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EXECUTIVE
SUM M ARY
Scope an d M et h ods

Hou sin g is a basic n eed t h at m an y
Can adian s st r u ggle t o obt ain . For some
people, private market housing costs are too
high, while others require additional services or
supports to ensure stable tenancy and live
independently and with dignity. Canadian
housing policies have included specialized
funding for supportive housing, intersecting
affordability of housing, and the provision of
supports.

This research paper used two research methods: a
literature and document review and comparative
case study analysis of supportive housing
developments within the context of Ontario, British
Columbia, and the new National Housing Strategy
(NHS).
The analysis focused on:
1. The development of new supportive housing;
and
2. Supportive services offered upon the
completion and operation of housing.

This report discusses su ppor t ive h ou sin g as
af f or dable h ou sin g t h at is saf e an d secu r e,
pair ed w it h t h e pr ovision of su ppor t st af f
an d ser vices t o en h an ce in depen den t livin g.
Supportive services are often flexible in nature,
dependent on the needs of the individual, and
can have many different forms.

Given the importance of the support services
component, which is funded by the provinces, the
research considered contrasting provincial
approaches in Ontario and British Columbia. Seven
case studies were chosen, four from Ontario and
three from British Columbia. All of the case studies
were of supportive housing developments. The
seven case studies chosen in the report were:

Pu r pose of t h e St u dy
The purpose of this report was to demonstrate
lessons learned and provide a spectrum of
evidence-based best practices from existing
supportive housing developments.

- Kar en?s Place, Ottawa, ON
- Par k dale Lan din g, Hamilton, ON
- Ton y Di Pede Af f or dable Hou sin g Com plex,
Toronto, ON
- Dr yden Ur ban In digen ou s Hom ew ar d Bou n d,
Dryden, ON
- Th e Bu dzey Bu ildin g, Vancouver, BC
- Cam as Gar den s, Victoria, BC
- New Ju bilee Hou se, Vancouver, BC

St u dy Resear ch Qu est ion s
The research questions addressed in this report are:
1. What are the existing models for
development of affordable supportive
housing?
2. What are the success factors to facilitate this
type of development?
3. To what extent are these models and success
factors aligned with the new funding
opportunities under the NHS for supportive
affordable housing?
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Best Pr act ices
The following best practices are a roll-up of
generalized findings from the seven case
studies. These could serve as lessons learned

THE NATIONAL HOUSING STRATEGY
- Although non-profits can apply for funding
from the NHS, there are no earmarked

for housing organizations' future projects.

allocations towards supportive housing at
this time

DEVELOPM ENT

- Despite the NHS including target number of

- A project is financially viable with free or

units for three vulnerable populations, it does

low-cost land and equity from the project

not have allocated funding for these groups

sponsor

- There is no distinct funding for Indigenous

- A project is financially viable with a

peoples in urban and rural Canada

non-repayable capital grant
- Supportive housing must have low rent

M ODELS OF SUPPORTIVE HOUSING
- Most of the supportive housing
developments fit the dedicated-site

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

model

- Supportive services are graded and
dependent on the tenant?s needs
- Supportive services are provided on-site with
additional supports coordinated in the
surrounding community
- Secure funding for supportive services

BRITISH COLUM BIA & ONTARIO
- The Government of British Columbia has
policies, funding, and staff that deliver
programs for affordable housing
- In contrast, the Government of Ontario
downloaded responsibility for housing,
leaving non-profit organizations as the
project developer of supportive housing
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Over all Policy Con t ext f or Su ppor t ive Hou sin g
Supportive housing has been developed in Canada for groups of people that need added supports to
maintain permanent, stable, and successful tenancies. Yet, the development of supportive housing
has many challenges, requiring affordable rents for tenants in the lowest income groups as well as
funding for ongoing supportive services. This report demonstrated successful examples of recent
supportive housing developments and showcased creative ways to promote further development
with provincial governments and the non-profit housing sector. This report also examined how the
NHS may play a role in future projects.
Th e k ey com pon en t of su ppor t ive h ou sin g is af f or dabilit y. Residents of supportive housing often have
the lowest incomes, many relying on low pensions, welfare, or disability shelter allowances. Supportive housing
must be developed and financed to cover its operating costs with low rents and low revenues.
Helping people into permanent, stable housing that is affordable results in in cr eased st abilit y f or r esiden t s
an d im pr oved h ealt h ou t com es. At the same time, some studies have shown that su ppor t ive h ou sin g
yields r et u r n s t o societ y in t er m s of su bsequ en t ef f icien cies an d r edu ced cost s for other public
services, like emergency shelters, the health care system, emergency services (including policing), and jails.
The case studies demonstrated that non-profit organizations have been able to develop successful supportive
housing. In Ontario, it took considerably more effort by non-profit organizations without the support of the
provincial government. On the other hand, in British Columbia, the provincial government provides funding to
help finance projects, working directly with non-profit organizations, developing housing more effectively.
The announcement of the NHS brought promise and optimism for non-profit housing organizations with new
opportunities for funding through various streams. However, there is n o specif ic st r at egy, plan , or
pr ogr am s f or su ppor t ive h ou sin g in t h e NHS. There is no earmarked funding for this type of housing, and
it remains unclear how helpful the NHS will be when developing projects
Given this situation, the following recommendations are meant to support and encourage new supportive
housing.

Recommendation 1: The NHS should include funding streams and/or programs
with money to be used specifically for supportive housing
The federal government should create a separate funding stream for the development of supportive
housing. This stream could allocate funds to specifically address the targets identified for the creation
of units for people living with developmental disabilities, seniors, and shelters for women and children
fleeing domestic violence. It could also create targets for the other eight vulnerable populations
identified in the NHS that do not have targets associated with them. With a separate stream,
supportive housing developers would not have to compete with other developers for funding.

Recommendation 2: The Government of Ontario should provide more support to
housing organizations
The Ontario provincial government should create programs that aid housing organizations in
development of affordable housing, including supportive housing, similar to that of the Government
of British Columbia. This support would help streamline some of the activities associated with
development, such as: land acquisition, non-repayable capital grants, low-interest financing, and
on-going funding for supportive services. It is difficult to build projects without government support.
4
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Recommendation 3: The British Columbia and Ontario governments should
allocate funding for supportive housing under the FPT agreements
The provincial governments should create programs for supportive housing with the joint funding
from the bilateral agreements under the NHS. Similar to the first recommendation, a separate
program would allow for supportive housing projects to not compete against non-supportive
housing projects.

Recommendation 4: Funding for supportive services should come with capital
development funding
Funding for supportive services lowers the operating costs for the housing operator. This can allow
for lower rents and perhaps more units in the building.
Provinces should have programs to fund ongoing supportive services. In British Columbia, this
occurs through BC Housing but in Ontario it is often through the Ministry of Health. It would be
helpful for Ontario to keep this program in the housing division for increased efficiencies.

Recommendation 5: Housing operators should secure low-cost or free land and
government financial assistance
This research demonstrated that considerable financial assistance is required to develop supportive
housing. Equity and mortgage financing alone are not enough to create a project. Those projects
that were able to purchase low-cost land or receive land for free also required government financial
assistance.
A housing operator will want to explore the optimal financial mortgage payments to ensure that low
rents for tenants are balanced with operating costs. This can reduce financial mortgage payments
with non-repayable capital grants and equity put towards capital costs. The organization will want to
limit the amount of equity used because it could be saved for future projects.

Recommendation 6: Further research could be completed regarding the
supportive housing sector
Areas where further research could be conducted to expand upon this report include:
-

case studies from other provinces
interviews with the housing and supportive services organizations
more in-depth research and data collection
alignment of income-mixing goals with provision of high supports for people with the lowest
income levels

5

ACKNOWLEDGM ENTS

EXECUTIVE SUM M ARY

GLOSSARY OF TERM S

1

2

10

1

2

3

INTRODUCTION
12

M ETHODS
18

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT
12

LITERATURE & DOCUMENT
REVIEW
18

LITERATURE &
DOCUM ENT REVIEW
22

RESEARCH APPROACH &
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
13
SCOPE OF THE REPORT
14
OUTLINE OF THE REPORT
14

COMPARATIVE CASE STUDY
ANALYSIS
18
LIMITATIONS OF THE
RESEARCH
21

DEFINITIONS & NEEDS
15

6

BEST PRACTICE GUIDING
DOCUMENTS
22
POLICY CONTEXT &
GOVERNMENT DEFINITIONS
26
MODELS OF SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING
28

4
CASE STUDIES
32
KAREN'S PLACE
36
PARKDALE LANDING
40
TONY DI PEDE AFFORDABLE
HOUSING COMPLEX
44
DRYDEN URBAN
INDIGENOUS HOMEWARD
BOUND
48
CAMAS GARDENS
52
THE BUDZEY BUILDING
56
NEW JUBILEE HOUSE
60

5

6

COM PARATIVE
ANALYSIS OF
SUPPORTIVE HOUSING
64

THE NATIONAL
HOUSING STRATEGY &
SUPPORTIVE HOUSING
80

SUMMARY OF THE SEVEN
CASE STUDIES
64

FOUR BUCKETS OF NHS
FUNDING
81

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
FROM CASE STUDIES
72

ASSESSMENT OF GAPS AND
IMPLICATIONS OF NHS
BUCKETS
87

COMPARISON OF ONTARIO
AND BRITISH COLUMBIA
PROJECTS
76
PROJECT INFORMATION
QUALITY ANALYSIS
78
CONCLUSIONS
78
IMPLICATIONS WITH THE
NATIONAL HOUSING
STRATEGY
79

7

NHS AND SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING CONCLUSIONS
89

7
SUM M ARY OF
FINDINGS,
CONCLUSIONS &
RECOM M ENDATIONS
90
INTRODUCTION
90
PROFILE OF CASE STUDIES
90
BEST PRACTICES
91
CONCLUSIONS ON
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
93
LIMITATIONS OF THE
RESEARCH
94
OVERALL POLICY CONTEXT
FOR SUPPORTIVE HOUSING
94

ANNEX I
98
KAREN'S PLACE
98
PARKDALE LANDING
99
TONY DI PEDE AFFORDABLE
HOUSING COMPLEX
100
DRYDEN URBAN
INDIGENOUS HOMEWARD
BOUND
101
CAMAS GARDENS
102
THE BUDZEY BUILDING
103
NEW JUBILEE HOUSE
104

GENERAL
RECOMMENDATIONS
96

8

REFERENCES
106

9

GLOSSARY OF
TERM S
COCHI ? Canada-Ontario Community Housing Initiative
A new funding program launched in April 2019, COCHI will provide funding to Service
Managers to replace the federal Social Housing Agreement funding that expires each year.
The funding is meant for repair, regeneration, and expansion of community housing projects.
IAH ? Investment in Affordable Housing
Since 2011, new federal funding for affordable housing has been provided through the
Investment in Affordable Housing. This funding is passed to provinces and territories.
Ontario also contributed to the IAH funding and then passed the funding to the 47 Service
Managers.
LHIN ? Local Health Integration Networks
?LHINs work closely with local residents and health service providers in their respective
communities to identify their health care needs and priorities through community
engagement activities. ...LHINs are responsible for the local health system to ensure that
services are integrated and coordinated? (Central West LHIN, n.d.).
NHS ? National Housing Strategy
In 2017, the federal government announced its new National Housing Strategy as a $40
billion nation-wide housing strategy that includes funding from the federal and provincial
governments. Today, it is approximately $55 billion due to additional funding.
ODSP ? Ontario Disability Support Program
ODSP provides assistance for those living with a disability. The support
includes financial assistance to help with living expenses, including
housing. Individuals living with a disability receive a maximum of $497 a
month for shelter costs.
A person receiving ODSP funds will also receive a ?basic allowance?of
$672 that can be used for the cost of supportive services. However, this
funding is expected to also be used for food, transportation, clothing, etc.
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OPHI ? Ontario Priorities Housing Initiative
A new funding program launched in 2019, OPHI provides, ?flexible funding to all 47 Service
Managers and the two Indigenous Program Administrators to address local priorities in the
areas of housing supply and affordability, including new affordable rental construction,
community housing repair, rental assistance, tenant supports and affordable
homeownership? (Government of Ontario, 2019).
OW ? Ontario Works
The Ontario Works programs provides financial and employment assistance to those in
financial need. The maximum shelter allowance for a single person household is $390.
Ren t al Rat e
The amount that tenants pay for the unit or, if the unit is unoccupied, the amount the landlord is
requesting.
Ren t Su pplem en t
Rent supplements are payments from the government that cover the cost between what a
household can afford for rent and what the cost of the unit is. They are generally geared at
reducing the cost to the household at 30 per cent of pre-tax income.
RFP ? Request for Proposals
A document that asks for proposals in order to hire an organization to do
contractual work. An example is an organization putting out an RFP to hire an
architectural firm for building designs.
RGI ? Rent-Geared-to-Income
Rent is set at approximately 30 per cent of household income.
SROI ? Social Return on Investment
SROI is a method to measure values that are not captured in traditional
financial statements such as social, environmental and economic factors.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1 Pu r pose of t h e Repor t
Hou sin g is a basic n eed t h at m an y Can adian s st r u ggle t o obt ain . Some people cannot
afford private market housing costs and therefore need help to ensure affordability. Other
groups require additional supportive services to ensure stable tenancy, and to live
independently and with dignity.
Canadian housing policies have long been based on the concept of core housing need, defined as
spending no more than 30 per cent of household income on rent (Statistics Canada, 2017a) and have
included specialized funding for supportive housing for some groups, intersecting both affordability of
housing and the provision of supports for those who require additional assistance. Supportive services
are often flexible in nature, dependent on the needs of the individual, and can have many different forms
in different parts of supportive housing networks and as a specialized sector.

The purpose of this report was to demonstrate lessons learned and provide a spectrum of
evidence-based best practice models from this sector and existing supportive housing
developments.
This was accomplished through a literature and document analysis within the context of Ontario, British
Columbia, and the new National Housing Strategy and comparative case study analysis of supportive
housing developments. This report helps to inform housing providers and developers when building
affordable housing with supports.
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1.2 Resear ch Appr oach & Resear ch Qu est ion s
This report used two research methods: a literature and document review and comparative case study
analysis. Given the importance of the support services component, which is funded by the provinces,
the research considered contrasting provincial approaches in two selected provinces: Ontario and
British Columbia. Seven case studies were chosen, four from Ontario and three from British Columbia.
All of the case studies were of affordable social housing developments with supportive services offered.

The specific research questions addressed in this report were:

1. What are t he exist ing m odels for developm ent of affordable support ive
housing?
2. What are t he success fact ors t o facilit at e t his t ype of developm ent ?
3. To what ext ent are t hese m odels and success fact ors aligned wit h t he
new funding opport unit ies under t he NHS for support ive affordable
housing?
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1.3 Scope of t h e Repor t
A Canada-wide study of all thirteen jurisdictions is beyond the scope for a master ?s report, therefore t h is

paper f ocu sed on policies an d exam ples f r om t w o pr ovin ces: On t ar io an d Br it ish Colu m bia.
Provincial policies related to housing with supports vary widely across Canada and some provinces, such
as British Columbia, have been more actively involved in housing than others in recent years. There are
also variations in roles of the levels of government. In 2001, Ontario downloaded responsibilities for
housing to municipalities (Office of the Auditor General of Ontario, 2017). As a result, planning for and
decisions about the types of affordable housing provided at the local level fall under municipal jurisdiction.
Given the widely different approaches to housing policies and strategies in British Columbia and Ontario,
and the significant roles of the municipal governments in Ontario, the research approach for this paper
considered the influence of provincial approaches to affordable supportive housing in these two
provinces. Other research studies would be required to investigate findings from other provinces.

1.4 Ou t lin e of t h e Repor t
The report contains seven chapters.

1. Ch apt er On e: In t r odu ct ion
- purpose of the report
- research questions
- definition and identified need for supportive housing
2. Ch apt er Tw o: M et h ods
- methods used to collect data
- how data was analyzed
3. Ch apt er Th r ee: Lit er at u r e & Docu m en t Review
- results of the literature and document review
- different models of supportive housing discussed
4. Ch apt er Fou r : Case St u dies
- outline of seven case studies of supportive housing
5. Ch apt er Five: Com par at ive An alysis of Su ppor t ive Hou sin g
- key findings from the case studies analyzed
6. Ch apt er Six: Th e Nat ion al Hou sin g St r at egy & Su ppor t ive Hou sin g
- NHS is considered
- NHS's relation to supportive housing is investigated
7. Ch apt er Seven : Su m m ar y of Fin din gs, Con clu sion s & Recom m en dat ion s
- overall assessment of the research
- research questions answered
- general recommendations provided
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1.5 Def in it ion s & Needs
1.5.1 Wh at is Su ppor t ive Hou sin g?
Supportive housing has been described in multiple ways in academia and public policy, but it is generally
agreed upon that su ppor t ive h ou sin g is t h e pr ovision of st able, af f or dable h ou sin g pair ed

w it h f lexible su ppor t ive ser vices t h at ar e gear ed t ow ar d t h e t en an t an d var y in levels of
su ppor t f r om low t o h igh (BC Inclusive Housing Task Force, 2018; Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; CSH,
2015; Din et al., 2018; Government of Ontario, 2017a; Greenberg et al., 2013; Kirsh et al., 2009; Lum,
2010; Miller et al.,2018; Patterson et al., 2007; Sylvestre, Ollenberg, & Trainor, 2007). Other characteristics
could be included in this definition, such as accessible, safe, well-maintained, and with opportunities for
social connection.

?Support services in these programs may include case management, service
referrals, instruction in basic life skills, alcohol/drug abuse treatment, mental
health treatment, health care (medical, dental, vision, and pharmaceutical),
AIDS-related treatments, income support, education, employment and training
assistance, communication services (telephone, voice mail, e-mail, Internet
access), transportation, clothing, child care, and legal services? (Patterson et
al., 2007, page 52).

