themselves to begin 
discussing what they wanted to see. They gathered 
feedback on the new line by hosting street parties. 
The relaxed environment engaged many residents 
while also celebrating their neighbourhood. 
Holding community consultations prior to formal 
city processes allowed the community to shape 
conversations, resulting in less neighbourhood 
resistance to change. A similar process is occurring 
in Fort Richmond where the R.E.N.T.A.L. group has 
taken issues into their own hands. They can harness 
this momentum and expand to discuss other 
neighbourhood issues with broader representation 
from the area.57

BUILD ON THE 
SUCCESS OF 
R.E.N.T.A.L. TO 
EXPAND ITS FOCUS 
AND MEMBERSHIP.

RATIONALE & VISION 
ALIGNMENT

Figure 38: R.E.N.T.A.L. Neighbourhood Association logo
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POTENTIAL ACTIONS & OUTCOMES

Potential Actions How Potential Outcomes
Resources 
Needed

Potential 
Partnerships

Reach out to new members 
(such as renters, young 
families, university students, 
representatives from 
schools, community centres, 
businesses).

• Place ads in school/church 
newsletters, bulletin boards 
in local businesses & 
community centres

• Attend meetings or 
locations where the 
targeted members gather

• Residents meet neighbours and build 
connections.

• More human resources & expertise to 
respond to issues.

Minimal volunteer 
commitment.

• Community Centre
• Churches
• Schools
• Local businesses 
• Councillor Lukes

Host community events 
or BBQs as a way to meet 
neighbours and discuss 
neighbourhood issues.

• Identify location (community 
centre, school grounds, 
church parking lot, or park)

• Advertise event
• Identify topics for discussion

• Residents meet their neighbours. Fall-
time events can welcome new students. 
Neighbourhood issues are discussed in 
a comfortable environment, which can 
help minimize tension. Can lead into a 
community-led visioning process.

Additional 
volunteer 
commitment from 
members.
In-kind donations 
or funding for food 
and supplies.

• Community Centre
• Churches
• Schools
• Sobeys (donations)

Advocate for Fort 
Richmond’s needs when 
consultations begin for 
Southwood Lands.

• Use Community Vision 
Projects to spur discussions 
with residents 

• Use community events to 
host discussions

• Responds to neighbourhood concerns 
about the potential development 
at Southwood, particularly when a 
relationship with the University is already 
strained. It has been shown that when 
neighbourhoods develop their own plans 
and desires for neighbourhood change 
before official City processes begin, they 
can have their voices heard better and 
negative distrust are diminished.

Volunteer 
commitment.
Expertise support 
from partners. 

• Councillor Lukes
• University of 

Manitoba’s Campus 
Planning Office

• City of Winnipeg 
Planning 
Department
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All the strategies explored in the preceding section 
outline our recommendations for Fort Richmond 
to move forward to an age-friendly community. 

The following chart outlines next steps for 
implementation and suggested evaluation indicators. 

IMPLEMENTATION 
& EVALUATION

Strategy Lead Role(s) Support Role(s)
Time Frame

< 2 
years

2-7 
years

>7 
years

Incentivize 
Construction of 
Basement Suites

City of Winnipeg Manitoba Housing

 •

Homestay University of 
Manitoba Homestay 

Residents’ Association •
Develop a Student 
Co-op

University of 
Manitoba Student 
Union (UMSU) 

Other student groups; University 
of Manitoba;
Southwood development entity; • •

Mandate 10% 
Affordable  
Housing in 
Southwood Lands

City of Winnipeg/ 
University of 
Manitoba

Manitoba Housing; Non-
profit housing agencies (SAM 
Management, Winnipeg 
Rehabilitation Housing 
Corporation)

• •

Incentivize 
Affordable 
Housing with a 
Density Benefit

City of Winnipeg/ 
University of 
Manitoba

Manitoba Housing; Non-profit 
agencies (SAM Management, 
Winnipeg Rehabilitation Housing 
Corporation)

• •

Innovative Parking 
Ideas

City of Winnipeg/ 
University of 
Manitoba • •

Sidewalks City of Winnipeg Green Action Centre; Schools; 
Pembina 55+; Residents’ 
Association

•
Residents’ 
Association

 Residents’ 
Association

See chart on previous page • • •
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Next Steps Evaluation Indicators

