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L'eVALUATION DES PROGRAMMES DE LOGEMENT SOCIAL 

Introduction 

Les programmes de logement social administr~s par la Soci~t~ 
canadienne d'hypoth~ques et de logement comprennent les programmes 
de logement public, de compl~ments de loyer, de logement 
coop~ratif et sans but lucratif et de logement pour les ruraux et 
les autochtones. Les depenses budg~taires ~ l'appui de ces 
programmes ont atteint 838 millions de dollars pendant l'ann~e 
financi~re 1983-1984 et on pr~voit qu'elles d~passeront 
1,2 milliard de dollars d'ici trois ans. La plus grande partie de 
ces d~penses est engag~e ~ l'appui du logement public, qui 
constitue environ 50 % du portefeuille de logements sociaux 
qu'administre la Soci~t~. Toutefois, ~ l'heure actuelle, les 
nouvelles activites de logement social sont domin~es par les 
programmes de logement coop~ratif et sans but lucratif offerts en 
vertu de l'article 56.1 de la Loi nationale sur l'habitation. 
Plus de 80 % de l'affectation annuelle de 25 000 logements sociaux 
est maintenant utilis~e pour les projets de logement coop~ratif et 
sans but lucratif de l'article 56.1. 

Les programmes de logement social sont destin~s ~ atteindre 
l'objectif global de l'~l~ment de planification Logement social de 
la Soci~t~: 

"Aider les Canadiens dont Ie revenu est insuffisant ~ avoir 
acc~s ~ des logements convenables en favorisant et en appuyant, 
financi~rement, avec la collaboration des provinces, des 
municipalites et de leurs organismes, la production de 
logements sociaux destin~s aux personnes ~ revenu faible et 
mod~r~, et en favorisant l'~tablissement de corporations de 
logement sans but lucratif et de soci~t~s de logement". 

Cet objectif, adopt~ en 1981, est Ie fondement de l'approbation 
parlementaire de fonds pour les programmes, et est indiqu~ chaque 
ann~e dans Ie budget des d~penses du gouvernement du Canada. Bien 
que chaque programme ait ses propres objectifs particuliers, on 
s'attend que les programmes, globalement et individuellement, 
contribuent ~ la r~alisation de l'objectif global. 

L'objet premier de cet examen est d'~valuer la mesure dans 
laquelle les programmes, ensemble et individuellement, concourent 
~ la r~alisation de l'objectif du logement social. De fa~on plus 
fondamentale, on etudie la justific~tion des programmes de 
logement social en examinant l'ampleur et la nature des probl~mes 
de logement social et la pertinence des programmes pour ces 
probl~mes. L'~tude examine aussi d'autres retomb~es et effets des 
programmes, y compris la mesure dans laquelle ils contribuent aux 
priorit~s sociales, les effets sur les b~n~ficiaires des 
programmes, les retomb~es sur Ie stock de logements locatifs et Ie 
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fonctionnement des marches locatifs, et les effets sur d'autres 
programmes de logement et relatifs au logement des gouvernements 
federal et provinciaux. Enfin, puisqu'ils exigent des depenses 
federales annuelles considerables, l'efficience des divers 
programmes particuliers est comparee. 

Pour faire cette evaluation, nous avons eu recours a une grande 
variete de sources d'information. La principale source de donnees 
a ete une enqu~te nationale aupr~s des occupants de logements 
sociaux, des gestionnaires d'ensembles de logement cooperatif et 
sans but lucratif et de proprietaires-bailleurs de logements 
assortis de complements de loyer. On a aussi consulte des donnees 
sur les ensembles tirees des dossiers administratifs de la SCHL, 
ainsi que de nombreuses autres etudes et sources existantes de 
donnees. Tout au long de l'etude, nous avons pu beneficier des 
conseils utiles du Comite consultatif, compose de representants de 
la Fondation de l'habitation cooperative, de corporations sans but 
lucratif municipales et privees et de l'Association canadienne des 
responsables de l'habitation et de l'urbanisme. 