Multiple sources found that the terms "supportive housing" and "supported housing" are often used
interchangeably in literature (Kirsh et al., 2009; Tabol, Drebing, & Rosenheck, 2010; MHCC, 2016). Kirsh et
al.'s study chose to broaden its definition of supportive housing in its document review to capture the
different variations. It was decided for this report to do the same.
In literature that distinguishes between the two, supported housing is described as "de-linking" the
support from the housing, meaning that if the tenant moves, the supports can follow them (MHCC, 2016).
Supported housing is also described as having a more rehabilitation focus (Tabol, Drebing, & Rosenheck,
2010). Supportive housing is when the support is attached to the housing and usually operates in a
building meant to be entirely, or at least largely, occupied by tenants that need supportive housing (MHCC,
2016). Supportive housing also focuses on empowerment through community engagement (Tabol,
Drebing, & Rosenheck, 2010).
The Mental Health Commission of Canada (MHCC) stated " t h e ch ar act er ist ics of dif f er en t h ou sin g

opt ion s do n ot alw ays f it ?n eat ly ? in t o eit h er su ppor t ed or su ppor t ive descr ipt ion s" , thereby
further justifying the decision to include all of the definitions in this report (MHCC, 2016, page 20).
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How Government Defines Supportive Housing
For this study, three jurisdictions' definitions of supportive housing were compared: federal, British
Columbia, and Ontario.

Federal Government
?Housing that provides a physical environment that is specifically designed to be safe, secure, enabling and
home-like, with support services such as social services, provision of meals, housekeeping and social and
recreational activities, in order to maximize residents?independence, privacy and dignity.?(CMHC, 2018a)

Government of British Columbia
?? affordable housing that provides access to support staff who help residents experience stability, enhance their
independent living skills, and reconnect with their communities. The services and supports provided to residents
through supportive housing are flexible, and may vary from program to program.?(Miller et al., 2018)

Government of Ontario
?? a combination of housing assistance and supports that enable people to live as independently as possible in
their community.?(Government of Ontario, 2017b)

Each of the definitions focus on the independence of the tenant that can be accomplished through the
provision of supports. Activities are encouraged for social connections. Safety and stable tenancy are also
important for supportive housing.

Karen's
Place
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1.5.2 Th e Need f or Su ppor t ive Hou sin g
As discussed previously, supportive housing seeks to provide affordable housing options that offer a
range of supports for residents to secure tenancy for individuals that struggle with maintaining their
housing. Th e n eed f or h ou sin g var ies gr eat ly by t ype. This section will provide a brief overview of the
need for housing for two vulnerable populations: persons with disabilities and persons with mental
illnesses. These two groups are not exhaustive of those that need supportive housing, but are groups
with statistics that demonstrate the need for supportive housing.

Persons with Disabilities
In 2012, 3.8 million Canadians reported having a disability. Of this, nearly 550,000 persons with disabilities
were living in core housing need (CMHC, 2018f), meaning they were spending more than 30 per cent of their
before-tax household income for acceptable housing (Statistics Canada, 2017b). Canadians with a disability
are 60 per cent more likely to be in core housing need than persons without disabilities (CMHC, 2018f).
In Ontario in 2012, the Ministry of Community and Social Services estimated there were 62,000 adults in
Ontario with developmental disabilities, of which approximately half needed housing services. In 2013 2014, approximately 17,900 people received services while an additional 14,300 people w er e on a w ait list
t o r eceive su ppor t ser vices (Office of the Auditor General of Ontario, 2017).
The Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP) provides assistance for those living with a disability. The
support includes financial assistance to help with living expenses, including housing (Government of
Ontario, n.d.a). Individuals living with a disability receive a maximum of $497 a month for shelter costs
(Government of Ontario, n.d.b). However, the average rental cost of a one-bedroom unit in Ontario is $1,105
(CMHC, 2018e). The cost of housing and the number of people on waitlists demonstrates the need for
affordable housing and supportive housing for individuals receiving ODSP allowances (CMHC, 2018d).
A person receiving ODSP funds will also receive a ?basic allowance?of $672 that can be used for the cost of
supportive services. However, this funding must also be used for food, transportation, and clothing among
other things. The entire portion cannot be spent on the services needed (Government of Ontario, n.d.b).

Persons with Mental Illnesses
In 2012, the MHCC reported that as m an y as 520,700 people livin g w it h m en t al illn ess ar e

in adequ at ely h ou sed in Can ada . Of this number, as many as 119,800 are homeless (Crépault &
Blackstone, 2012; MHCC, 2012). Yet, there are only a reported 25,000 supportive housing units dedicated to
people with mental illnesses (MHCC, 2012). When individuals are precariously housed, their mental health
will suffer, subjecting them to potential homelessness (MHCC, 2016).
?...a lack of supportive housing results in homelessness all around the province, and a
high number of citizens with mental health and substance use issues are forced onto
the streets.?(Richmond, 2017, page 9)

1.5.3 Con clu sion s
Supportive housing is defined as the pairing of affordable housing with supportive services. There are
many sub-groups that depend on this type of housing for stable tenancy. The next chapter outlines
methods used for this study of supportive housing best practices.
17
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M et h ods

Tw o qu alit at ive r esear ch m et h ods w er e u sed t o obt ain dat a f or t h is r esear ch r epor t :
1. Lit er at u r e & Docu m en t Review
2. Com par at ive Case St u dy An alysis
Dat a f or t h e case st u dy pr oject s w as collect ed f r om m u lt iple sou r ces t o validat e f in din gs
an d in cr ease t h e r eliabilit y of t h e con clu sion s (Yin , 2013; Yin , 2016).

2.1 Lit er at u r e & Docu m en t Review
A literature review was conducted on policies, approaches and lessons learned from previous studies of
supportive housing in Canada, specifically addressing relevant material from the two selected provinces.
The following types of literature and documentation were consulted:
-

Academic literature
Professional reports
Policy documents

The document review provided background information on types of supportive housing developments as
well as supplementary information for the case study analysis.
This method helped to define and situate the intersection of affordable housing and supportive housing,
providing background on the topics and an understanding of best practices and conceptual models.

2.2 Com par at ive Case St u dy An alysis
The comparative case study analysis was the predominant method used to examine supportive housing
in British Columbia and Ontario. This method involved selection of seven examples for how supportive
housing was developed. Information was gathered from:
-

Online documents
Non-profit organizations' annual reports
News articles
Government announcements
Professional reports
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2.2.1 Provincial Focus
Br it ish Colu m bia an d On t ar io were chosen because they have the most serious housing affordability
issues with high and rising rents, low vacancy rates, and large waiting lists for social housing (Young,
2015; Statistics Canada, 2017a; Office of the Auditor General of Ontario, 2017; CMHC, 2018c). However,
there are key differences. Br it ish Colu m bia h as cr eat ive an d st r on g pr ovin cial h ou sin g pr ogr am s
w h ile On t ar io devolved it s r espon sibilit y f or social an d af f or dable h ou sin g t o t h e m u n icipalit ies in
2001, under the Social Housing Reform Act (SHRA) (BC Housing, n.d.a; Office of the Auditor General of
Ontario, 2017). Since that time, the provision of affordable housing has been dependent on the priorities
of local municipalities.
The study set out to explore three projects from each province while a fourth in Ontario was added
because it was desirable to have an example of Indigenous housing. These projects are diverse in
geographic location.

2.2.2 Selection Criteria for Supportive Housing Developments
Comparative case study analysis allows for a range of evidence to be gathered and deciphered in order to
form conclusions about a project, such as documents, testimonies, and observations (Yin, 2018). It is a
widely used methodology in practice-oriented fields, such as urban planning, and the use of case studies
can, ?contribute to the building of a professional repertoire? that allows for comparisons to be made
(Johansson, 2003, page 4).
The comparative case study analysis method included compiling published information from websites
and media articles as well as published reports that were shared by the housing organizations.
Investigation of available information included contacting relevant organizations involved in the project,
municipal offices, and supportive service organizations that were involved in the projects. There were no
key informant interviews or surveys conducted to gather data, however housing experts were consulted
when choosing the seven case study projects. Additionally, investigative research was conducted to
determine the availability of public documentation and background on housing projects before choosing
the final seven case studies.

Selection Criteria
The seven case study projects were purposefully selected based on the following select ion cr it er ia:
-

A new development or redevelopment within the last 15 years;
A level of rent affordability (i.e. at least some rents listed Below Market Rent (BMR) and/or rents
based on 30 per cent or less of household incomes);
Supportive services are offered for tenants;
Tenants are one of the NHS vulnerable populations; and
Sufficient publicly available information and/or a contact to request additional information as
needed.
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The seven examples of supportive housing are presented in Table 1: Over view of Case St u dies. The
projects are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Karen's Place, Ottawa, ON
Parkdale Landing, Hamilton, ON
Di Pede Residences, Toronto, ON
Dryden Urban Indigenous Homeward Bound, Dryden, ON
The Budzey Building, Vancouver, BC
Camas Gardens, Victoria, BC
New Jubilee House, Vancouver, BC

Table 1: Overview of Case Studies
Case St u dy Hou sin g Developm en t s
Br it ish Colu m bia

On t ar io
Kar en?s
Place

Par k dale
Lan din g

Di Pede
Residen ces

Dr yden
UIHB

Th e Bu dzey
Bu ildin g

Cam as
Gar den s

New
Ju bilee
Hou se

Housing
organization

Salus
Ottawa

Indwell

WoodGreen

OAHS

RainCity
Housing

Pacifica
Housing

127 Housing
Society

Location

Ottawa

Hamilton

Toronto

Dryden

Vancouver

Victoria

Vancouver

Target group
services are
geared towards

People
living with
mental
illness

People
living with
mental
illness &
addiction

Seniors &
adults living
with
HIV/AIDS

Single
Indigenous
mothers

Women at risk
of
homelessness

Homeless/ at
risk of
homelessness

Low-income
seniors

Number of units
in case study
building

42

55

112

15

147

44

162

2016

2018

2008

2018

2015

2011

2016

Cr it er ia

Year of
occupancy

Parkdale
Landing
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2.3 Lim it at ion s of t h e Resear ch
This research relied on a literature review and
document analysis, and, extensively, comparative
case study analysis to provide evidence, findings,
and to reach conclusions. Other methods (such as
key informant interviews or surveys) were
considered but were not feasible in the time frame
and with resources available for the study. More
in-depth research and data collection could be a
consideration for future research related to this
topic.

Diversity of service needs and clienteles for
supportive housing is a known variable as many
organizations specialize in particular types of
service. Therefore, generalizability is a challenge in
the subject matter itself. This research
endeavoured to select cases that illustrate
different types of services but does not provide a
compendium or comprehensive analysis of all
support needs. As a result, findings aimed to
illustrate a potential spectrum of good practices
rather than a blueprint for all supportive housing.

British Columbia and Ontario were chosen as the
two provinces for this study because of their
differences in approach to housing: Ontario
devolved responsibility for housing to
municipalities where British Columbia is still
responsible for housing and active in
development. The issue for policy is the
generalizability to Canada as a whole when only
studying two provinces. As Ontario and British
Columbia have more comprehensive networks of
supportive housing systems, they may not be
representative of all parts of Canada. In the future,
research could be expanded to other provinces
and territories.

Content analysis was considered as a research
method for this study, but it was decided that
coding of documents could become too
burdensome for this type of research and also
difficult as the resources consulted varied widely
across the case study projects chosen.

New
Jubilee
House
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3

LITERATURE &
DOCUM ENT REVIEW

3.1 Best Pr act ice Gu idin g Docu m en t s
Supportive housing literature was analyzed to determine key themes related to supportive housing best
practices. Findings were gathered in Table 2: Th em es f r om Su ppor t ive Hou sin g Lit er at u r e.
The following documents were consulted:
1.
2.
3.
4.

A participatory benchmarking strategy (Sylvestre, Oilenberg, & Trainor, 2007)
Balancing care for supportive housing (Lum, 2010)
Critical characteristics of supported housing (Kirsh et al., 2009)
Defining and funding the support in permanent supportive housing: Recommendations of health
centers serving homeless people (Post, 2008)

5. Dimensions of quality supportive housing (CSH, 2015)
6. Home is where our story begins: A report by the Community Living BC and Inclusion BC Inclusive
Housing Task Force (BC Inclusive Housing Task Force, 2018)
7. Housing and supports for adults with severe additions and/or mental illness in BC (Patterson et al.,
2007)
8. Ontario supportive housing best practice guide (Government of Ontario, 2017a)
9. Promising practices: 12 case studies in supportive housing for people with mental health and addiction
issues (Din et al., 2018)
10. Road to recovery: Client experiences in supportive housing (Crépault & Blackstone, 2012)
11. Supportive housing best practices in a mid-sized US urban community (Greenberg et al., 2013)
12. Supportive housing in British Columbia: BC housing options and outreach (Smandych & Smandych,
2017)
13. Supportive housing integrate models toolkit (CSH, 2013)
14. The social and economic value of dedicated-site supportive housing in B.C.: A social return on
investment (SROI) analysis. (Miller et al., 2018)
15. The 2016 housing crisis from a supportive housing perspective (Richmond, 2017)
16. Turning the key: Assessing housing and related supports for persons living with mental health problems
and illness (MHCC, 2016)
17. What makes effective supportive housing? (Woolley, 2015)
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Literature & Document Review Findings
The literature and document review revealed that existing articles and reports focus largely on what
services should be provided, how well programs are functioning, and advocate for increasing the amount
of supportive housing. Often, authors chose to focus on a single tenant group, most commonly people
living with mental illness and addiction issues.
Supporting literature agreed that to provide successful affordable housing to vulnerable populations,
supports must be in place. This serves to demonstrate the effectiveness of supportive housing, but will
not be explored further in this research report.
There was little material on best practices for the development of supportive housing. Some reference
was made to providing tenants with self-contained apartments (those with kitchens and washrooms) and
communal space in the building to provide opportunity for social connection.
The literature review served well to collect similar definitions of supportive housing, such as independent
living with a range of flexible supports in place with affordable housing. Multiple sources mentioned that
definitions are not always consistent across literature and there are a range of supportive housing
models, with no one model serving as a leading example.
The sources also agreed that supportive housing measures are cost-efficient in that they reduce spending
in other areas such as health care, justice systems, and emergency services.
The literature reiterated that living in supportive housing provided positive outcomes for peoples' lives
and that more housing was needed as thousands of people remain on waitlists.

BC?s Mental Health and Addictions
Journal Visions 2016 publication
focused on supportive housing. It
featured stories from people who
benefited from living in supportive
housing, case workers for tenants of
supportive housing, and people
working for housing providers.

The
Budzey
Building

The article can be found h er e and is
highly recommended for those
interested in gaining more perspective
on the sector.
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Table 2: Themes from Supportive Housing Literature

Th em es

Sou r ces

DEFINITIONS
Supportive housing allows BC Inclusive Housing Task Force, 2018; Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; CSH, 2015; Din et
for tenant independence al., 2018; Government of Ontario, 2017a; Greenberg et al., 2013; Kirsh et al., 2009;
Lum, 2010; Miller et al., 2018; Patterson et al., 2007; Sylvestre, Ollenberg, & Trainor,
2007
Supportive services and
housing models should
respond to tenants'
needs and be flexible in
nature

BC Inclusive Housing Task Force, 2018; Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; CSH, 2015; Din et
al., 2018; Government of Ontario, 2017a; Kirsh et al., 2009; Lum, 2010; MHCC, 2016;
Miller et al.,2018; Patterson et al., 2007; Post, 2008; Sylvestre, Ollenberg, & Trainor,
2007; Woolley, 2015

A range of supportive
services should be
provided

Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; CSH, 2015; Din et al., 2018; Kirsh et al. 2009; MHCC, 2016;
Miller et al., 2018; Patterson et al., 2007; Post, 2008; Smandych & Smandych, 2017;
Woolley, 2015

- ?To the extent possible, the services available in a supportive housing development
should be customized to the needs of tenants?(CSH, 2015, page 21)
- ?Respond to individual tenants concerns and try to match each tenant to the best
possible housing for their particular needs?(Din et al., 2018, page 13)

- ?Supports tend to be flexible and individualized and generally include: mental health
clinical services such as case management or assertive community treatment and
housing support services which focus on resources and skills needed to help
maintain housing stability and tenure?(MHCC, 2016, page 15)
- ?Support services may include 24/7 staffing, life skills training, employment
preparation, meal programs and referrals to other community resources?
(Smandych & Smandych, 2017, page 1)
Services should be
provided by qualified staff

Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; Government of Ontario, 2017a; MHCC, 2016; Patterson,
2007

Supportive housing
should be affordable

BC Inclusive Housing Task Force, 2018; Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; CSH, 2013; CSH,
2015; Din et al., 2018; Government of Ontario, 2017a; Kirsh et al., 2009; Lum, 2010;
MHCC, 2016; Miller et al., 2018; Patterson et al., 2007; Richmond, 2017; Smandych &
Smandych, 2017; Sylvestre, Ollenberg, & Trainor, 2007; Woolley, 2015

There are multiple
models of supportive
housing

CSH, 2013; CSH, 2015; Kirsh et al., 2009; MHCC, 2016; Miller et al., 2018; Patterson et
al., 2007; Post, 2008; Richmond, 2017; Smandych & Smandych, 2017

Definitions of supportive
housing and case
management are not
always consistent

Greenberg et al., 2013; Kirsh et al., 2009; MHCC, 2016; Patterson et al., 2007; Sylvestre,
Ollenberg, & Trainor, 2007

- ?...a ?one size supportive housing model?does not fit all. Every community should
have a range of housing options promoting choice for supportive housing
populations?(CSH, 2015, page i)

- ?? full descriptors are not consistently offered and different terminology is used by
different researchers and in different jurisdictions?(Kirsh et al., 2009, page 13)
- ?? the term case management and its various models are not consistently defined
or implemented in the literature?(Patterson et al., 2007, page 58)
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Table 2: Themes from Supportive Housing Literature

Th em es

Sou r ces

FINANCIAL BENEFIT
Supportive services
reduce demand on the
health care system,
resulting in
cost-efficiencies

Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; Din et al., 2018; Government of Ontario, 2017a;
Greenberg et al., 2013; Lum, 2010; MHCC, 2016; Miller et al., 2018; Patterson et al.,
2007; Post, 2008; Woolley, 2015

Investigation into the
cost of supportive
housing

Lum, 2010; MHCC, 2016; Miller et al., 2018; Post, 2008; Patterson et al., 2007

- ?? it is estimated that approximately half of the value generated through
dedicated-site supportive housing returns to the government in cost reallocations
due to decreased use of services such as emergency health services, justice
services, hospital services, child welfare services, and other social services such as
homeless shelters and basic needs supports?(Miller et al., 2018, page iii)

OUTCOM ES
Supportive housing
results in increased
stability for tenants and
improved health
outcomes

Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; Din et al., 2018; Kirsh et al., 2009; Miller et al., 2018;
Patterson et al., 2007; Post, 2008; Sylvestre, Ollenberg, & Trainor, 2007; Woolley, 2015

NEED
The demand for
supportive housing is
outpacing supply

BC Inclusive Housing Task Force, 2018; Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; Din et al., 2018;
Kirsh et al., 2009; MHCC, 2016; Miller et al., 2018; Patterson et al., 2007; Woolley, 2015

Coordination and
partnerships between
organizations should be
strengthened

Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; CSH, 2013; CSH, 2015; Din et al., 2018; MHCC, 2016

DEVELOPM ENT
The design of the
building plays a large
role

Crépault & Blackstone, 2012; CSH, 2015; Din et al., 2018
- ?Including community space within the property can be a great resource to the
broader community and can be utilized for tenant activities and services?(CSH,
2015, page 15)
- "Tenants expressed the desire to live in their own apartment with access to
communal space" (Crépault & Blackstone, 2012, page 8)
- ?Have a community space where everyone can get together. Particularly a
communal dining area" (Din et al., 2018, page 22)
- ?If possible, give each tenant their own washroom and kitchen?(Din et al., 2018,
page 22)
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3.2 Policy Con t ext & Gover n m en t Def in it ion s
In addition to the academic and industry literature, government literature was also investigated. Three
jurisdictions were compared: federal, Ontario, and British Columbia. The information is summarized in
Table 3: Gover n m en t Def in it ion s an d Types of Su ppor t ive Hou sin g, Feder al, On t ar io, an d Br it ish
Colu m bia.