• Amend the zoning by-law to make Attached Secondary Suites a Permitted use
• Expedite permit processing 
• Waive all or some fees for approval
• Hire additional staff, if required

• # of suites constructed
• % uptake Manitoba Housing grant

• Develop target numbers and goals for the program
• Hire additional staff

• % increase participation in Homestay
• % returning hosts/tenants 

• Consult with other Canadian student co-operatives, UofM Housing 
• Conduct feasibility study
• Consult for available land with Southwood Lands development entity

• Feasibility study conducted
• Funds raised
• Co-op built 
• # students hosted in co-op

• Form University arms-length Southwood Lands development entity
• Conduct consultations with private and non-profit developers 
• Conduct consultation with affordable housing advocates
• Conduct feasibility study for Winnipeg/Southwood context

• City of Winnipeg approves policy
• Amount raised through payment-in-lieu
• # affordable housing units created

• Form University arms-length Southwood Lands development entity
• Conduct consultations with private and non-profit developers 
• Determine which DBI works best in Winnipeg/Southwood

• City of Winnipeg approves policy
• # of developers take up opportunity
• Amount raised through payment-in-lieu
• # affordable housing units created

• Form University arms-length Southwood Lands development entity
• Begin Southwood development process 
• Study and analyze parking requirements within design at neighbourhood and block scale 

to determine best approach for implementation

• City of Winnipeg approves policy
• # of developers take up opportunity
• Amount raised through payment-in-lieu
• # affordable housing units created

• Conduct consultation with residents
• Secure funding
• Implement sidewalk

• # of new sidewalks implemented 

• See chart on previous page • # of new members
• # of new programs developed
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Upon completing three months of researching, 
documenting, engaging and analyzing the Fort 
Richmond neighbourhood, we put forth this vision 
for its future growth. Our vision has been driven 
by the concept that Fort Richmond can continue 
to grow and improve for all ages. With our vision 
in mind we have addressed issues surrounding 
housing, transportation and community relations, 
while being cognizant of Fort Richmond’s valued 
built form and character. We have looked to and 
showcased past precedents to account for these 
sensitivities and hope they will be useful to guide 
Fort Richmond’s future.

Thank you to all that have helped guide, inform and 
provide insight into this vision for Fort Richmond.

CONCLUSION

Figure 39: Canada Geese getting ready to migrate South in Fort 
Richmond’s Alex Bridge Park
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Refers to any human powered transportation 
method including walking, cycling, wheelchairs, and 
skateboarding.

Drawing on Manitoba Housing’s rent-geared-to-
income definition, affordability is when a family or 
individual spends a maximum of 27% of household 
income on housing. While higher-income people 
may choose to spend more on housing and still 
have enough to live life as they please, for lower-
income earners, spending more than this detracts 
from their ability to provide for basic needs. 
Manitoba Housing’s Affordable Rental Program also 
defines the following costs per suite as affordable: 
Studio ($607); 1 Bedroom ($880); 2 Bedroom 
($1,092); 3 Bedroom ($1,182); 4+ Bedroom 
($1,425). 

A private, self-contained unit within an existing 
dwelling.

A Collectively owned housing structure, where 
individual members ‘buy-in’ through annual or 
monthly fees. A co-op is often run by a board 
made up of residents. Co-ops are democratically 
controlled by residents, so they are able to respond 
to unique and individual needs.

ACTIVE 
TRANSPORTATION

AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING

ATTACHED 
SECONDARY SUITE

HOUSING 
COOPERATIVE 
(CO-OP)

GLOSSARY OF 
TERMS

APPENDIX I
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INCLUSIONARY 
HOUSING

TRANSIT-ORIENTED 
DEVELOPMENT 
(TOD)

ZONING 
CATEGORIES

LOOPS AND 
LOLLIPOPS

MORTGAGE HELPER

SINGLE-ROOM 
OCCUPANCY

SOFT INFILL

Refers to when affordable housing units are 
included as a portion of housing developments. 
A variety of tools, programs, or regulations 
can used to mandate or incentivize private 
developers to include affordable housing.  

A street pattern predominantly used in 
1960s and 70s-era suburbs. Houses are built 
on bays and cul-de-sacs that feed onto local 
thoroughfares. Aside from Fort Richmond, 
also found in other Winnipeg neighbourhoods 
including Southdale and Crestview.