On trouvera ci-dessous un resume des resultats de cette evaluation 
en ce qui a trait ~ la justification des programmes, ~ la 
realisation de l'objectif du logement social, aux autres effets et 
retombees des programmes et ~ leur efficience. Les lecteurs sont 
pries de se reporter aux sections pertinentes du rapport pour 
obtenir des renseignements detailles sur les sources de donnees, 
les methodes et les resultats. 

CONSTATATIONS 

1. Justification du programme 

II existe un besoin continu de programmes de logement social. 
En 1980, on estimait ~ plus d'un demi-million Ie nombre de 
menages locataires ayant des besoins imperieux de logement, 
c.-~-d. incapables d'obtenir un logement de qualite et non 
surpeuple sans y consacrer plus de 30 % de leur revenUe En 
outre, les mesures gouvernementales s'attaquant aux probl~mes 
de besoins imperieux de logement sont pleinement justifiees 
pour des raisons d'equite. Les programmes de logement social 
semblent logiquement axes sur ces probl~mes et l'objectif du 
logement social vise clairement les personnes ayant des 
besoins imperieux de logement. 

2. Objectif du logement social 

Nous avons evalue la mesure dans laquelle les programmes 
atteignent l'objectif du logement social en fonction de trois 
composantes cles: 

- la prestation d'aide aux personnes d~nt Ie revenu est 
insuffisant pour leur donner acc~s ~ des logements 
convenables1 
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- la production de logements de qualite 

- la production de logements abordables 

Revenu insuffisant: 

Le revenu d'environ 70 % de tous les menages occupant des 
logements sociaux est insuffisant pour leur permettre 
d'obtenir un autre logement de qualite et non surpeuple dans 
leur region sans qu'ils doivent y consacrer plus de 30 % de 
leur revenUe Toutefois, ce pourcentage varie considerablement 
d'un programme ~ l'autre. Le programme de complements de 
loyer est Ie plus efficace pour ce qui est de desservir les 
personnes dont Ie revenu est insuffisant (92 % des menages)1 
les programmes de logement public viennent en deuxi~me place 
(75 %). Les programmes de logement cooperatif et sans but 
lucratif de l'article 56.1 etaient les moins efficaces, Ie 
tiers seulement des menages desservis ayant un revenu 
insuffisant. Cela est attribuable au fait que Ie programme 
est destine ~ desservir les menages ~ revenu faible et moyen, 
et non pas les menages ~ revenu faible seulement, ainsi qu'au 
fait qu'il a ete con~u pour favoriser l'integration de divers 
niveaux de revenus dans les ensembles. 

Logement de gualite: 

A l'exception du programme de logement pour les ruraux et les 
autochtones, les programmes de logement social ont reussi ~ 
fournir des logements de qualite. Les occupants etaient 
categoriques quant ~ l'etat physique de leurs logements, ont 
exprime un niveau eleve de satisfaction ~ l'~gard des 
ensembles et ont evalue les besoins de reparations comme etant 
~ peu pr~s les m@mes que ceux du stock de logements locatifs 
en general. Le niveau de satisfaction des locataires 
desservis par Ie programme de complements de loyer avait 
tendance ~ etre leg~rement inferieur ~ celui des locataires 
desservis par d'autres programmes, mais il n'en restait pas 
moins eleve. L'etat physique des logements du programme de 
logements pour les ruraux et les autochtones est souvent 
mauvais, et la frequence des besoins de reparations est 
elevee. 