Federal Government
-

-

In 2017, the Canadian government announced its new National Housing Strategy (NHS) as a
nation-wide housing strategy that includes funding from the federal and provincial governments
and includes various programs with targets to build new housing and repair existing buildings
(CMHC, 2017; CMHC, 2018a).
The NHS draws on feedback from consultations that took place across the country and adopts a
human rights-based approach to housing (CMHC, 2017).
Establishing that people have the right to housing is a monumental step for the federal
government.
The NHS will be further analyzed in Ch apt er 6: Th e Nat ion al Hou sin g St r at egy & Su ppor t ive
Hou sin g.

Government of British Columbia
-

-

The Government of British Columbia has the department BC Housing, which is responsible for the
Supportive Housing Registration Service (BC Housing, n.d.b).
The provincial government does not operate the housing, non-profit organizations are responsible
for this, but BC Housing does play a leading role in the provision of units (BC Housing, n.d.b).
BC Housing has published numerous research reports and case studies related to supportive
housing (BC Housing, n.d.b).
The report The Social and Economic Value of Dedicated-Site Supportive Housing in B.C.: A Social Return
on Investment (SROI) Analysis was used for its definition of supportive housing and identification of
tenants in supportive housing for this study (Miller et al., 2018).
The report examines the SROI of dedicated-site supportive housing through five case studies,
demonstrating the value of investing in this type of housing (Miller et al., 2018).

Government of Ontario
-

-

-

The 2017 Ontario Supportive Housing Policy Framework was intended to coordinate a system for
supportive housing because, in Ontario, there are many different sectors with differing mandates
that relate to supportive housing (Government of Ontario, 2017b).
The provincial government does not operate housing or coordinate the waitlists for housing as it
devolved responsibility for housing in 2001, under the SHRA (Office of the Auditor General of
Ontario, 2017).
The result is a fragmented approach that allows for people to more easily fall through the cracks
(Government of Ontario, 2017b).
Ontario?s Framework set out to provide a common vision for the following actors in relation to
supportive housing: provincial ministries, local entities (i.e. Service Managers, Local Health
Integration Networks, lead agencies, Indigenous organizations), housing providers, community
agencies, and people living in supportive housing (Government of Ontario, 2017b).
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Table 3: Government Definitions and Types of Supportive Housing, Federal, Ontario, and British Columbia.
Nat ion al Hou sin g St r at egy
?Housing that provides a
physical environment that is
specifically designed to be safe,
secure, enabling and home-like,
Def in it ion
with support services such as
of
social services, provision of
Su ppor t ive
meals, housekeeping and
Hou sin g
social and recreational
activities, in order to maximize
residents?independence,
privacy and dignity.?

Gover n m en t of BC

Gover n m en t of On t ar io

?? affordable housing that
provides access to support
staff who help residents
experience stability, enhance
their independent living skills,
and reconnect with their
communities. The services and
supports provided to residents
through supportive housing
are flexible, and may vary
from program to program.?

?? a combination of housing
assistance and supports that
enable people to live as
independently as possible in
their community.?

Survivors (especially women and
children) fleeing domestic
violence*

Experiences of violent
victimization (including
domestic violence, assault, and
sexual assault)

Survivors of domestic violence

Seniors*

Physical health issues; Physical
disabilities; Cognitive disabilities

High risk seniors

Indigenous peoples*

Complex mental health issues;
Substance use issues or
dependence

Persons with physical disabilities;
Persons with developmental
disabilities; Persons with acquired
brain injuries

People with disabilities*

A long history of homelessness

Persons with mental health
related needs, serious mental
illness and/or problematic
substance use

Childhood trauma and Adverse
Childhood Experiences (ACEs)

Persons who have a history of
homelessness or are at risk of
homelessness

Veterans*

Intergenerational trauma

Youth at risk

LGBTQ2+*

A history of criminal justice
system involvement

Persons with terminal/chronic
illness (e.g., HIV/AIDS)

Racialized groups*

Problematic behaviours (such
as hoarding or aggression)

Newcomers (including
refugees)*

Sex trade involvement

In t en ded
Types of
Those dealing with mental
Su ppor t ive
health and addiction issues*
Hou sin g

Individuals and families
experiencing homelessness*
Young adults*
Sources: Government of Ontario, 2017b; CMHC, 2018a; Miller et al., 2018.
* Defined in the NHS Glossary of Terms (CMHC, 2018a)
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An alysis of Sim ilar it ies & Dif f er en ces in Def in it ion s
Def in it ion s
-

Each of the three definitions are comparable in that they focus on the ability of the tenant to live
independently and the requirement of a support service to assist with the success of the tenancy.
The NHS and BC Housing identify that there is a range of supports which are flexible depending on
the individual?s needs.
Common key terms used in the definitions are: affordability, dignity, and safety and security.

Tar get Gr ou ps
-

-

All three refer to ranges of potential "target" populations who may need supports. The two
provinces included the list of populations that may use supportive housing in their definition of
supportive housing.
The NHS does not make an explicit link between supportive housing and its list of ?vulnerable
populations?.
Many of the NHS vulnerable populations are not included under the provincial policy targets. Yet,
other groups are explicitly mentioned by the provincial policies, but not in the NHS. This may
suggest a mismatch in the scope of coverage for these target residents.

3.3 M odels of Su ppor t ive Hou sin g
It is hypothesized that the vast improvement from
homelessness or risk of homelessness to
stabilized living far outweighs the differences
between housing models, therefore making it
difficult to measure (Patterson et al., 2007).

As the literature has demonstrated, supportive
housing comes in many forms. Figu r e 1: M odels
of Su ppor t ive Hou sin g provides a brief overview
of some of the types of models that exist. This
range of housing models encompasses everything
from a single supportive housing unit in a building
to the entire building dedicated to supportive
housing and all combinations between.

Similarly, there was no conclusive evidence for
whether the housing and services should be
offered by different organizations, as both models
have proven successful (Patterson et al., 2007;
Kirsh et al., 2009).

It is important to note that all supportive housing
models begin with af f or dable h ou sin g. Target
groups for supportive housing are unable to afford
market rent levels, therefore the model has to be
viable with low-level rents.

"Although single-site housing may provide
staff with more frequent access to tenants
and more opportunities to build a
community of support, scattered-site
housing makes use of the housing already
available in the community and provides
more autonomy and anonymity to
tenants? (Kirsh et al., 2009, page 9)

BC Housing conducted SROI analysis comparing
dedicat ed-sit e to scat t er ed-sit e supportive
housing and determined that dedicated-site
housing has a slightly higher SROI than
scattered-site in terms of social and economic
value creation (Miller et al., 2018). However, other
studies have found there is no demonstrated
benefit of one model over another (Patterson et
al., 2007). Literature often lists advantages and
disadvantages of each type (CSH, 2015; Kirsh et al.,
2009; Post, 2008).
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Figure 1: Models of Supportive Housing

M odels of Su ppor t ive Hou sin g

+

Hou sin g

Dedicated-Site
-

-

Also known as
?dedicated building?
The building offers
only supportive
housing units
Supports are directly
on-site as well as
through outreach to
off-site services

Su ppor t s

Mixed-Site
-

-

Also known as ?clustered programs?
The building has a mix of supportive
housing units with social or
affordable units, sometimes it is an
entire floor of a building
Some supports are available on-site
but most of the supports are
provided through connections to
off-site services

Scattered-Site
-

-

Tenants are in secure market
rental units scattered
throughout a community
Tenants often have a rent
supplement
Supports are provided by an
outreach worker to tenants at
their home or through
connections to other services

ADVANTAGES

ADVANTAGES

ADVANTAGES

-

-

-

-

-

-

Supports are directly
on-site but also
available off-site
The housing operator
has control over the
building
Amenity/program
space can be designed
for the tenant group
There is stability in the
number of units
provided because they
are not influenced by
cities?vacancy rates

DISADVANTAGES
-

-

-

Housing is not mixed
with others that do not
require supports
The housing operator
often needs to build a
new building
There may be
community opposition
to the development of
a site

-

Tenants are partially integrated into the
community
Some supports are available on-site
The housing operator did not need to
do any construction
May result in less community
opposition than single site new
developments

-

DISADVANTAGES
-

-

-

There could be difficulty with the tenant
mix of supportive and non-supportive
units
The building may not have appropriate
amenity/program space
The housing operator has less control
over the building
In hot real estate markets, it may be
difficult to find landlords willing to lease
units
Engaging tenants may be difficult since
opportunities for informal interaction
are limited

Tenants are integrated into the
community
Supports are available to the tenant
in their home
The housing operator did not need
to do any construction
May result in less community
opposition than single site new
developments

DISADVANTAGES
-

-

-

-

There could be difficulty with the
tenant mix of supportive and
market units
The building may not have
appropriate amenity/program space
The housing operator has no
control over the building
In hot real estate markets, it may be
difficult to find landlords willing to
lease units
Engaging tenants may be difficult
since opportunities for informal
interaction are limited
Difficult to organize peer support
networks

Sources: CSH, 2015; Kirsh et al., 2009; Miller et al., 2018; Patterson et al., 2007; Post, 2008
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Conclusions
The seven case studies explored in Chapter 4 demonstrate a variety of supportive housing. They range
from a single organization providing both the housing and supports to a building owned by one
organization, the property managed by another, and supports provided by two different organizations
(one of which is the property manager) for two different tenant groups (seniors and people living with
HIV).
Most of the examples are dedicated-site because there was an intended focus on the development of
housing either through a new build or redevelopment. It was not in the scope of the study to look at
acquisition of scattered units by supportive housing providers.
This report set out to find best practices in terms of development and operation of supportive housing. It
does not examine the validity of supportive housing nor does it evaluate the programs offered in the case
studies.

Camas
Gardens
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4

CASE STUDIES

A comparative case study analysis was the predominant method used to examine supportive
housing in British Columbia and Ontario. Seven case study projects were selected to examine how
supportive housing has been developed in the past: four projects in Ontario and three in British
Columbia.
Table 4: Over view of Case St u dies demonstrates that the projects are diverse in geographic
location, target tenant groups, and building size, ranging from 15 to 162 units. The case studies are
not meant to be statistically representative.
The information used for each of the case study profiles were gathered from public documentation
or published documentation provided by the housing organizations. The profiles were additionally
sent to the housing organizations for verification of information.

Table 4: Overview of Case Studies
Case St u dy Hou sin g Developm en t s
Br it ish Colu m bia

On t ar io
Kar en?s
Place

Par k dale
Lan din g

Di Pede
Residen ces

Dr yden
UIHB

Th e Bu dzey
Bu ildin g

Cam as
Gar den s

New
Ju bilee
Hou se

Housing
organization

Salus
Ottawa

Indwell

WoodGreen

OAHS

RainCity
Housing

Pacifica
Housing

127 Housing
Society

Location

Ottawa

Hamilton

Toronto

Dryden

Vancouver

Victoria

Vancouver

Target group
services are
geared towards

People
living with
mental
illness

People
living with
mental
illness &
addiction

Seniors &
adults living
with
HIV/AIDS

Single
Indigenous
mothers

Women at risk
of
homelessness

Homeless/ at
risk of
homelessness

Low-income
seniors

Number of units
in case study
building

42

55

112

15

147

44

162

2016

2018

2008

2018

2015

2011

2016

Cr it er ia

Year of
occupancy
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The non-profit housing organizations responsible for the supportive housing in the case studies
represent experienced groups. The organizations demonstrated capacity to expand their portfolio and
build additional supportive housing to serve more people.
None of the projects used in this study were initial buildings from a housing organization. This represents
an experienced sector because they have operated this type of housing for many years. Table 5: Pr of ile
of Hou sin g Or gan izat ion s provides an outline of the housing organizations exhibited in this research.

Table 5: Profile of Housing Organizations
Non -Pr of it Hou sin g Or gan izat ion s
Br it ish Colu m bia

On t ar io

Cr it er ia
First year of
operation

Target group
services are
geared towards

Housing
Organization
Portfolio

Salu s
Ot t aw a

In dw ell

WoodGr een

OAHS

Rain Cit y
Hou sin g

Pacif ica
Hou sin g

127
Hou sin g
Societ y

1977

1970s

1937

1994

1982

1998

1981

People living
with mental
illnesses at
risk of
homelessness

People
living with
mental
illness &
addiction

People
accessing
childcare,
newcomers,
seniors, and
homelessness

First
Nation,
Inuit and
Métis
people
living
off-Reserve

Provides
supportive
Houses
housing to
~1,000 people
550+
households

Owns and
manages
2,300
rental
properties

Owns 214
units across
14 buildings

People living
with mental
illness &
addiction

Houses ~1,000
people

Homeless/ at
risk of
homelessness
Low-income
due to mental
seniors
illness &/ or
addiction
issues

170 units of
supportive
housing
across five
buildings

Houses 334
people in
three
buildings

Table 5 demonstrates that the housing operators range in size from 170 units of supportive housing to
2,300 rental properties. Other key findings include:
-

OAHS owns and manages the most rental properties
The size of the building generally fits the context of the location. For example, although OAHS is
the largest housing operator, the case study is the smallest and located in the smallest city.
The two buildings located in Vancouver have the largest number of units.
Many of the case study buildings have approximate 10 per cent of the people that the housing
organizations provides supportive housing to.
New Ju bilee Hou se houses approximately half of the people that 127 Housing Society provides
supportive housing to.
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Terminology
In vest m en t in Af f or dable Hou sin g (IAH): Since 2011, new federal funding for affordable housing has been
provided through the Investment in Affordable Housing. This funding is passed to provinces and territories.
Ontario contributed to the IAH funding and then passed the funding to the 47 Service Managers.
On t ar io Disabilit y Su ppor t Pr ogr am (ODSP): ODSP provides assistance for those living with a disability. The
support includes financial assistance to help with living expenses, including housing. Individuals living with a
disability receive a maximum of $497 a month for shelter costs.
Ren t -Gear ed-t o-In com e (RGI): Rent is set at approximately 30 per cent of household income.
Ren t al Rat e: The amount that tenants pay for the unit or, if the unit is unoccupied, the amount the landlord is
requesting.
Ren t Su pplem en t : Payments from the government that cover the cost between what a household can afford for
rent and what the cost of the unit is. They are generally geared at reducing the cost to the household at 30 per
cent of pre-tax income.

All sources for the case studies can be found in Annex I.
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Chapter 4: Case Studies
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OTTAW A SALU S

K A REN ' S PLA CE
OTTAWA, ONTARI O
Source: CSV Architects, 2016

CONTEXT

SNAPSHOT

In 2010, Ottawa Salus, a non-profit
housing provider, purchased three lots
with the intention of developing affordable
supportive housing for people living with
mental illness.

Completion Date: 2016

Construction of Karen?s Place began in
April 2015 and was occupied by residents
in October 2016.
The brand-new, low-rise apartment
building consists of 42 self-contained
bachelor units. Rents are either set to
Ontario Disability Support Program
(ODSP) maximum shelter allowance or
rent-geared-to-income (RGI) (30 per cent
of income) up to the market rent of the
unit.
It was designed to meet international
Passive House standards, resulting in
energy savings that reduce operating
costs.