Additional income used to qualify for a mortgage. 
Used in relation to rental income, the CMHC 
regulates how much income can be used for 
mortgage qualification.

A zoning category that allows for the rental of 
rooms in a house with shared facilities. Differs 
from boarding in that the owner of the property 
does not have to live on the premises. Normally 
restricted to multi-family residential and 
commercial zoning districts.

While not necessarily a technical term, refers to 
an increase in available housing units in the areas 
of focus without a substantial, if any, change to 
the exterior and/or built environment.  

Emphasizes density, mixed-use and urban design 
efforts concentrated around accessible transit.

As defined by the City of Winnipeg, areas of land 
are zoned for particular use, with accompanying 
activities that may or may not be permitted in the 
category. 
The following categories are referred to most often 
in the report:
R1 - Single-family residential 
R2 - Duplex residential
RMF - Multi-family residential
C - Commercial 
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BRAINSTORM 
MATRIX

APPENDIX II
Strategy

Principles
Lead Role(s)

Potential 
Partners1 2 3 4

H
ou

si
ng

Incentivize construction of 
secondary suites.

• • • City of Winnipeg
Province of Manitoba, 
University of 
Manitoba, Residents

Construct student residence(s) 
on core campus through 
public-private partnerships.

• • •
University of 
Manitoba & Private 
Sector

Land Trust

Mandate that 10% of rental 
housing in Southwood Lands 
must be affordable.

• • •
City of Winnipeg &
University of 
Manitoba

Land Trust, Manitoba 
Housing, Private 
Sector

Use innovative parking ideas 
for Southwood that provide 
adequate but not excessive 
parking. 

• • •
City of Winnipeg &
University of 
Manitoba

Land Trust, Bike 
Winnipeg, Private 
Sector

Expedite permit reviews for 
developments with at least 
10% rental housing units in 
Southwood Lands.

• • •
City of Winnipeg &
University of 
Manitoba

Land Trust, Private 
Sector

Provide a density bonus 
in Southwood Lands such 
that developers if they build 
affordable housing. 

• • •
City of Winnipeg &
University of 
Manitoba

Land Trust, Private 
Sector

Reserve 5% of Southwood 
Lands for single-room 
occupancy projects. 

• • •
City of Winnipeg &
University of 
Manitoba

Land Trust, Private 
Sector

Ensure Homestay participation 
keeps pace with international 
student enrollment. 

• • •
University of 
Manitoba

Residents’ Association

Develop student housing Co-
op

• • •
University of 
Manitoba Student 
Union

Land Trust
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Precedents & 
Frameworks

Resources 
Required

Timeline
Benefits Limitations Include Strategy?

S M L

City of Edmonton’s 
secondary suite initiative

Program coordination • •
Diversify housing 
options, soft change, 
ageing in place

Costs, public buy-in
Yes, can increase affordable housing 
with neighbourhood feel.

Visionary (Re)Generation 
Plan, UK student housing 
model

PPP, Land Trust, 
Financing

• •
Ease housing demand, 
health & safety for 
students

New type of partnership 
for University, rents not 
competitive with RH

No, not innovative - University is 
already pursuing this. 

City of Denver: Gates-
Cherokee Redevelopment 
CBA

Consultation, 
Southwood Plan, Land 
Trust

• •
Increase affordable 
housing, residents’ 
health & safety, UPass

Pricing housing to compete 
with RH, developer buy-in

Yes, great solution to affordable 
housing!

2525 Pembina, City of 
Edmonton

Consultation, 
Southwood Lands 
Secondary Plan, Land 
Trust

• •

Prioritizing pedestrian 
experience; cost savings 
for developers and 
residents

Developer buy-in
Yes, as part of incentive for affordable 
housing. 

City of Austin

Consultation, 
Southwood Lands 
Secondary Plan, Land 
Trust

• •
Faster processing of 
proposals

Developer and City of 
Winnipeg buy-in, 

Yes, quick win!

City of Chicago
Consultation, 
Southwood Plan, Land 
Trust

• •

Increase affordable 
housing, cost savings 
for developers and 
residents

Pricing housing to compete 
with RH, developer buy-in

Yes, as part of incentive for affordable 
housing.