Logement abordable: 

Les programmes de logement public et de complements de loyer 
sont les plus efficaces pour ce qui est de fournir des 
logements abordables, puisque tous les menages pai3nt un loyer 
proportionne ~ leur revenUe La frequence des probl~mes 
d'abordabilite est plus elevee dans Ie cas des programmes de 
logement cooperatif et sans but lucratif, puisque de nombreux 
locataires qui ne paient pas un loyer proportionne ~ leur 
revenu ne peuvent se permettre de payer Ie loyer du marche Ie 
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plus bas ou Ie loyer ~conomique. En outre, il semble que la 
subvention offerte pour les loyers proportionn~s au revenu 
dans Ie cadre des programmes de l'article 56.1 est r~partie 
sur un tr~s grand nombre de locataires ~ loyer proportionn~ au 
revenu afin d'aider autant de m~nages que possible. Par 
cons~quent, environ Ie tiers des locataires desservis par les 
programmes de l'article 56.1 doivent consacrer plus de 30 % de 
leur revenu au logement. 

3. Priorit~s sociales 

En tant que composante du programme social du gouvernement 
f~d~ral, les programmes peuvent contribuer aux priorit~s 
sociales en mati~re d'~quit~, de prestation d'aide ~ ceux qui 
en ont Ie plus besoin et d'attention aux besoins des groupes 
d~savantag~s. 

Eguit~: 

Les programmes de logement social ne r~alisent pas l'~quit~ 
horizontale. Sur plus d'un demi-million de m~nages ayant des 
besoins imp~rieux de logement, 2 % seulement re90ivent de 
l'aide, chaque ann~e. Cela est surtout attribuable ~ 
l'affectation annuelle restreinte de logements sociaux (25 000 
logements). Toutefois, il serait possible de desservir chaque 
ann~e davantage de m~nages ayant des besoins imp~rieux de 
logement si l'affectation des logements aux divers programmes 
~tait plus efficace pour ce qui est de desservir les personnes 
dont Ie revenu est insuffisant. A l'heure actuelle, plus de 
80 % de l'affectation annuelle de logements est engag~e dans 
Ie cadre des programmes de logement coop~ratif et sans but 
lucratif de l'article 56.1, mais Ie tiers seulement de ces 
logements sont occup~s par des m~nages ayant des besoins 
imp~rieux de logement. 

Les programmes r~alisent l'equit~ verticale en ce sens que les 
m~nages ~ faible revenu en tirent plus d'avantages que les 
m~nages ~ revenu plus ~lev~. En d'autres termes, les 
programmes repartissent les avantages de fa90n progressive. 
Toutefois, il n'en reste pas moins que, dans Ie cadre des 
programmes de l'article 56.1, un grand nombre de m~nages dont 
Ie revenu est suffisant pour leur permettre d'obtenir un 
logement de qualite re90ivent des sUbventions. 

Les plus n~cessiteux: 

Environ la ~oiti~ de tous les m~nages occupant des logements 
sociaux ont un revenu inf~rieur au seuil de faible revenu de 
Statistique Canada. Le programme de complements de loyer 
dessert la proportion la plus ~lev~e de m~nages ~ faible 
revenu (72 %), suivi des programmes de logement public 
(56 %). Ce sont les programmes de logement coop~ratif et sans 
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but lucratif de l'article 56.1 qui sont les moins efficaces 
pour ce qui est de desservir les m~nages les plus n~cessiteux, 
21 % des menages ben~ficiant de ce programme ayant un revenu 
inferieur au seuil de faible revenUe 

Groupes speciaux: 

Les programmes accordent la priorit~ aux personnes ~gees, aux 
handicapes, aux autochtones et aux femmes si lion consid~re la 
proportion que chacun de ces groupes represente dans la 
population. Parmi ces groupes, la proportion des menages de 
personnes ~gees qui re~oivent une aide est la plus ~levee par 
rapport aux besoins imperieux de logement qu'ils connaissent. 
Les programmes desservent les femmes seules et les familIes 
monoparentales dirigees par une femme dans la meme proportion 
qu'elles connaissent des besoins imp~rieux de logement. 

4. Autres effets et retombees 

Les programmes ont une vaste gamme d'effets et de retombees 
sur les particuliers, les marches du logement et d'autres 
programmes et priorites du gouvernement. 

Effets sociaux: 

La participation aux programmes a influe de fa90n positive sur 
Ie bien-etre social des beneficiaires, bien que les avantages 
connexes ne soient pas mesurables. 