Type of Building: Four-storey Passive House apartment building
Number of Units: 42 single-occupancy bachelor units
Size of Unit: 430 ft²
Rent Structure: ODSP ($497) or RGI rates up to market rent
Cost of the Project: $9.2 million*
Cost per Unit: $218,700*
Target Occupants: People living with mental illness
How was Land Acquired?In 2010, Ottawa Salus purchased three lots at
1486, 1490 and 1494 Clementine Blvd. It moved ahead with
development upon approval of $5 million in grants from IAH in 2013.
*2015-16 $
(IAH) Investment in Affordable Housing program: Delivered by the 47 Service
Managers based on funding from the province cost-matched with federal dollars
(RGI) Rent-geared-to-income: A method of rent supplement when rent is set at
approximately 30 per cent of household income

OTTAWA SALUS BACKGROUND
Ottawa Salus Corporation was formed in 1977 by a group of parents,
social workers, and doctors out of concern for people living with
mental illnesses at risk of homelessness. The non-profit, registered
charity?s mission is to, ?create opportunities for adults with mental illness
to live in the community by providing housing and support services.?
Ottawa Salus owns 214 units across 14 buildings for which it provides
a range of supportive housing options. It also partners with other
housing operators to provide an additional 148 affordable supportive

Source: CSV Architects, n.d.

housing opportunities in the community.
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PROJECT COSTS AND FINANCING
Tot al Cost : $9,185,215
Equit y (34.1%): Ottawa Salus contributed $3,131,500 of equity to the
Karen's Place project. This equity included the land it purchased in
2010 for approximately $600,000 and money raised through a charity
campaign.
Grant s (54.9%): Ottawa Salus won an Action Ottawa proposal funded
by the Investment in Affordable Housing (IAH) Federal/Provincial (F/P)
program, which provided $5,040,200 in capital.
Financing (11%): Ottawa Salus financed a $1,013,515 mortgage at a
long-term rate of 1.9%.

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING CONTEXT
All tenants of Karen's Place come from one of three entry points: 1) shelters; 2) internal transfers; or 3) the Social Housing
Registry of Ottawa waitlist for RGI housing. The tenants have access to multiple staff members from among the 100+ staff
that Ottawa Salus employs. The City of Ottawa provides operational funding from the Community Homelessness
Prevention Initiative that covers the cost of Communit y Development and Case Management services for tenants of the
building.
At Karen's Place, the following services are available to clients:
-

On-sit e Communit y Development : facilitates stable and successful tenancies by
frequently meeting with tenants, identifying risks early, developing an action
plan with the tenant and clinical staff, and monitoring corrective behaviour. The
Community Developer supports the physical and mental health of individuals

Source: CSV Architects, n.d.

and helps tenants build positive relationships with their neighbours and peers.
-

Case Managers: provide ?intensive, flexible and portable support?to tenants. Case
managers can meet clients at a location of their choice, including their home. The
services aim to ensure access to appropriate treatment options, life skills,
recreation, healthy living, financial management, and employment opportunities.
There is approximately one case manager per 12 clients.

-

Source: CSV Architects, n.d.

Housing Coordinat or: facilitates communication and services between agencies,
tenants, families and the public. They are the connection between clinical
supports and Salus as the landlord. The coordinator is clinically trained and
coordinates intake, referrals and clinical assessments.

-

Additional services include: Occupat ional Therapist s, Recreologist s,
Psycho-social rehabilit at ion, and an emergency on-call service of 24/ 7 support
for mental health and property emergencies.
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Source: CSV Architects, n.d.

BUILDING AWARDS
-

-

-

M ODEL OF AFFORDABLE SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING

Achieved LEED© Platinum
certification in 2017.

Ottawa Salus functions as both the housing

First Passive House certified

provider and primary service provider. The

multi-residential apartment

model is on-site, high-level of support services

building in North America.

provided by Ottawa Salus staff. Additional

Winner of the Ontario

community supports outside of Ottawa Salus

Sustainable Energy Awards

are utilized as necessary to stabilize tenancies and are coordinated by

Community Project 2017

the Salus Housing Coordinator.

Winner of the 2017 ONPHA
Innovation Award

-

Winner of the Canada Green
Building Council 2017 Inspiring
Home Awards: Ottawa Chapter and
National Award

-

Winner of the 2017 CHRA
Sustainability Award
Source: CSV Architects, n.d.

DEVELOPM ENT
SUCCESS

1.Land
2.Equit y
3.Grant s
4.Capacit y

Source: CSV Architects, n.d.

SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING SUCCESS

1.Professional
St affing
2.Graded Level of
Support
3.Low Rent s

Source: CSV Architects, n.d.
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I N D W ELL

PA RK D A LE LA N D I N G
HAM I LTON, ONTARI O
Source: Indwell, n.d.

CONTEXT

SNAPSHOT

In 2016, Indwell, a non-profit housing
developer, purchased an existing commercial
building with sections dating back to the 1880s,
1960s, and 1970s. It included a banquet hall,
tavern, and rooming house. The rooming house
had 18 people living in it without heat and
infested with bed bugs. They were paying $550
per month for rent.

Completion Date: 2018

Conversion of Indwell?s Parkdale Landing
began in 2016 and by Fall 2018 the existing
building was retrofitted with 57 renovated
units of affordable supportive housing for
people living with mental illness and addictions.
The building also includes commercial space for
a community restaurant and neighbourhood
food hub.
Each of the tenants pay $500 per month for
rent, equivalent to ODSP shelter rates.

Type of Building: Passive House retrofit as residential with some
commercial spaces
Number of Units: 57 units: 55 studio apartments and 2 one-bedroom
units
Size of Unit: Studio apartments are 260 ft²; one-bedroom units?size
N/A
Rent Structure: $500 per month
Cost of the Project: $10.5 million*
Cost per Unit: $184,210*
Target Occupants: Adults with mental health and addiction issues
How was Land Acquired?Indwell purchased the building
*2018 $

Parkdale Landing was built to Passive House
standards, resulting in operating costs savings.

INDW ELL BACKGROUND

Source: Indwell, 2018

Indwell is a non-profit housing developer and Christian-based charity
that creates affordable housing communities. The organization has
roots dating back to the 1970s in Hamilton, Ontario, when a couple
opened up their home to provide one-on-one support for people with
mental health illnesses. This idea grew modestly when a new home was
purchased and housed seven residents with ?house parents?. Today,
Indwell provides supportive housing to more than 550 households and
has expanded beyond Hamilton to include programs in Woodstock,
Simcoe, and London, Ontario. The charity provides a range of housing
options, from 24-hour on-site service to independent apartments with
supports.
40

PROJECT COSTS AND FINANCING
Tot al Cost : $10,500,000
Equit y (21.9%): Indwell received $2,300,000 in charitable donations
to use towards Parkdale Landing.
Grant s (58%): Indwell received $5,500,000 as part of the Investment
in Affordable Housing (IAH) Federal/Provincial (F/P) program. The
City of Hamilton contributed $600,000 in added capital grants.
Financing: (N/A)
Undet ermined (20.1%): From the total costs, an additional
$2,500,000 was spent on the project but this research could not
determine the source of this financing.

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING CONTEXT
A localized ?hub?of services was created at Indwell that focuses on mental health,
addiction, and social services within a permanent housing context. Indwell designed
Parkdale Landing based on the success of its other development, Strathearne Suites.
Parkdale Landing provides graded support levels, from high support to increased
independence for tenants by extending services off-site depending on the needs of
the client.
At Parkdale Landing, the following on-site services are provided to tenants:
-

-

-

-

-

Housing Support Workers: provides tenancy supports including unit
Source: Passive House Canada, n.d.
management, nutritional planning and meal preparation and financial;
integrated pest management; social recreational activity; community
development; and life skill development.
Regist ered Nurse: provides health education; mental health assessments;
crisis prevention; medication management; wound care; non-urgent health
intervention; and crisis management.
Social Worker: assists with intake, bio-psycho-social assessments and helps
to provide clinical leadership to the team; help tenants connect with
supports in the community such as accompanying them to appointments.
Addict ion Worker: provides motivational interviewing; mental health
Source: Passive House Canada, n.d.
assessments; crisis prevention; individual addiction counselling and support;
harm reduction planning and oversight; tobacco cessation; and crisis
management.
Food Securit y: provides meal planning, education, and coordination of one
hot meal per day.

Indwell also works closely with St. Joseph?s Healthcare Hamilton for tenants that
need access to psychiatric outpatient services.
The supportive services in Parkdale Landing are facilitated through a Multi-Sector
Service Accountability Agreement (MSAA), receiving $661,000 annual funding from
Source: Passive House Canada, n.d.
the provincial Ministry of Health.
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M ODEL OF AFFORDABLE SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING

BUILDING AWARDS
-

Built to Passive House standard.

-

Winner of the 2018 national

Indwell is the housing operator and primary

Green Building

service provider. The model is on-site, high

Excellence -

support services being provided by Indwell

Inspiring Home

staff. Additional community supports outside

Award from the

of Parkdale Landing are utilized as necessary,

Canada Green

specifically those offered by St. Joseph?s Healthcare Hamilton, the

Building Council.

"

major primary care hospital.

I washomeless, in a shelter. Things

Before Const ruct ion

During Const ruct ion

Source: Google Streetview, 2016

Source: Indwell, 2018

are just going really well since I
came in here. Without Indwell you
don?t know where we?d be.

"

- Tenant

DEVELOPM ENT
SUCCESS

SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING SUCCESS

1.Professional

1.Land

St affing

2.Equit y

2.Graded Level of

3.Grant s
4.Capacit y

Support
3.Low Rent s

Source: CSV Architects, n.d.
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W ELLESLEY CEN TRAL RESI D EN CES I N C.

TO N Y D I PED E A FFO RD A B LE
H O U SI N G CO M PLEX
TORONTO, ONTARI O
Source: Krawczyk, n.d.

CONTEXT

SNAPSHOT

In 1998, the Wellesley Central Hospital closed. The

Completion Date: 2008

land was deeded to the Wellesley Institute, which

Type of Building: 11-storey apartment building

moved forward with consultation that imagined an

Number and Size of Units: 112 units:

?urban village?.

-

56 for seniors, consisting of: 30 bachelor units

In 2004, Wellesley Central Residences Inc. was

(320-360 ft²) and 26 one-bedroom units (475

founded to oversee and manage a unique non-profit

ft²); and

community partnership model between the

-

56 for adults living with HIV: 25 bachelor units

Wellesley Institute, WoodGreen Community

(320-360 ft²), 14 one-bedroom units (475-540

Services, and Fife House, to build the Wellesley

ft²), 6 two-bedroom units (720 ft²), and 11

Central Residences, also known as the Tony Di Pede

bachelor apartments for the Transitional

Affordable Housing Complex (Di Pede Residences).

Housing Program (220 ft²), which share a
communal kitchen, dining room and lounge

The entire hospital site was redeveloped to include a

area.

long-term care facility, private condominiums, a

Rent Structure: 100% RGI

public park, and the Di Pede Residences.

Cost of the Project: N/A

The project broke ground in 2004 and the

Cost per Unit: N/A

supportive housing was completed in 2008. An

Target Occupants: Seniors and adults living with

11-storey building with 112 units ranging in size

HIV/AIDS

from bachelor to two-bedroom units was built.
How wasLand Acquired? After the Wellesley Central

Residents pay RGI rent rates.

Hospital closed in 1998 the land reverted to the

Half of the units are for seniors, served by

Wellesley Institute, the Hospital?s successor

WoodGreen, while the other half are for persons

organization. Wellesley Institute leased the portion of

living with HIV/AIDS, served by Fife House to

land for the Tony Di Pede Affordable Housing Complex

continue the legacy of the Wellesley Central

to Wellesley Central Residences Inc. for 35 years.

Hospital. The units for each group are mixed
(RGI) Rent-geared-to-income: A method of rent supplement when rent
is set at approximately 30 per cent of household income

throughout the building.
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W ELLESLEY
INSTITUTE
The Wellesley
Institute is a
non-profit research
and policy
organization based in
Toronto. Its focus is to
develop research and
policy and mobilize
the community to
advance health and
reduce inequities.
The Wellesley
Institute is the
non-profit landlord of
the Di Pede
Residences.

W OODGREEN

FIFE HOUSE

WoodGreen Community Services is one of
Toronto?s largest social service agencies. It
began work in 1937 and today serves 37,000
people each year across 36 locations through
75 programs. The organization focuses on a
wide range of audiences including people
accessing childcare, newcomers settling in
Canada, seniors living independently, and
helping homeless people off of the streets.
WoodGreen has a number of residences,
housing approximately 1,000 people. It has
750 staff and 1,000 volunteers.

Fife House is a charitable housing
provider established in 1988 to respond
to the need for supportive housing for
people living with HIV/AIDS in the
Greater Toronto Area. Today, it provides
80% of the supportive housing and
services to people living with HIV/AIDS
in Toronto and is the largest organization
of its kind in Canada. Fife House
supports more than 300 individuals
across seven housing projects. It has 60
staff, many of whom provide front-line
support services.

For the Di Pede Residences, WoodGreen
provides property management services for
the entire building (cleaning, maintenance,
rent collection, financial management, and
tenant administration) and supportive services
for the seniors living in the building.

For the Di Pede Residences, Fife House
provides on-site supportive services for
tenants living with HIV/AIDS.

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING CONTEXT
The Di Pede Residences provides residents with personal support worker services, case workers, and community
programs. The community programs aim to: reduce social isolation, provide opportunities for
social-recreational-educational engagement, offer no-cost wellness services, and support community development
activities, where residents take the lead with staff support. Some of the activities include:
-

Communal dining;
Transportation services;
Free haircuts;
Educational workshops;
Community Room Monitor, which trains residents in leadership skills,
customer service, and business organization;
Gentle exercise;
Smoking cessation; and
Enhanced meal programs.

There is a Wellness Centre that additionally offers services such as naturopathic
medicine, chair yoga, therapy dog visits, and a weekly student massage clinic.
In addition to the personal support worker services, case workers, and community
programs, Fife House has 45 units of ?integrated living residence?for which support
is provided 24/7 based on identified client need and through ongoing case
management. The focus for these residents is on building life-skills and independent
living.

Source: Barrington, 2019

The remaining 11 units serviced by Fife House are part of a Transitional Housing
Program that provides temporary, supportive housing for nine months, in a shared communal living environment to
people living with HIV/AIDS. These residents have access to staff 24/7 from a six-person staff team that focuses on
intensive case management, assistance with activities of daily living, and advocacy support.
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PROJECT COSTS AND FINANCING
Tot al Cost : N/A
Equit y (6.8%): Wellesley Institute provided approximately
$1,500,000 of equity to Wellesley Central Residences Inc. for the
project.
Grant s (20.1%): $4,000,000 was secured from the Supporting
Communities Partnership Initiative program, all three levels of
government contributing.
After the building opened, the City of Toronto provided additional
funding in the amount of $400,000 under the Housing Stabilization
and Support Fund program to cover an unfunded HST liability
resulting from a decision by the Canada Revenue Agency.
The City of Toronto provided additional funds through the Mayor?s
Homeless Initiative Fund and Special Homelessness Grant, but the
amount of funding could not be determined through this research.
Financing (73.1%): The Di Pede Residences was projected to
require $16,000,000 in financing (exact amount undetermined).

M ODEL OF
AFFORDABLE
SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING
The model of supportive housing is
on-site, high support services being
provided by WoodGreen and Fife
House staff. Additional community
supports outside of these two
organizations are utilized and
coordinated by WoodGreen and Fife
House.

DEVELOPM ENT
SUCCESS

1.Land
2.Equit y
3.Grant s
4.Capacit y
5.Part nerships

SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING SUCCESS

1.Professional
St affing
2.Graded Level of
Support
3.Low Rent s

Source: Urban Toronto, n.d.
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O N TARI O ABO RI GI N AL H O U SI N G SERVI CES

D RY D EN U RB A N I N D I GEN O U S
H O M EW A RD B O U N D
DRYDEN, ONTARI O
Source: Benford, 2019

CONTEXT

SNAPSHOT

In 2012, the Ontario Federation of
Indigenous Friendship Centres (OFIFC)
recognized that an existing supportive
housing program, Homeward Bound, in
Toronto, was similar to the services
delivered by Friendships Centres in
Ontario. This inspiration lead OFIFC to
identify six Friendship Centres across the
province where it could pilot the new
?Urban Indigenous Homeward Bound
(UIHB) program?. Dryden, Ontario is
home to one of the six pilot projects.

Completion Date: 2018

The program involves housing single
Indigenous mothers and providing them
with supports for four to five years that
offer skills training, counselling, formal
education, internships, and employment.
Housing for the Dryden UIHB was
created in partnership with the Ontario
Aboriginal Housing Services (OAHS) and
the Kenora District Services Board
(KDSB). KDSB purchased the vacant
Pinewood School building, rezoned the
land and severed the school from the
surrounding property. It then sold the
land for $1 to OAHS, while keeping a
portion of the land for a future seniors'
housing development. OAHS
redeveloped the building into 15
residential units and officially opened in
2018. The supportive services are
provided by the Dryden Native
Friendship Centre (DNFC).