Consultation, 
Southwood Plan, Land 
Trust

• •
Affordable housing, 
works with UPass

Pricing housing to compete 
with RH, developer buy-in

No, would receive negative feedback.

Existing program
Expanding program 
staff and marketing 
budgets

• • •
Aging in place, cross-
cultural experiences

Resident’s buy-in; pricing 
housing to compete with 
RH

Yes, maintains community 
connections. 

Guelph, Kingston, 
Concordia,Toronto

UMSU commitment 
-HR & finances

• •
Increase affordable 
housing; co-signer issue.

Big investment for UMSU
Yes, creative solution and can 
guarantee affordable housing.
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Strategy
Principles

Lead Role(s)
Potential 
Partners1 2 3 4

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
ti

on

Install sidewalks where 
network is lacking so residents 
can access amenities.

• • • City of Winnipeg
Green Action Centre 
& Schools

Educate families on the 
benefits of walking to school.

• • •
Manitoba Public 
Insurance

CAA, City of 
Winnipeg, Kids on the 
Move, Schools 

Educate drivers and cyclists on 
safe cycling procedures.

• • •
Manitoba Public 
Insurance

CAA, City of 
Winnipeg, Bike 
Winnipeg, Green 
Action Centre

Install painted bike lanes 
on Killarney Avenue and 
Dalhousie Drive.

• • • City of Winnipeg
Province of Manitoba, 
Bike Winnipeg

So
ci

al

Empower the neighbourhood 
association to diversify and 
address holistic neighbourhood 
issues.

• •
Residents’ 
Association

Councillor Janice 
Lukes, Pembina 55+ 
Committee

Pair long-term residents with 
students.

• •
Residents’ 
Association

Students’ Associations, 
Pembina 55+ 
Committee

Open up and promote 
University of Manitoba campus 
amenities to Fort Richmond 
residents

• •
University of 
Manitoba

Residents’ Association

Build a formal, long term 
relationship between residents’ 
association and University of 
Manitoba (Town-Gown)

• •

Residents’ 
Association & 
University of 
Manitoba

Councillor Janice 
Lukes

STRATEGY 
BRAINSTORM 
MATRIX

APPENDIX II
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Precedents & 
Frameworks

Resources 
Required

Timeline
Benefits Limitations Include Strategy?

S M L
Recent investments, 
school travel plan, child-
friendly active transport 
framework

Capital and 
maintenance 
investment, 
consultation

• •

Children’s health & 
safety, soft change, 
informal socialization, 
eyes on the streets

Take away lawns, costs, 
maintenance

Yes, accessibility through sidewalks is 
an important aspect of age-friendly 
communities. 

Program 
coordination

• • •

Children’s health & 
safety, fewer vehicles, 
environmentally 
sustainable

Costs
Yes, educating parents can increase 
likelihood of kids walking and support 
up-take of new sidewalk projects. 

Existing MPI initiative, 
Making Cycling Irresistible

Program 
coordination

• • •
Empathy and education 
for commuters, 
harmonious traffic flow

Costs Yes, quick win for increasing cycling. 

City of Winnipeg’s Active 
Transportation Strategy

Capital and 
maintenance 
investment, 
consultation

• •
Cyclists health & 
safety, environmental 
sustainability

Costs

No, Winnipeg already has an active 
transportation plan. Minimal traffic 
on these roads does not make cycling 
too unsafe. 

Neighbourhood 
Associations in Winnipeg,  
Friendly Streets Initiative

Volunteer 
Commitment & 
Outreach, Funding

• • •

Increase connectivity 
and positive 
relationships, empathy, 
problem solving

Securing funds and 
volunteers

Yes, this can address many root 
causes of rooming houses and other 
neighbourhood concerns. 

Program 
coordination, 
volunteer outreach

• • •
Aging in place, improve 
relationships

Securing participants
No, unknown how this would work. 
No precedents. 

Bruning article: Town 
Gown Relationships..

Program 
coordination, 
volunteers

• • •

Breaking down barriers, 
access to more services, 
improved relationships, 
PR

Costs to University of 
Manitoba

No, would have minimal change 
on residents perception of the 
University. 

Northumbria University Voluteerism, funding • • •
Breaking down barriers, 
empathy, problem solving

Securing funds and 
volunteers

No,existing partnerships have not led 
anywhere. A Town-Gown usually done 
at City-scale not neighbourhood. 
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