Type of Building: Adaptation of school into low-rise apartment housing
Number of Units: 15 units: 9 two-bedroom units and 6 three-bedroom units
Size of Unit: Two-bedroom units are 1,000 ft² and three-bedroom units are
1,120 ft²
Rent Structure: 100% RGI
Cost of the Project: $4.8 million*
Cost per Unit: $320,000*
Target Occupants: Single urban Indigenous mothers who are unemployed or
under employed
How was Land Acquired? KDSB gave the land to OAHS for $1
*2017-2018 $
(RGI) Rent-geared-to-income: A method of rent supplement when rent is set at
approximately 30 per cent of household income

OAHS BACKGROUND
In 1994, OAHS was incorporated as a non-profit housing and services
provider after consultations across Ontario identified a need for safe and
affordable housing for low- to moderate-income Aboriginal individuals and
families. OAHS was created with a mandate to provide ?safe and affordable
housing to urban and rural First Nation, Inuit and Métis people living
off-Reserve in Ontario?. It was ?sponsored?by OFIFC, the Ontario Native
Women?s Association and the Métis Nation of Ontario, which collectively
form the OAHS Board of Directors. It is an Indigenous created and owned
housing organization. The housing operator aims to design, develop, and
deliver a culturally appropriate and sustainable continuum of housing.
OAHS is the largest Aboriginal non-profit housing provider in Canada.
Today, OAHS owns and manages 2,300 off-Reserve rental properties
across urban and rural Ontario and has increased Indigenous housing
supply by 685 units. It also provides services to 10,100 people every day.
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PROJECT COSTS AND FINANCING
Tot al cost : $4,750,000
Equit y (N/A): Land was donated by KDSB, a municipal
government organization. Value not determined.
Grant s (89.5%): The Dryden UIHB project received two
grants. The first was from the Government of Ontario for
$1,700,000 towards the development costs of the
on-site daycare. The second grant was from the
Federal/Provincial affordable housing funding for
$2,550,000.
Financing (10.5%): OAHS received $500,000 in financing
for the Dryden UIHB project

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING CONTEXT
The Dryden UIHB project is a four to five-year program open to single mothers older
than 19-years-old, with a high school diploma, who are under employed or unemployed
and motivated to commit to the program. While women participate in the educational
and job-training aspect of the program, they can live in the housing provided for RGI
rates, have access to on-site child care, support for school-aged children, and case
management and counselling services all provided by the DNFC.
DNFC has partnered with the Dryden Literacy Association to support participants
through educational upgrading and tutoring supports for post-secondary education.
Participants of the program have direct access to the UIHB Coordinator, Navigator,

Source: Benford, 2020

and a dedicated program driver.
The education program consists of four phases:
1. A 20-week course offered by the Dryden Literacy Association that focuses on
academic upgrades, financial literacy, computer skills, cultural teachings and life
skills;
2. A college diploma program of participants?choice for one to two years;
3. A one-year internship/apprenticeship to help participants gain on the job
experience; and
4. Full-time employment achieved. Participants transition out of the building when
new housing is secured and can take on mentor roles to new participants.
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Source: Benford, 2020

M ODEL OF AFFORDABLE SUPPORTIVE HOUSING

OAHS is the housing provider for the Dryden UIHB project while DNFC is the service provider. The
model of supportive housing is on-site, high support services being provided by DNFC staff.
Additional community supports outside of DNFC are utilized and
coordinated by DNFC.

"

Thisisthe reason I have a place to live, it got me into school, and now I?m getting my daughter
back. None of thiswould have happened without the [UIHB] program

"

- UIHB program participant

DEVELOPM ENT
SUCCESS

1.Land
2.Grant s
3.Capacit y

SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING SUCCESS

1. Professional
St affing
2. Graded Level of
Support
3. Low Rent s
4. Educat ion/
Employment
5. Family Wellness

Source: Young, 2017
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RAI N CI TY H O U SI N G

T H E B U D Z EY B U I LD I N G
VANCOUVER, BRI TI SH COLUM BI A
Source: Derek Lepper Photography, n.d.

CONTEXT
The Budzey Building was one of multiple sites
identified by the City of Vancouver to be built
as supportive housing. It was developed by the
City in partnership with BC Housing. and is
owned by the City of Vancouver.

SNAPSHOT
Completion Date: 2015
Type of Building: 10-storey apartment building
Number of Units: 147 units: 106 studio units and 41
one-bedroom, two-bedroom, and three-bedroom units
Size of Unit: 322 ft² to 1,076 ft²

The land was purchased by the City of
Vancouver in 2007. Construction of the new
building began in November 2012 and was
completed in 2015.
The 10-storey building includes 147 units
dedicated to women-led households at risk of
homelessness. There are 106 studio units and
41 one-bedroom, two-bedroom, and
three-bedroom units, for which the lease must
be held by a woman.
The building includes facilities for children,
services, security, and two bed bug saunas. The
ground-level floor has commercial units that
are leased by the City.
RainCity Housing and Support Society is a
non-profit organization that is both the
housing operator and provides the supportive
services in the building. It does not own the
building nor did it provide capital funding to
the project. RainCity responded to an RFP that
awarded operation of The Budzey Building
prior to its construction. The organization did
play a role in the design of the building.

Rent Structure: 100% RGI
Cost of the Project: $40,010,698*
Cost per Unit: $272,181*
Target Occupants: Women and
women-led families who are
homeless or at risk of being
homeless
How wasLand Acquired? The City of
Vancouver contributed the land at a
value of $4 million
*2014 - 2015 $

Source: Sreetohome, n.d.

(RGI) Rent-geared-to-income: A method of rent supplement when rent is set
at approximately 30 per cent of household income

RAINCITY HOUSING
BACKGROUND
RainCity Housing and Support Society is a non-profit, charity
organization that provides housing and supports for individuals
across Lower Mainland Vancouver. The organization was
established in 1982 and today houses approximately 1,000
individuals in both long-term and transitional housing.
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PROJECT COSTS AND FINANCING
Tot al Cost : $40,010,698
Equit y (7.3%): The Budzey Building received
$2,940,000 in funding from the Streetohome
Foundation. Streetohome is a community
organization that brings together ?business,
government, service providers and community
leaders to build resources and develop lasting
solutions to homelessness.?
Grant s (12.8%): The City of Vancouver
provided the land for the site, valued at
$4,000,000. It also waived municipal and
regional levies to a value of $780,500 and
provided a contribution of $122,634. BC
Housing provided a predevelopment grant of
$200,000 to the project. BC Hydro provided
$19,600 to the project. These grants come to a
total of $5,122,734.
Financing (74.5%): BC Housing provided mortgage financing of $29,820,733 at an interest rate of 2.8%.
Ot her Sources (Unspecified) (5.4%): From the total costs, an additional $2,127,231 was spent on the project but this
research could not determine the source of this financing.

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING CONTEXT
The Budzey Building has 24/7 on-site staff. There are six daytime staff and a minimum of
three overnight staff. Staff is available for the approximately 350 residents of the
building, of which about 100 are children.
On-site staff positions include: Home Support Worker; Family Support Worker; Women
Support Worker; Front Desk; Facilities; and Managers.
Support services available to the tenants include:
-

-

Source: NSDA Architects, n.d.

case management and life skills to assist with goal planning and
achievement;
employment services, including entry-level employment opportunities;
home support, including life skills and cleaning supports for residents who may
need additional help with maintaining the health and safety standards of their
unit;
childcare services, including a Parent Resource Centre;
medical and mental health services;
community kitchen and family nights; and
connection to additional services including referrals outside of the building.

Source: Derek Lepper Photography, n.d.

The Government of BC provides $891,000 in annual operating funding, which helps to
fund the supports.
Source: Derek Lepper Photography, n.d.
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BUILDING AWARDS
-

-

M ODEL OF AFFORDABLE SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING

Winner of the national 2016
Sustainable Architecture and

RainCity functions as the housing operator

Building Magazine Award.

and service provider but it does not own the

The Budzey Building has achieved

building. The model is on-site, high support

LEED© Gold certification as a

services being provided by RainCity staff

measure to reduce operating costs.

24/7. Additional community supports
outside of RainCity are also coordinated by
their staff.

"

I'm way more healthy, I'm able to do stuff I wasn't able to even think about before.

"

- Tenant

SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING SUCCESS

DEVELOPM ENT
SUCCESS

1.Professional

1.Land

St affing

2.Equit y

2.Graded Level of

3.Grant s

Support

4.Capacit y

3.Low Rent s

Source: Derek Lepper Photography, n.d.
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PACI FI CA H O U SI N G

CA M A S GA RD EN S
VI CTORI A, BRI TI SH COLUM BI A
Source: Pacifica Housing, n.d.

CONTEXT

SNAPSHOT

BC Housing owned the original site of Camas
Gardens in Victoria, British Columbia. Originally,
there were 14 duplex-style, bungalow units that
were in need of significant repair. In 2008, BC
Housing and the City of Victoria signed a
Memoranda of Understanding to designate the site
for supportive housing.

Completion Date: 2011

The site was redeveloped into a mix of three- and
four-storey, wood-framed building with 44 units.
The housing is intended for people who are
homeless or at risk of homelessness including
individuals who may be facing challenges such as
living with mental illness or addiction.
Pacifica Housing is the housing operator and service
provider. Camas Gardens is Pacifica Housing?s first
purpose-built supported housing complex. The
building achieved LEED© Gold certification.

Type of Building: Mid-rise wood-frame apartment building
Number of Units: 44 units: mix of bachelor and 1-bedroom
units
Size of Unit: N/A
Rent Structure: N/A
Cost of the Project: N/A
Cost per Unit: N/A
Target Occupants: Individuals who are homeless or at risk of
homelessness, including those who may be facing challenges
such as living with mental illness or addiction
How was Land Acquired?BC Housing took over the original site
from the Canadian National Institute for the Blind, which had
14 duplex-style units that needed significant repair

PACIFICA HOUSING BACKGROUND
Pacifica Housing is a housing operator and charity with a mission to
provide affordable housing and support services that contribute to
tenants?independence. The organization provides 170 units of
supportive housing across five buildings to single adults and
couples who have been homeless or were at risk of homelessness
due to mental illness and/or addiction.

Source: Pacifica Housing, n.d.

Pacifica Housing also owns and operates a portfolio of affordable
rental housing for low- and moderate-income individuals and
families as well as people with disabilities. The portfolio is located
from Greater Victoria to Nanaimo, British Columbia.
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PROJECT COSTS AND FINANCING
Tot al Cost : N/A
Equit y: N/A
Grant s: The Investment in Affordable Housing (IAH) Federal/Provincial (F/P) funding provided approximately
$3,300,000 million. The Government of British Columbia provided a $6,600,000 grant. The City of Victoria waived
fees and development cost charges valued at $236,681.
Total: $10,136,681
Financing: N/A

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING CONTEXT
Camas Gardens has two staff on duty 24/7 in addition to
on-site, program staff who are available during the day. The
on-site programs for tenants include:
-

Life-skills development such as nutrition, cooking and
grocery shopping;

-

Recreational activities, such as walking groups and
yoga;

-

Helping tenants access other community recreational
amenities such as the public library or community
centres; and

-

Source: Pacifica Housing, n.d.

A Communit y Work Program that provides residents
with volunteer site-based work such as cleaning
common areas inside and around the building.
Participating tenants can receive grocery vouchers in
return for work performed.

These supports are client-centered and focus largely on
helping tenants navigate community support services.
The Province of British Columbia committed to provide over
Source: Pacifica Housing, n.d.

$400,000 in annual operating funds towards the supportive
services at Camas Gardens.
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M ODEL OF AFFORDABLE SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING

BUILDING AWARDS
-

Winner of the 2011 Victoria
Commercial Building Design Award.

Pacifica Housing is both the housing provider and service provider at

Winner of

Camas Gardens. The model is on-site, high support services being

the 2012

provided by Pacifica Housing staff 24/7. Additional community

Wood

supports can be coordinated with staff as well.

WORKS! BC
Wood Design
Award.
-

Winner of the 2012 International
PropertiesAward in the
multi-family category.

-

Achieved LEED© Gold
certification.

Source: Pacifica Housing, n.d.

"

Having some say in my life isempowering and helpsto deal with addiction. People don?t realize
how important it isto have a place to live. Everyone deservesa place to live.

"

- Pacifica Housing Tenant

DEVELOPM ENT
SUCCESS

1.Land
2.Equit y
3.Grant s
4.Capacit y

SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING SUCCESS
1. Professional
St affing
2. Graded Level of
Support
3. Low Rent s
Source: Pacifica Housing, n.d.
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1 2 7 H O U SI N G SO CI ETY

N EW JU B I LEE H O U SE
VANCOUVER, BRI TI SH COLUM BI A
Source: Brenhill Developments Ltd., n.d.

CONTEXT

SNAPSHOT

127 Housing Society?s old Jubilee House in
Vancouver was the first building it operated,
opening in 1986. Over time it suffered from
structural problems and needed to be replaced. In
2014, construction began on New Jubilee House,
directly across the street from the original
building. The 87 tenants of the old Jubilee House
moved into the new building in 2016, along with
an additional 75 tenants.

Completion Date: 2016

The City of Vancouver owned the land that the old
Jubilee House building was on, while Brenhill
Developments Ltd. owned the land planned for
New Jubilee House. A Land Exchange Agreement
was made between these two entities for a
transfer of lands after New Jubilee House was
completed. This allowed for tenants to be
relocated without displacement. BC Housing
provided a loan to Brenhill Developments Ltd. for
construction costs of the new building and Brenhill
Developments Ltd. was allowed to build a
35-storey building on old Jubilee House land.

55 units range between $935 for a studio
unit to $1,500 for a one-bedroom unit

The City of Vancouver owns the New Jubilee
House building and leased it to 127 Housing
Society for 60 years. BC Housing entered into an
operating agreement with 127 Housing Society
for the non-profit organization to operate the
units.
The new 13-storey building has 162 units for
seniors. 107 units?are at low-income rent rates
($375 - $540). The remaining 55 units rents are
between $935 for a studio unit to $1,500 for a
one-bedroom unit. The higher rent rates subsidize
the cost of the low-income units.
The ground floor of the building has offices, a
kitchen, a library, a multi-purpose dining room, and
an affordable food store. There are also two
gardens.

Type of Building: New 13-storey apartment building
Number of Units: 162 units: 16 studios; 46 one-bedroom units
Size of Unit: N/A
Rent Structure:
107 units are low-income assistance rates:
$375 to $540

Cost of the Project: $38,892,000*
Cost per Unit: $240,074 *
Target Occupants: Low-income seniors

Source: Brenhill
Developments Ltd., n.d.

How wasLand Acquired?The City of Vancouver negotiated a
Land Exchange Agreement with Brenhill Developments Ltd. for
land directly across from the original Jubilee House
*2015-2016 $

127 HOUSING SOCIETY
BACKGROUND
127 Housing Society is a non-profit, charitable housing provider
that provides affordable homes for low-income seniors in
Vancouver. The organization was founded in 1981 by a group of
Anglicans that did not have expertise in housing, but saw a social
justice issue they wanted addressed. The first tenants of the
organization were people who lost their Single Room Occupancy
(SRO) units with the renovation of hotels along Granville Street
leading up to Expo 86. Today, 127 Housing Society houses 334
people in three apartment buildings.
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PROJECT COSTS AND FINANCING
Tot al cost : $38,892,000

Equit y (78.68%): The project received $30,600,000 million
in funding from the City of Vancouver through its
Community Amenity Contributions collections from
developers through inclusionary zoning and the land
exchange agreement with Brenhill Developments Ltd.
Ot her Sources (Unspecified) (21.32%): From the total costs, an
additional $8,292,000 was spent on the project but this
research could not determine the source of this financing.

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING CONTEXT
127 Housing Society fundraised to employ a Community Worker in
each of its buildings. These staff have a variety of backgrounds, from
social workers and addictions counsellors to chefs. The primary goal
of this service is to draw tenants out of isolation into, ?friendly,
neighbourly interactions?.
The Communit y Worker works closely with tenants to understand

Source: Brenhill Developments Ltd., n.d.

their challenges and help them navigate social services and
supports within the community. Some activities the Community
Workers organize for tenants or assist tenants with are:
-

planning and cooking community dinners

-

gatherings for morning coffee and newspapers

-

stocking and staffing the on-site low-cost food stores

-

cooking and serving at bingo nights

-

use of the computer centres

-

arranging for a bookkeeper to do tenants' taxes

-

distributing donated produce from nearby grocers

-

repair of and making furniture in the wood workshop

-

applying for benefits

-

arranging for home support when released from hospital

Source: Brenhill Developments Ltd., n.d.

Source: Brenhill Developments Ltd., n.d.
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BUILDING AWARDS
-

Winner of the 2016 Award
for Excellence in Urban
Development for
Non-Market Housing by the
Urban Development
Institute.

-

M ODEL OF AFFORDABLE SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING

New Jubilee House was built
to LEED© Gold standards.

127 Housing Society is both the housing
provider and service provider. The model is
on-site, low support services being provided by
127 Housing Society staff. Additional
community supports outside of 127 Housing
Society are utilized and coordinated by the
Community Worker.
Source: BC Housing, n.d.

"

My health and my life started to feel special since I became a tenant at Jubilee House run by the 127
Society for Housing ? the Society isnoble to help people who arrive from around the world. I am now
looking forward to publishing poetry and a screenplay! The New Jubilee House is a new lease on life.

"

- Jubilee House Tenant Since 2005

DEVELOPM ENT
SUCCESS

1.Land
2.Equit y
3.Grant s
4.Capacit y
5.Inclusionary

SUPPORTIVE
HOUSING SUCCESS

1.Professional
St affing
2.Graded Level of
Support
3.Low Rent s

Zoning Funds

Source: Brenhill Developments Ltd., n.d.
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5

COM PARATIVE
ANALYSIS

Th is ch apt er pr ovides an an alysis of t h e seven case st u dies pr esen t ed in Ch apt er 4
t h r ou gh a su m m ar y an d su bsequ en t syn t h esis of k ey f in din gs. The chapter concludes
with a brief summary of the findings and reflection on implications regarding the NHS.

5.1 Su m m ar y of t h e Seven Case St u dies
5.1.1 Criteria for Summary
The criteria chosen to analyze the case studies
were based on key information related to the
financial details and supportive services details.

Th e su ppor t ive ser vices det ails cr it er ia ar e:
-

Th e f in an cial det ails cr it er ia ar e:
-

-

-

-

equity that the housing organization and/or
a sponsor provided, defined as money that
is provided for the capital costs of the
building which can be raised through
fundraising, saved as surplus from other
developments, or from mortgaging other
properties;
government grants or financial assistance
from all three levels of government
(municipal, provincial, and federal);
low-interest mortgage financing; and
whether the land was purchased at a low
cost or given to the housing organization
for no cost by another entity.

whether supports are geared towards a
target group;
levels of support;
the supportive service provider;
location (on-site and/or off-site); and
if funding for services was provided

These are key criteria for a supportive housing
development because members of vulnerable
groups often require additional services to
maintain successful tenancies (Government of
Ontario, 2017; Miller et al., 2018). As Patterson et
al. found, it is important to offer a variety of
services to fit the various needs of individuals
requiring this type of housing (Patterson et al.,
2007).
Operational funding reduces operating costs,
allowing for a housing organization to offer low
rental rates.

These are important criteria because non-profit
organizations do not have significant funding to
build developments, often relying on other sources
of funding. To offer low rental rates, both
development and operating costs must be low
(Hussey, 2019; Sustainable Housing Initiative,
2019).

Rental rates were important criteria to include to
determine whether rents were affordable for
tenants and if any of the developments were
mixed-income buildings.

Many of the developments received LEED© or
Passive House certifications to reduce operating
costs, therefore this criterion was also included in
the analysis.
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5.1.2 Summary of the Seven Case Studies
Information from the case studies was summarized into two tables for comparative analysis. Table 6:
Developm en t Fu n din g Su m m ar y summarizes financial details information. Table 7: Su ppor t ive
Ser vices Su m m ar y summarizes information related to rent structures and supportive services.
As discussed in Chapter 4, the seven projects vary in size from 15 units to 162 units. Five of the buildings
were completed since 2015, while the other two were completed in 2008 and 2011. Date of completion
has an effect on the cost of the project. For example, construction costs have risen significantly over time.
Based on the total project cost and number of units, the approximate cost per unit was determined to
create a comparison criterion. It is meant to be a demonstrative comparison of the project cost. The cost
per unit ranged from $184,210 to $320,000 per unit.
There was also a range of tenant groups across the seven projects. This was purposeful to provide a
varied sample of types of supportive housing.

Camas
Gardens
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Table 6 an d Table 7 Legen d

Table 6: Development Funding Summary
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Table 7: Supportive Services Summary

Table 6 and Table 7 demonstrate that the housing projects examined in this report have many similarities
and some of the projects have unique features. These will be explored in detail in the following sections.
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5.1.3. Development Funding Details
Equity
-

-

-

At least four of the projects used equity to pay for capital costs (Table 8). In three cases, this money
was from the housing organization's equity. In the case of Th e Bu dzey Bu ildin g, the equity was
from a sponsor.
The amount of equity largely ranged from approximately $2.3 million to $3.1 million. This
represented a significant portion of the total project costs, up to 34 per cent.
As an outlier, New Ju bilee Hou se received approximately $30.6 million in funding from the City of
Vancouver through its Community Amenity Contributions collections from developers and a land
exchange agreement with a development company. The project was built by the city, which then
put out an RFP for a housing organization. It was not the housing organization that sought out
funding for the development, as in the other cases.
For Dr yden UIHB, equity was not required to fund the project.
For Cam as Gar den s, it was not determined whether equity was used for project costs.

Table 8: Summary of Equity for Projects
Hou sin g Developm en t

Equ it y Used f or
Pr oject Cost s

Per cen t age of Equ it y
of Pr oject Cost s

Karen's Place

$3.1 million

34.1%

Parkdale Landing

$2.3 million

21.9%

Di Pede Residences

Equity contributed; amount N/A

Dryden UIHB
The Budzey Building
Camas Gardens
New Jubliee House

$0

0%

$2.94 million

7.3%

$30.6 million

78.7%

N/A

These findings indicate that a housing organization will likely
need to provide some equity to finance a new project, either
through fundraising, saved as surplus from other
developments, and/or by mortgaging other properties.
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Government Grants
Municipal Grants
Six of seven projects benefited from specific contributions from the local municipality. These typically take
the form of 'forgiveness of fees or charges?, such as development fees. Where municipalities have funds
or pools of funds from other developers (sometimes known as 'amenities contributions' or 'inclusionary
zoning') they can transfer amounts from these funds to assist other developments.
-

One of the contributions represented 58 per cent of project costs.
The project that did not receive municipal funding, Dr yden UIHB, received land for $1 from the
Kenora District Services Board, a quasi-municipal entity.
New Ju bliee Hou se?s equity was from the City of Vancouver, therefore it was not counted as
municipal financial assistance for this report.

Provincial and/or Federal Grants
-

Six of the projects received either a provincial grant, federal grant, or combined federal/provincial
(F/P) grant through the Investment in Affordable Housing (IAH) program.
Dr yden UIHB received a provincial grant and IAH grant that, when combined, covered nearly 90
per cent of the project costs.
For New Ju bilee Hou se, it was undetermined whether provincial or federal funding was received.

This finding demonstrates the reliance on grants from all three levels of government to develop a new
supportive housing building (Table 9).

Table 9: Summary of Grants from Municipal, Provincial and/or Federal Governments
Hou sin g Developm en t

Gover n m en t Gr an t s f or Per cen t age of Gover n m en t
Pr oject Cost s
Gr an t s of Pr oject Cost s

Karen's Place

$5.04 million

54.9%

Parkdale Landing

$6.1 million

58%

Di Pede Residences

Amount N/A

Dryden UIHB

$4.25 million

89.5%

The Budzey Building

$5.12 million

12.8%

Camas Gardens

$10.1 million

N/A

New Jubliee House

N/A

Low Cost or Free Land
-

All of the projects acquired land at either low or no cost.
Five projects received land for free.
- Th e Bu dzey Bu ildin g land was valued at $4 million (approximately 10% of project costs).
For two projects, land was purchased by the housing organization.
- For Kar en's Place, three properties were purchased for $600,000, representing
approximately 6.5 per cent of the project costs.
- Indwell purchased land for Par k dale Lan din g at an unknown price, but the building was in
poor state and included a rooming house with bed bugs and no heat, indicating that it was
likely a lower purchase price.

This demonstrates that low cost or free land is beneficial to make a project more viable. Market rate land
increases the project costs, which requires either additional equity, financing, or higher rent rates, putting
the affordability of the housing and viability of the project at risk.
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5.1.4. Supportive Services Context
Services and Target Groups
-

-

-

All of t h e pr oject s h ave on -sit e ser vices,
of f er gr aded su ppor t s w it h a r an ge of
pr ogr am s f or r esiden t s, an d coor din at e
addit ion al ser vices in t h e com m u n it y.
Five of the projects have high-level supports
that include case management services,
registered nurses, childcare services, and
social worker and addiction worker
services.
Each of the projects are geared towards a
target group. In all, the seven case studies
covered the following groups:
- people living with mental illnesses;
- adults living with addiction issues;
- seniors;
- adults living with HIV/AIDS;
- single Indigenous mothers who are
unemployed or under employed;
- women and women-led families who
are homeless or at risk of
homelessness; and
- individuals who are homeless or at
risk of homelessness.

This finding demonstrates that a supportive
housing project often includes on-site services,
graded support levels that include both low-level
and high-level supports, coordination of services in
the community, and be geared towards a specific
tenant group.

Housing and Supportive Services Model
For five of the projects, the housing organization is
also the service provider. A partnership was
created between the housing organization and
service provider for two of the projects.
-

-

New Jubilee
House
-

For the Dr yden UIHB project, Ontario
Aboriginal Housing Services (OAHS) is the
housing organization while the Dryden
Native Friendship Centre (DNFC) offers the
supportive services.
In the Di Pede Residen ces, a new
governance structure was created called
the Wellesley Central Residences Inc. The
new organization oversees the operations
of three unique groups:
- the Wellesley Institute;
- WoodGreen Community Services;
and
- Fife House.
For Di Pede Residen ces, it was noted that
coordination amongst the different
partners required adjustments throughout
the housing project?s first year. It was not
always clear what organization should
respond to problems that arose and
communication between WoodGreen and
Fife House needed to be stronger (Switzer,
2015).

In the case of partnerships created between
housing organizations and supportive service
providers, organizations with experience with
target groups are the service providers.

70

Chapter 5: Comparative Analysis

Funding for Services
-

-

Four of the projects received funding for
services from government organizations.
- Par k dale Lan din g: Indwell receives
provincial funding from the
Government of Ontario Ministry of
Health for approximately $661,000
annually (55 units).
- Th e Bu dzey Bu ildin g: RainCity
Housing receives at least $891,000
annually from BC Housing (147 units).
- Cam as Gar den s: Pacifica Housing
receives $400,000 annually from BC
Housing (44 units).
- Kar en's Place: Ottawa Salus receives
annual operating funding from the
City of Ottawa through the
Community Homelessness
Prevention Initiative. It could not be
determined exactly how much money
it receives through this research.
It could not be determined for this study
whether the other three organizations
receive funding for services.

It is important for supportive housing to include
affordable rental rates because many of the target
tenant groups cannot afford higher levels of rent.
The projects are able to provide low levels of rent
because of lower capital costs and operating costs.
Mixed-income supportive housing was not a feature
in most of the case studies because the projects
were 100 per cent targeted to low-income groups
with support needs. Given the high costs of services
over and above the housing costs, it may not be
efficient to deliver on-site supports for many
groups. More research would be needed on how to
align income-mixing goals with provision of high
supports for people with the lowest income levels.

5.1.6. Energy Efficient Buildings
-

This funding is important because it reduces the
operating costs for the non-profit organizations.
This allows for rental rates to remain low for

The purpose of building to energy efficiency
standards is to reduce operating costs, allowing for
lower rent rates. Since Passive House is still a fairly
new standard in Canada, the cost of building to this
level of efficiency is relatively high. Therefore, in
these cases, the choice is made to invest in the
long-term costs of operating the building rather
than maximize the number of units or amount of
housing built.

tenants.

5.1.5. Rental Rates
-

-

Five of the buildings meet high energy
efficiency standards.
- Three of the buildings have LEED©
certification.
- Two of the buildings are built to
Passive House standards.

Six of the seven projects offer low rental
rates.
- Three of the projects offer rents
in-line with provincial disability rates.
- Four of the projects offer RGI rental
rates.
- Kar en?s Place offers both disability
rates and RGI rates.
- New Ju bilee Hou se offers a range of
rental rates including disability rental
rates, below market rental rates, and
market rental rates. It is the only
project in the study with
mixed-income housing.
The rental rate for Cam as Gar den s could
not be determined for this study.
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5.2 Su m m ar y of Key Fin din gs f r om Case St u dies
5.2.1 Development Funding
Table 10 and Table 11 provide a summary of the key similarities and key differences in the development
of supportive housing noted in the case studies. The criteria were ranked by frequency.

Table 10: Development Funding Key Similarities Ranked by Frequency
Cr it er ia

Per cen t age of Pr oject s (%)*

Com m on t o All:
Low cost or free land

100

Com m on t o Som e:
Municipal grant

85.7

Equity

83.3

IAH F/P grant

80

LEED© and/or Passive House

71.4

* Excluding those with insufficient data

Table 11: Development Funding Key Differences Ranked by Frequency
Cr it er ia

Per cen t age of Pr oject s (%)*

Less Com m on :
Provincial Grant

60

Un iqu e:
Federal grant

20

* Excluding those with insufficient data

Based on the findings from the seven case studies, the following are key criteria when developing
supportive housing:
-

Land is either purchased at a low cost or provided for free.
Government grants are received from at least one of the three jurisdictional levels, usually the
municipality.
Housing organizations often contribute their own equity or a sponsor ?s equity towards the project.
Many of the projects have energy efficient buildings to reduce operating costs.

Some unique features of these case studies are:
-

Obtaining a federal grant.
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Insert Graphic

Parkdale
Landing
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5.2.2 Supportive Services
Table 12 and Table 13 provide a summary of the key similarities and key differences in the supportive
services provided by supportive housing, noted in the case studies. The criteria were ranked by frequency
and include rental rates and operating funding.

Table 12: Supportive Services Key Similarities Ranked by Frequency
Cr it er ia

Per cen t age of Pr oject s (%)*

Com m on t o All:
Affordable rental rates* *

100

Graded supports

100

On-site supports

100

Additional supports coordinated by the
services provider

100

Target tenant groups

100

Com m on t o Som e:
High supports

83.3

Single organization provides both
housing & supports

71.4

* Excluding those with insufficient data
* * RGI and disability rental rates

Table 13: Supportive Services Key Differences Ranked by Frequency
Cr it er ia

Per cen t age of Pr oject s (%)*

Less Com m on :
Operating funding from province

42.9

Partnership between housing
organization and supportive services
provider

40

Un iqu e:
Below market rental rates

16.7

Market rental rates

16.7

Mixed income

16.7

Operating funding from municipality

14.3

* Excluding those with insufficient data
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Based on the findings from the seven case studies, the following are key criteria for supportive services
provided in supportive housing:
-

Affordable rental rates are always used, either RGI or rent in-line with provincial disability rates.
Services are graded and dependent on the tenant?s needs.
At least some services are provided on-site.
Additional supports are coordinated with the surrounding community by the supportive services
provider.
Services are geared towards a target group.
For many of the projects, the housing organization also provided the supportive services.
Many of the projects receive government grants for supportive services from either the province
or municipality.

Some unique features of the case studies are:
-

Offering mixed-income housing with below market and market rental rates.
Obtaining operating funding from a municipality.
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5.3 Com par ison of On t ar io an d Br it ish Colu m bia Pr oject s
The seven case studies chosen for this research
span both Ontario and British Columbia to explore
whether there is a significant difference in
approach to developing supportive housing in
these two provinces. British Columbia and Ontario
have the most serious housing affordability issues
with high and rising rents, low vacancy rates, and
large waiting lists for social housing (Young, 2015;
Statistics Canada, 2017a; Office of the Auditor
General of Ontario, 2017; CMHC, 2018c).

British Columbia has been more active in housing
in recent years while Ontario?s housing
responsibilities were downloaded to municipalities
in 2001 (Office of the Auditor General of Ontario,
2017).
Based on available data, the following criteria were
analyzed to determine if there were significant
differences in the development of supportive
housing between the two provinces.

5.3.1 Development Criteria
Project Developer and Project Owner
-

-

In British Columbia, municipalities and the province are often the project developer.
- Government organizations provided equity, land, and financial assistance.
- Non-profit organizations were chosen to operate the housing, often through an RFP
process.
- The non-profit organizations responsible for operation do not own the building; the city
retains ownership of the property.
In Ontario, supportive housing development was completed by non-profit organizations as the
project developer.
- These organizations often contributed their own equity, purchased land, and then applied
for government financial assistance at all levels.

Project Equity
-

-

Projects from both provinces used equity to develop supportive housing.
In British Columbia, either the municipality contributed equity, as it was the project developer
and/or owner of the building, or equity was provided by a sponsor.
- The non-profit organizations that operate the supportive housing did not contribute equity
to the project.
In Ontario, non-profit organizations provided the equity. Fundraised money was used in some
cases.

Provincial and Federal Financial Assistance
-

From the available data, all of the projects received either provincial or federal financial assistance.
All of the projects in Ontario received both provincial and federal financial assistance. Most of the
projects received this funding through the IAH initiative.
It was more difficult to determine the overall source of finance for projects in British Columbia.
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5.3.2 Supportive Housing Criteria
Funding for Services
-

Projects in both provinces received funding from government for services.
The funding was usually provided by provincial government, in one case from the municipality.

Low Rents
-

Projects in both provinces provided low rent rates.
The only case study with mixed-income housing was in British Columbia.

Supportive Service Provider
-

Projects in both provinces had case studies where the housing organization was also the
supportive services provider.
The two case studies where a partnership was established between a housing organization and a
supportive service provider were in Ontario.

5.3.3 Conclusions
Although it cannot be determined if these findings are indicative of the sector, because this data does not
exist, the case studies demonstrate that there are important differences to note between the two
provinces.
In British Columbia, the provincial government has programs that offer considerable support when
building supportive housing. In Ontario, without the leading role of government to develop housing,
non-profit organizations have filled this gap and are the project developer and owner. These
organizations fundraise, seek out low cost land, and apply for government financial assistance. This
demonstrates two extremes in terms of provincial support.
The case studies demonstrate that low cost or free land alone is not enough to develop supportive
housing. Additional financial assistance mechanisms are required.
Finally, in British Columbia, BC Housing provides funding for supportive services. In Ontario, funding for
services comes from the provincial health organization or the municipality.
These findings demonstrate that supportive housing can be developed and operated differently,
depending on the provincial approach, but that both approaches can work.

The Budzey
Building
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5.4 Pr oject In f or m at ion Qu alit y An alysis
Although every effort was made to retrieve fulsome and consistent information for each case study,
details were not able to be gathered in every case. This led to limitations in the research. Limitations
stemmed from the following difficulties.
-

-

-

Dat ed Pr oject s: Due to the fact that two of the projects were completed roughly 10 or more years
ago, the availability of public data was challenging to find. When contacting housing organizations,
those who worked on the projects may no longer work for the organization, making some of the
data and documentation difficult to find internally. In particular, details regarding the total cost of
projects and grants were difficult to obtain.
Com plexit y of Ser vices: The delivery of services can be provided by supportive service providers
at a single building, or across a portfolio of buildings. It was not always clear in the research
whether services were provided exclusively at the case study building or how many hours of
service were dedicated to those tenants. Also, organizations call similar services by different
names, such as case workers, case management, housing coordinator, coordinator, housing
support worker, home support worker, and navigator (to name a few), adding to the complexity.
Un it of An alysis: When a housing organization completes a new building, it is added to a larger
portfolio of buildings run by the organization that will receive property management services.
Depending on how many buildings it owns, the unit of analysis is not always clear at the project
level. This research looked at singular buildings, not at portfolios. Larger organizations with
portfolios could have equity from other operations. A smaller housing organization with a single
building would likely need to fundraise initial equity because it does not have other properties to
capitalize on.

This research gathered results from seven case studies, limiting the findings. The results displayed in this
report should be confirmed through larger scale studies.

5.5 Con clu sion s
It was discovered from this research that the case study housing projects had many similarities, but there
were also unique features among them. All of the projects had the criteria of low rent, free or low-cost
land, graded and on-site supports, and the ability to coordinate additional supports in the community.
Some unique features of projects included obtaining a federal grant, having mixed-income housing, and
receiving funding from a municipality for supportive services.
While common features are worth considering in future projects, the differences between projects
demonstrate there are numerous ways to develop and operate supportive housing. A unique feature may
be worth pursuing in future projects even if it was only found in one of the seven case studies.
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5.6 Im plicat ion s w it h t h e Nat ion al Hou sin g St r at egy
In 2017, the federal government announced its new National Housing Strategy (NHS). The strategy is a
$55+ billion nation-wide housing strategy that includes funding from the federal and provincial
governments (CMHC, n.d.c). None of the seven case studies analyzed in this report received funding from
the NHS because they predate the strategy.
The NHS highlights the vulnerable populations often
requiring supportive housing and states that everyone has a
right to housing (CMHC, 2017). Ch apt er 6: Th e Nat ion al
Hou sin g St r at egy & Su ppor t ive Hou sin g, analyzes
whether the NHS can help create additional supportive
housing.

79

6

Th e Nat ion al Hou sin g St r at egy
& Su ppor t ive Hou sin g

Prior to the announcement of the NHS in 2017, there were existing affordable housing programs with
cost-matched funding from the federal and provincial governments known as the In vest m en t in
Af f or dable Hou sin g (IAH) in it iat ive (CMHC, 2018b). Many of the case study projects outlined in
Chapter 4 had capital grants under the IAH, which enabled supportive housing to be built.
With the new NHS, there are new funding opportunities available to organizations creating and
operating housing and includes extended funding for the former IAH. This chapter will analyze how the
new NHS funding could help create more affordable supportive housing over the next 10 years.

Ter m in ology
The NHS has various types of financing and no well-defined terminology to describe key differences. There are
some specific ?programs?, but many are described as funds or allocations. For the purpose of this discussion,
the following two key terms were adopted and defined:
-

?Buckets?is used to refer to separate groups of funding for specific areas of activities, dependent on
the level(s) of government contributing the funding
?Streams?is used to refer to distinct clusters of program funding targeted to specific sectors of housing
(including social housing, new or existing housing, and types of subsidies)

Actual government spending is recorded and tied to specific budget lines (for accounting purposes) and
reporting on targets will have to be reconciled (and related) with overall budgets.
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6.1 Fou r Bu ck et s of NHS Fu n din g
The NHS includes four major groupings of funding:

1. Homelessness funding
2. Federal, Provincial and Territorial (FPT) Housing Partnership
Framework agreements
3. Federal initiatives (funds or programs) delivered by CMHC
4. Indigenous housing (distinctions-based agreements with specific
Indigenous groups)
6.1.1 Hom elessn ess Fu n din g
Homelessness is addressed through the Reaching Home program (Office of the Parliamentary Budget
Officer, 2019). Employment and Social Development Canada (ESDC) is responsible for the provision of the
Reaching Home funds (ESDC, 2018). Over the term of the NHS, funding for homelessness programs is
$225 million per year (Office of the Parliamentary Budget Officer, 2019) with the goal of reducing chronic
homelessness by 50 per cent by 2027?2028 (ESDC, 2018).
The funding allocated to homelessness will not be examined in this report as it is outside of the scope.
Homelessness is a complex issue and would require a separate research paper dedicated to the topic. For
the purpose of this report, it is important to understand that some of the NHS funding is allocated
towards the issue of homelessness and that, largely, this funding is provided by the federal government
to municipalities to fund their own unique programs appropriate to their context. Some municipalities
support emergency shelters, transitional shelters and housing first assistance to assist homeless people
to acquire stable housing. Long-term supportive housing is not typically covered under homelessness
initiatives.
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6.1.2 Feder al, Pr ovin cial an d Ter r it or ial Hou sin g Par t n er sh ip Fr am ew or k Agr eem en t s
The second bucket of funding is federal funding cost-matched by the provinces and territories. This
replaced the old IAH funding. The Federal, Provincial and Territorial (FPT) Housing Partnership Framework
agreements signed in 2018 are joint funding agreements where provinces and territories have the
decision-making power to allocate the funds to provincial/territorial programs and priorities (Office of the
Parliamentary Budget Officer, 2019). Through these agreements, ?provinces and territories deliver and
cost-match federal funds from the National Housing Strategy through bilateral agreements with Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation? (CMHC, n.d.b). The Ontario and British Columbia agreements will be
explored in the following sections.

Canada-Ontario Bilateral Agreement
The Government of Ontario and CMHC signed a bilateral agreement regarding the NHS in April 2018
(Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2019). The agreement includes approximately $5.75
billion of investments over nine years (Association of Municipalities of Ontario, 2019; Government of
Ontario 2019). It sets out parameters for three funding streams that Ontario?s Service Managers control:
Can ada-On t ar io Com m u n it y Hou sin g In it iat ive (COCHI): to protect affordability for households
in social housing, to support the repair and renewal of existing social housing supply, and to
expand the supply of community housing over time (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing, 2019) (Table 14).
On t ar io Pr ior it ies Hou sin g In it iat ive (OPHI): to address local housing priorities, including
affordability, repair and new construction (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing,
2019) (Table 14).
Can ada-On t ar io Hou sin g Ben ef it : to provide $4 billion of funding ($2 billion from each entity)
directly to households to help them afford their housing costs, prioritizing households in need that
are on, or eligible to be on, a social housing waitlist and households in financial need living in
community housing (Government of Ontario 2019).

Hou sin g Ben ef it
The Canada-Ontario Housing Benefit is a
direct housing allowance to households. It
cannot be used by housing organizations for
capital expenditures.
The Housing Benefit details are under
development at the time of writing. It may
be applicable to some households in need
of supportive housing, but this is yet to be
determined.

The
Budzey
Building
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Table 14: COCHI and OPHI Comparisons
Capit al Expen dit u r es

COCHI OPHI

New Supply

?

?

Repair

?

?

Homeownership Down Payment Assistance

?

?

Rent Supplements

?

?

Housing Allowances

?

?

Support Services

?

?

Transitional Operating Funding for Housing Organizations

?

?

Oper at in g Expen dit u r es

The COCHI program is focused largely on re-investing federal funding for the Canada-Ontario Social
Housing Agreement. Service Managers are able to address challenges with projects reaching the end of
their operating agreements and/or mortgages (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2019).
OPHI is essentially a replacement of the IAH programs, but also includes the following support services as
eligible to be funded:
-

-

-

-

-

Counselling, case management, crisis
prevention, harm reduction, and intervention
services.
Support with physical and cognitive
disabilities.
Household set-up assistance, including:
obtaining personal identification; moving;
transportation; basic furnishings; and
rent/utility deposits.
Development of support service plans to
document recipients?goals, activities, and
levels of support to be provided.
Assistance with maintaining rental tenancy.
Assistance with basic needs, including:
personal care (e.g., bathing, hygiene, and
dressing); exercise; shopping; purchasing food
and meal preparation; house cleaning;
laundry; money management (e.g., budgeting,
banking, financial goals); dispensing
medication; and conflict resolution.
Support to connect with peers and strengthen
positive relationships.
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-

-

-

-

Assistance with referrals to gain access to
services including: income support;
employment, job placements, vocational
counselling, education, and skills training;
parenting courses and child care; legal
services; and recreational activities.
Assistance with the coordination of
opportunities for social engagement and
inclusion in community life, including:
volunteer experiences; participation in social
clubs, organizations, and sports; and
transportation to events.
Recruitment and/or employment of staff
members and peer support workers to deliver
support services to recipients, either on-site
or through external community agencies.
Community relations worker who connects
people experiencing difficulty to the right
community-based supports (Ontario Ministry
of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2019).
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Canada-British Columbia Bilateral Agreement
The Government of British Columbia and CMHC signed a bilateral agreement regarding the NHS in June
2018 (BC Housing 2019). The agreement includes approximately $990 million of investments over 10
years (BC Housing 2019). BC Housing will use the investments for two streams: the B.C. Priorities Housing
Initiative and Canada Community Housing Initiative.
B.C. Pr ior it ies Hou sin g In it iat ive: Funding under this stream supports the following three programs:
Hom e Adapt at ion s f or In depen den ce (HAFI) Fu n din g: to provide financial assistance for
home modifications for low-income people with diminished physical abilities. This funding
aims to improve the physical accessibility of over 1,700 homes for low-income seniors and
persons with disabilities over the next three years (BC Housing, 2019).
Capit al Ren ew al Fu n din g: to prevent the deterioration of existing affordable housing stock
and to carry out energy performance upgrades. Work includes building repairs, maintenance,
critical life safety, and seismic and fire safety upgrades (BC Housing, 2019).
Pr ovin cial Ren t al Su pply Pr ogr am Fu n din g: to support the development of new Community
Housing delivered by HousingHub under the Provincial Rental Supply Program. Over three
years, the funding will support the construction of over 600 new units of rental housing, owned
and operated by the community housing sector and affordable for middle-income households
(BC Housing, 2019).
Can ada Com m u n it y Hou sin g In it iat ive: Funding under this stream will go to support the following
three programs:
Com m u n it y Hou sin g Fu n d: to support the development of new mixed-income housing,
including 574 new units of rent assisted housing for low-income households, in partnership
with municipalities, non-profit housing providers, housing co-ops, and Indigenous
organizations (BC Housing, 2019).
Ret en t ion of Social an d Com m u n it y Hou sin g: to work with housing providers on their plans
upon expiry of operating agreements. In collaboration with the Aboriginal Housing
Management Association, BC Housing will also provide funding to extend funding agreements
under the Urban Native housing program (BC Housing, 2019).
Capit al Ren ew al Fu n din g Pr ogr am : to prevent the deterioration of existing affordable
housing stock and to carry out energy performance upgrades. Work includes building repairs,
maintenance, critical life safety, and seismic and fire safety upgrades (BC Housing, 2019).

Separate from this bilateral agreement, in 2019,
CM HC an d BC Hou sin g sign ed a M em or an du m
of In t en t (M OI) that includes a five-year
investment of $75 million from the federal
government through the NHS. This funding is
intended to help build 500 new units of women?s
transition housing as well as 1,000 units of
supportive housing (BC Housing, 2019).

Camas
Gardens
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6.1.3 Feder al In it iat ives Deliver ed by CM HC
The third bucket is federal funding for CMHC programs that allocate funds directly to the housing
operator/developer. Some of these programs are:
-

The National Housing Co-Investment Fund (Co-Investment Fund)
The Rental Construction Financing Initiative (RCFI)
Affordable Housing Innovation Fund (innovative project development)
Federal Lands Initiative (for disposal of unused federal lands)
Seed Funding (for housing provider project proposal development)

The Co-In vest m en t Fu n d and RCFI include the largest amount of funding among the programs and will
be explored in the following section.

National Housing Co-Investment Fund Program
The Co-Investment Fund is advertised as a $13.2 billion program to both create new and repair existing
units of affordable and community housing (CMHC, n.d.a). Table 15 demonstrates the unit creation or
repair targets of the Co-Investment Fund.

Table 15: National Housing Co-Investment Fund Program Targets
Type of Hou sin g

Tar get (u n it s)

New Housing

60,000

Repairs to existing affordable and community stock

240,000

Shelter spaces created or repaired for women & children from domestic violence

4,000

New affordable units for seniors

7,000

New affordable units for people with developmental disabilities

2,400

Source: CMHC, 2017

Of these targets, on ly t h r ee of t h e 11 vu ln er able popu lat ion s ou t lin ed in t h e NHS ar e iden t if ied with
targets for the program: women and children from domestic violence, seniors, and people with
development disabilities. However, it does not include a plan for how these units will be built. For
example, CMHC does not state whether an allotted amount of funding will go to housing operators that
focus on these populations. It is unclear if a development that has accessible units would count towards
achieving this target. Additionally, there is no funding supports for clients. It is worth noting that any
affordable housing development could house people from vulnerable groups if they had sufficient
income to pay the rent and if necessary, support services could be provided to them where they live and
at an affordable or no cost. However, access to services become another cost factor.
Of the $13.2 billion, approximately $8.7 billion is allocated to mortgage loans, to be repaid to CMHC at
low-interest rates (Office of the Parliamentary Budget Officer, 2019; CMHC, n.d.a). The remaining $4.5
billion is to be provided as contributions, which are grants that do not need to be paid back (Office of the
Parliamentary Budget Officer, 2019; CMHC, n.d.a). Each of these funding streams are divided between
the Co-Investment Fund Repair and Renewal stream and the Co-Investment Fund New Construction
stream (CMHC, n.d.a). CMHC states that loans should be the first option for funding a project, followed by
the financial contributions (CMHC, n.d.a; CMHC, n.d.c).
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Eligibility
As stated in the name, the Co-Investment Fund requires a ?co-investment? from another entity. This
requirement includes both:
-

A housing provider or partner that is able to contribute equity monetarily, as well as
A demonstration of support from either the province and/or municipality. This could be monetary,
in the form of a letter stating support for the project, provision of land, waivers of fees,
contributions from municipal inclusionary zoning or service funding from the province (CMHC,
n.d.a).

The eligibility requirements for each stream suggests an intention to fund mixed-income and mixed-use
communities without requirements for units to target low-income households or vulnerable populations.
One of the scoring criteria provides additional points to the proposal if it will allocate up to 51 per cent of
the units to vulnerable populations. Non-profits, municipalities and the private sector are all eligible to
apply for both streams of funding from the program (Office of the Parliamentary Budget Officer, 2019;
CMHC, n.d.a).
The funding also has requirements regarding accessibility and energy efficiency. All projects must meet
accessibility standards for at least 20 per cent of the units and access to the project and its common
areas are barrier free. For renewal and repair projects, organizations must achieve at least a 25 per cent
decrease in energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions relative to past performance levels
(CMHC, n.d.a).

Rental Construction Financing Initiative
The RCFI provides only low-interest loans, not contributions, to encourage the construction of rental
housing. The RCFI intends to provide $13.75 billion in loans from 2017 to 2021 (CMHC, n.d.d). Unlike the
Co-Investment Fund, it does not have any targets.
The RCFI has more relaxed affordability criteria than the requirements for the Co-Investment Fund.
?Affordability? under the RCFI is met if the proposal has been approved under another affordable
housing program or initiative (federal, provincial, territorial or municipal) or if at least 20 per cent of the
units have rents at or below 30 per cent of the median total income for all families for the area (CMHC,
n.d.d).
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6.1.4 In digen ou s Hou sin g
The fourth area of federal funding is for Indigenous housing. The federal approach is described as
?distinctions-based?funding and has resulted in individual funding agreements with specific groups
including:
-

First Nations (on-reserve) $600 million over 3 years to the Assembly of First Nations
Métis Nation housing $500 million over 10 years
Nunavut $240 million over 10 years
Inuit-led housing plans in Nunavik, Nunatsiavut, and Inuivaluit $400 million (CMHC, 2019)

Indigenous supportive housing incorporates Indigenous culture and healing traditions that are not
practiced in non-Indigenous housing. The ?supports?and ?services?are provided by members of the
community. Canada has networks of Indigenous housing organizations with the capacity to develop
more housing if funding could be obtained. One of the case studies for this report illustrated an example,
but there are many other successful examples that merit further recognition as well.

Dryden Urban Indigenous
Homeward Bound (UIHB)

6.2 Assessm en t of Gaps an d Im plicat ion s of NHS Bu ck et s
6.2.1 Feder al, Pr ovin cial an d Ter r it or ial Hou sin g Par t n er sh ip Fr am ew or k Agr eem en t s
The FPT joint funding agreements allocate the CMHC funds to provinces and territories. In all cases the
funding is used for programs run by the province.
BC Housing created a three-year Action Plan that outlines the allocation of funds and includes target
number of households for 2019/20 to 2021/22 for the programs. Ontario?s agreement, by comparison,
does not include targets and outlines Service Managers?responsibility for the funds. Municipalities in
Ontario determine the use of funds in their own jurisdictions.
In either province, it is possible that some supportive housing developments could be eligible for
funding, depending on provincial and/or municipal priorities.
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6.2.2 Feder al In it iat ives Deliver ed by CM HC
Funding is for Capital Projects

Affordability, Energy, and Accessibility
Requirements

Both the Co-Investment Fund and RCFI funding is
only for capital costs, not for supportive services.
Many housing projects require supportive services
funding from government. Examples include:
Indwell?s Par k dale Lan din g receives $661,000
annually from the Government of Ontario through
the Ministry of Health to fund the supportive
services in the building (Ministry of Health, 2018)
and Th e Bu dzey Bu ildin g receives $891,000
annually for supportive services from the
Government of British Columbia (IP, 2016).

The requirements of affordability for the programs
greatly exceed that of core housing need, even
though the NHS?s goals include removing
households from housing need (CMHC, n.d.a;
CMHC, n.d.d). The Office of the Parliamentary
Budget Officer found that the RCFI measurement
of affordability substantially exceeds average rents
in some areas, therefore proving to be
unaffordable. Additionally, the ?affordability? only
needs to be maintained for 10 years, leaving it
subject to an increase in rent afterwards (Office of
the Parliamentary Budget Officer, 2019).

Without the provision of this funding from the
federal government, housing providers that are
interested in creating supportive housing would
need to receive money from another level of
government in addition to the capital development
funding from CMHC or ensure it charges high
enough rent rates to cover the ongoing cost of
support service provision.

The minimum energy efficiency and accessibility
requirements would be very difficult to achieve in
the repair and renewal of older buildings by
supportive housing operators.

Vulnerable Populations' Targets

Grants Versus Loans

The only targets that the NHS has with relation to
these vulnerable populations is through the
Co-Investment Fund: 4,000 shelter units for
women and children from domestic violence,
7,000 new units for seniors and 2,400 new units
for people with developmental disabilities. Beyond
stating this target, there is no plan or requirement
related to building these units. As an example,
CMHC could have identified an amount of the
funding to be provided to housing operators that
focus on these populations. The remaining eight
identified vulnerable populations do not have
associated targets.

Of the nearly $27 billion in funding advertised for
these two CMHC programs, only $4.5 billion of it is
in the form of non-repayable grants. Therefore,
organizations will need to secure other grants or
raise their own money to be able to leverage a
loan from CMHC. Also, the vast majority of the
funding is slated to be spent after 2020-2021,
leaving much smaller amounts of funding provided
in the meantime (Office of the Parliamentary
Budget Officer, 2019).

The targets also do not meet the need. As stated
previously, 14,300 people living with disabilities
were on a waitlist to receive support services in
Ontario alone (Office of the Auditor General of
Ontario, 2017). Even if the Co-Investment Fund
meets its target, there will still be many people
waiting for supportive housing options.
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Supportive Services Targets
Neither of the programs have any targets or requirements to provide supportive services in the
affordable housing. Therefore, if supportive housing is built with these funding programs it is because a
housing operator was already trying to build supportive housing and applied and secured the funding,
regardless of whether or not it was trying to build housing for vulnerable populations.

Funding Prioritization
The funding that housing operators may be able to secure to build supportive housing is not specific to
supportive housing in any way. This means that other forms of housing will be built with the same
streams of funding. It is not clear if operators proposing supportive housing development would be
prioritized over housing without supports.

6.2.3 In digen ou s Hou sin g
To-date, there is no funding agreement for First Nations people living in urban and rural areas, or Inuit
people living in southern Canada. The Indigenous housing sector in southern Canada has called for a
specific ?fourth strategy?to include all Indigenous peoples in these areas. In the meantime, the groups are
applying under ?general programs?where there is no special earmarked funding. Some provinces, such as
Ontario, have specific set-aside allocations for Indigenous housing to address Indigenous homelessness.
These types of programs involve housing for Indigenous peoples provided by Indigenous groups.

6.3 NHS an d Su ppor t ive Hou sin g Con clu sion s
Looking across the buckets and streams of funding as well as the types of areas covered by provincial
program streams, there appear to be major gaps. There are no targets or allocations for ?supportive
housing?and very few of the specialized needs groups (?vulnerable groups?) are covered. Equally serious is
the lack of distinct funding for Indigenous peoples in urban and rural Canada.
The FPT joint funding allocates NHS money to provinces and territories, thereby placing the responsibility
on these governments to focus programs on supportive housing. In both Ontario and British Columbia
there is a focus on households in need, especially those eligible for social housing waitlists and
community housing, but programs are not designed for supportive housing specifically. In Ontario,
funding is eligible to be used for supportive services under the new OPHI program.
Supportive housing is ?eligible?to be funded under the federal initiatives delivered by CMHC, but there are
no earmarked allocations at this time. Some operators may have difficulty creating more supportive
housing under this funding due to the limited amount of grants compared to financing, competition for
the grant money from other types of operators, challenging accessibility and energy standards, and lack
of supportive service funding.
There is no funding agreement for First Nations people living in urban and rural areas, or Inuit people
living in southern Canada. Groups must apply for general funding until there is a ?fourth
strategy?to include all Indigenous peoples.
Overall, the NHS does not provide specific funding to develop supportive housing. However,
supportive housing projects would be eligible for funding under some of the initiatives but the
prospects for addressing these housing needs do not appear promising at this time.
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SUM M ARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
& RECOM M ENDATIONS

7.1 In t r odu ct ion
Hou sin g is a basic n eed t h at m an y Can adian s st r u ggle t o obt ain . While some Canadians cannot
afford private market housing costs, others require additional services or supports to help ensure a
stable tenancy and allow them to live independently and with dignity.
For the purposes of this report, su ppor t ive h ou sin g w as def in ed as: af f or dable h ou sin g t h at is saf e
an d secu r e, w h ile pr ovidin g access t o su ppor t st af f an d ser vices t o en h an ce in depen den t livin g.
This report examined two aspects of supportive housing:

1. Th e developm en t of n ew af f or dable h ou sin g; an d
2. Th e su ppor t ive ser vices of f er ed u pon t h e com plet ion an d oper at ion of h ou sin g.
This report examined seven projects in two Canadian provinces. Three of the case studies were in British
Columbia and four were in Ontario. A case study profile was created for each project. Key findings were
synthesized from the case studies and compared between the two provinces.
Since 2017, housing organizations have been looking for funding under the NHS. Opportunities for
funding under the NHS for supportive housing were explored in this report.
This research raises broader policy questions which will be discussed in this chapter.

7.2 Pr of ile of Case St u dies
A comparative case study analysis was the predominant method used to examine affordable supportive
housing in British Columbia and Ontario. Seven case study projects were selected to examine how
successful supportive housing has been developed in the past:

1. Karen's Place
2. Parkdale Landing
3. Tony Di Pede Affordable Housing Complex (Di Pede Residences)
4. Dryden Urban Indigenous Homeward Bound (UIHB)
5. The Budzey Building
6. Camas Gardens
7. New Jubilee House

Each of t h e pr oject s ar e oper at ed by com m u n it y n on -pr of it h ou sin g or gan izat ion s. The
projects specialize in specific areas of support, such as: people living with mental illness, Indigenous
peoples, seniors, and women and children.
90

Chapter 7: Summary of Findings, Conclusions & Recommendations

7.3 BEST PRACTICES
The following best practices are a roll-up of generalized findings from the seven case studies.
These could serve as lessons learned for housing organizations' future projects.

DEVELOPM ENT
A project is financially viable with free or low-cost land and equity from the
project sponsor
In all of the case studies, land was either purchased at low-cost or received for free from a
government organization. Most of the projects had equity from the project sponsor.

A project is financially viable with a non-repayable capital grant
Most of the case studies received funding from at least one of the three levels of government.

Supportive housing must have low rent
To be able to reach low-income groups that need supportive housing, rents must be affordable. This
is often at rent-geared-to-income (RGI) (30 per cent of household rent) or disability shelter allowance
rates.

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
Supportive services are graded and dependent on the tenant?s needs
Each of the case studies included varied services that were flexible in nature and able to change for
the tenant over time.

Supportive services are provided on-site with additional supports coordinated in
the surrounding community
Each of the case study projects have supports available in the residential building and tenants are
aided when accessing additional community services.

Secure funding for supportive services
Due to low rents, there is little money to cover mortgage financing payments, operational costs, and
the ongoing supportive services. In Ontario, funding for services has come through the Ministry of
Health. In British Columbia, BC Housing often provides ongoing funding for services.
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BRITISH COLUM BIA & ONTARIO
The Government of British Columbia has policies, funding, and staff that deliver
programs for affordable housing
In British Columbia, the provincial government helps with the provision of capital funding, financing,
and on-going funding for projects. It has programs in place to develop affordable housing, which
includes supportive housing. The availability of provincial support helps significantly in the
development of housing.

In contrast, the Government of Ontario downloaded responsibility for housing,
leaving non-profit organizations as the project developer of supportive housing
In Ontario, the responsibility for housing rests on municipalities' shoulders. The province has not been
investing in housing as much as other provinces, except for Indigenous housing, which does have an
Ontario funding allocation.
In all four of the case studies examined in Ontario, the non-profit housing organization was the project
developer. The non-profit often had to come up with land and equity. The non-profit also had to secure
capital funding from various levels of government and on-going funding for supportive services.

THE NATIONAL HOUSING STRATEGY
The overall policy context has changed in the last few years because of this new federal initiative. Some of the
new money could be useful, but there is no money for supportive housing specifically.

Although non-profits can apply for funding from the NHS, there are no
earmarked allocations towards supportive housing at this time
Some supportive housing organizations may have difficulty creating supportive housing under the
NHS funding due to the limited amount of grants compared to financing, competition for the grant
money from other types of operators, challenging accessibility and energy standards, and lack of
supportive service funding.

Despite the NHS including target number of units for three vulnerable
populations, it does not have allocated funding for these groups
The NHS has targets for three groups that could live in supportive housing out of eleven identified
groups. While there are targets for the number of units to be created, there is no distinct funding to
achieve these targets.

There is a no distinct funding for Indigenous peoples in urban and rural Canada
To-date, there is no funding agreement for Indigenous peoples living in urban and rural areas, or
Inuit people living in southern Canada. The Indigenous housing sector in southern
Canada has called for a specific ?fourth strategy?to include all Indigenous
peoples in these areas. In the meantime, the groups are applying under
?general programs?to develop supportive housing.
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M ODELS OF SUPPORTIVE HOUSING
Most of the supportive housing developments fit the dedicated-site model
The dedicated-site model was proven to be feasible in the case study analysis, despite challenges.
Scattered-site and mixed-site models are more integrated models that were not explored thoroughly
in this research.

WHAT DOES IT M EAN FOR HOUSING
ORGANIZATIONS?
The housing organizations included in this study demonstrated
significant experience and capacity in supportive housing. For
organizations seeking to build housing in the future and lacking
experience, partnering with another organization that has capacity or
consulting with another experienced organization would be beneficial.
Funding from government could be sought out for both construction
costs and supportive services. It is imperative that the organization
contribute equity towards the project.
The NHS may be helpful for organizations to secure funding.

7.4 Con clu sion s on Resear ch Qu est ion s
Conclusions were based on the literature and document review and the analysis of the seven case studies
included in this research. The findings are not necessarily typical across the country.

7.4.1 Wh at ar e t h e exist in g m odels f or developm en t of af f or dable su ppor t ive h ou sin g?
-

-

There are multiple ways to establish supportive housing. Although many of the case studies had
similarities, there were unique features that could be replicated in future projects as well. Therefore,
lessons learned from this research on development of supportive housing may not apply in all cases.
Most of the case studies followed a dedicated-site model, but mixed-site and scattered-site models
also exist. For most of the projects, one non-profit organization provided the housing and supports.

7.4.2 Wh at ar e t h e su ccess f act or s t o f acilit at e t h is t ype of developm en t ?
-

-

The organizations included in the case studies demonstrated experience and a high level of capacity
with housing and services. This allowed them to grow and build additional developments, but does
leave a gap in locations that do not already have operating organizations with experience.
All of the case studies had:
- affordable rent
- graded level of supports on-site
- free or low-cost land
- coordination of additional supports in
- financial assistance from government
the community for residents

7.4.3 To w h at ext en t ar e t h ese m odels an d su ccess f act or s align ed w it h t h e n ew
f u n din g oppor t u n it ies u n der t h e NHS f or af f or dable su ppor t ive h ou sin g?
-

The NHS brought a new policy context for affordable housing. While there is funding available to
housing organizations for new development, the funding is not distinct to supportive housing.
93

Chapter 7: Summary of Findings, Conclusions & Recommendations

7.5 Lim it at ion s of t h e Resear ch
Diversity of service needs and clienteles for supportive housing is a known variable and many
organizations specialize in particular types of service. Therefore, generalizability is a challenge in the
subject matter itself. This research endeavoured to select cases that illustrate different types of
services but does not provide a compendium or comprehensive analysis of all support needs. As a
result, findings aimed to illustrate a potential spectrum of good practices rather than offer a blueprint
for all supportive housing. Although different tenant groups were chosen, not all tenant groups using
supportive housing are represented. Additionally, only two provinces were observed.

7.6 Over all Policy Con t ext f or Su ppor t ive Hou sin g
Supportive housing has been developed in Canada for groups of people that need added supports to
maintain permanent, stable, and successful tenancies. These housing needs are a part of the definition of
'core housing need?and lie on the housing continuum between transitional housing (short-term housing
with supports) and social housing (permanent, subsidized housing with affordable rents for tenants). The
development of supportive housing has many challenges. It requires affordable rents for tenants in the
lowest income groups as well as funding for ongoing supportive services.
Much of the literature on supportive housing focuses on su ppor t ive ser vices to meet tenants?needs.
However, less has been written on models for f in an cin g developm en t of this type of housing. Balancing
the high costs of development while offering low rents is challenging. To compound this, funds for
supportive service staffing is not typically covered under housing program streams.
In response, financing of supportive housing has included multiple levels of government as well as
separate departmental funding streams: housing, health, and social services, in order to create viable
projects. This research demonstrated successful examples of recent supportive housing developments
and showcased creative ways to promote further development with provincial governments and the
non-profit housing sector. The report also examined how the NHS may play a role in future projects.
The following are key themes that emerged from the research.

7.6.1 Af f or dable Ren t Levels ar e Key t o Su ccessf u l Su ppor t ive Hou sin g
The key component of supportive housing is affordability. Residents of supportive housing often have the
lowest incomes, many relying on low pensions, welfare, or disability shelter allowances. These residents
have very little left to spend on housing. What they have left is not nearly enough to afford market rental
rates.
Supportive housing must be developed and financed in such a way that the project is viable and able to
cover its operating costs with low rents and low revenues. This usually means higher equity contributions
to reduce the mortgage financing over the project life because the rent levels will not support higher
financing ratios. Capital grants, monies from development funds, low cost of land, or equity from
donations or charitable sources are often part of financing models for the housing development.
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7.6.2 Wh y Do We Need Su ppor t ive Hou sin g?
Helping people into permanent, stable housing that is affordable results in increased stability for residents
and improved health outcomes. At the same time, some studies have shown that supportive housing
yields returns to society in terms of reduced costs for other public services. Social and financial returns
take the form of reduced demand on emergency shelters, the health care system, emergency services
(including policing), and jails, resulting in cost-efficiencies. As noted in one study:
?? it is estimated that approximately half of the value generated through dedicated-sites supportive housing
returns to the government in cost reallocations due to decreased use of services such as emergency health
services, justice services, hospital services, child welfare services, and other social services such as homeless
shelters and basic needs supports.? (Miller et al., 2018, page iii)
This report did not include a comparative analysis of supportive housing to homelessness or housing first
programs. However, people experiencing homelessness or participating in housing first programs often
still need supportive services. Additional research on the comparative costs of other alternatives versus
supportive housing would be useful.

7.6.3 Var iable Pr ovin cial Policy Fr am ew or k s is an Added Ch allen ge
This research was designed to explore differing approaches in two of Canada's most populated provinces,
Ontario and British Columbia, to illustrate the impacts of different jurisdictional approaches in the
development of supportive housing.
The case studies demonstrated that non-profit organizations have been able to develop successful
supportive housing. In Ontario, it took considerably more effort by non-profit organizations without the
support of the provincial government.
On the other hand, in British Columbia, the provincial government provides funding to help finance
projects. BC Housing works directly with non-profit organizations and is more effective than non-profits
applying to funding at various jurisdictional levels as well as raising their own equity, securing financing,
and finding funding for the ongoing supportive services.
The research concluded that developing supportive housing is facilitated where provincial programs are in
place to create this type of housing, as demonstrated in British Columbia.

7.6.4 Nat ion al Hou sin g St r at egy
The announcement of the NHS brought promise and optimism for non-profit housing organizations with
new opportunities for funding through various streams. However, there is no specific strategy, plan, or
programs for supportive housing in the NHS. There is no earmarked funding for this type of housing, and it
remains unclear how helpful the NHS will be when developing projects.
Although the NHS was announced in 2017 and CMHC publicized that it financed projects, housing
organizations spoken to during this study said the applications were cumbersome and unclear, discussions
for funding could drag out over years, and sometimes receiving money took even longer. One organization
did not have the resources to apply for the funding because of these inefficiencies.
Although it is still early days in the implementation of new NHS funding streams, federal funding and
targets were announced over a ten-year period. As it unfolds, there may be lessons learned that could
improve the reach of groups interested in developing affordable, supportive housing.
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7.7 Gen er al Recom m en dat ion s
Recommendation 1: The NHS should include funding streams and/or programs
with money to be used specifically for supportive housing
The federal government should create a separate funding stream for the development of supportive
housing. This stream could allocate funds to specifically address the targets identified for the creation
of units for people living with developmental disabilities, seniors, and shelters for women and children
fleeing domestic violence. It could also create targets for the other eight vulnerable populations
identified in the NHS that do not have targets associated with them. With a separate stream,
supportive housing developers would not have to compete with other developers for funding.

Recommendation 2: The Government of Ontario should provide more support
to housing organizations
The Ontario provincial government should create programs that aid housing organizations in the
development of affordable housing, including supportive housing, similar to that of the of the
Government of British Columbia. This support would help streamline some of the activities
associated with development, such as: land acquisition, non-repayable capital grants, low-interest
financing, and on-going funding for supportive services. It is difficult to build projects without
government support.

Recommendation 3: The British Columbia and Ontario governments should
allocate funding for supportive housing under the FPT agreements
The provincial governments should create programs for supportive housing with the joint funding
from the bilateral agreements under the NHS. Similar to the first recommendation, a separate
program would allow for supportive housing projects to not compete against non-supportive
housing projects.

Recommendation 4: Funding for supportive services should come with capital
development funding
Funding for supportive services lowers the operating costs for the housing operator. This can allow
for lower rents and perhaps more units in the building. This funding should be tied to capital
development funding provided.
Provinces should have programs to fund ongoing supportive services. In British Columbia, this occurs
through BC Housing but in Ontario it is often through the Ministry of Health. It would be helpful for
Ontario to keep this program in the housing division for increased efficiencies.
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Recommendation 5: Housing operators should secure low-cost or free land and
government financial assistance
This research demonstrated that considerable financial assistance is required to develop supportive
housing. Equity and mortgage financing alone are not enough to create a project. Those projects
that were able to purchase low-cost land or receive land for free also required government financial
assistance.
A housing operator will want to explore the optimal financial mortgage payments to ensure that low
rents for tenants are balanced with operating costs. This can reduce financial mortgage payments
with non-repayable capital grants and equity put towards capital costs. The organization will want to
limit the amount of equity used because it could be saved for future projects.

Recommendation 6: Further research could be completed regarding the
supportive housing sector
Areas where further research could be conducted to expand upon this report include:
-

case studies from other provinces
interviews with the housing and supportive services organizations
more in-depth research and data collection
alignment of income-mixing goals with provision of high supports for people with the lowest
income levels

New
Jubilee
House
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