De fa90n g~nerale, les clients de logements sociaux etaient 
satisfaits de leur logement et de leur milieu, bien que la 
plupart aient indique que Ie fait de vivre dans un ensemble de 
logement n'avait pas d'effet sur certains facteurs de la 
qualite de la vie, tels la sante, Ie mariage et les rapports 
familiaux. Les residents d'ensembles de logement cooperatif 
et sans but lucratif ont signale des niveaux plus eleves de 
participation aux reunions et ~ la gestion de l'ensemble. Les 
locataires de logements assortis d'un complement de loyer 
etaient un peu moins satisfaits de leur logement et de leur 
milieu. 

Logement et emploi: 

Pendant les annees 1970, les programmes de logement social ont 
augmente considerablement Ie stock de logements locatifs et Ie 
stock de logements sp~ciaux pour les personnes ~gees ayant 
besoin de soins, les handicapes, les clients de passage, les 
prisonniers liberes sur parole, les victimes de violence 
familiale et d'autres encore. De plus, les programmes ont, de 
fa90n generale, fonctionne en tenant compte des conditions du 
marche locatif en fournissant des logements neufs en p~riode 
de faibles taux d'inoccupation et en utilisant des logements 
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existants en p~riode de taux d'inoccupation ~lev~s. Ces 
derni~res ann~es, comme les taux d'int~r~t ~taient ~lev~s, les 
programmes de l'article 56.1 ont jou~ un role de plus en plus 
important dans l'am~lioration des conditions sur les march~s 
locatifs serr~s. Les programmes ont aussi donn~ lieu ~ des 
occasions consid~rables d'emploi dans Ie secteur de la 
construction, mais ils sont probablement moins efficaces que 
les programmes d'encouragement ~ l'accession ~ la propri~t~ 
pour ce qui est des effets imm~diats sur l'emploi, en raison 
de la nature du processus d'am~nagement des logements sociaux 
et des genres d'immeubles construits. 

Programmes connexes: 

Depuis l'~tablissement des programmes de logement coop~ratif 
et sans but lucratif de l'article 56.1 en 1978, la part 
provinciale de toutes les d~penses subventionnelles au titre 
du logement social, y compris les programmes ~ frais partages 
et unilat~raux, a diminu~. Depuis 1978, plusieurs provinces 
ont mis sur pied des programmes unilat~raux d'allocations
logement, mais les d~penses ~ ce titre n'ont pas atteint des 
niveaux ~lev~s. 

L'aide au logement social contribue consid~rablement au niveau 
de soutien offert par l'ensemble du syst~me de transferts de 
revenue Toutefois, les occupants de logements ~ loyer 
proportionne au revenu qui re90ivent des allocations de 
bien-~tre connaissent aussi des taux plus ~lev~s de r~duction 
des prestations ou d'imposition que les b~n~ficiaires 
d'allocations de bien-~tre habitant des logements du march~. 
En r~alit~, les assist~s sociaux habitant des logements 
sociaux sont p~nalis~s dans une plus grande mesure du fait 
qu'ils ont un revenu sup~rieur aux assist~s sociaux habitant 
des logements locatifs priv~s. Toutefois, on estime que 4 % 
seulement des occupants de logements sociaux sont touch~s par 
ce facteur. 

5. Efficience 

Nous avons ~valu~ l'efficience en examinant les coOts en 
fonction du nombre total de logements ainsi que des logements 
~ loyer proportionn~ au revenu fournis sur une p~riode de 
35 ans, en supposant Ie financement d'ensembles identiques 
dans Ie cadre de chaque programme. Nous avons appliqu~ les 
mod~les de coOt en utilisant trois hypoth~ses diff~rentes 
relatives au taux d'int~r~t sur la p~riode de 35 ans: 18 %, 
14 % et 10 %. Des hypoth~ses ~iff~rentes sur les taux de 
changement des frais d'exploitation, des loyers du march~ et 
des loyers proportionn~s au revenu sont li~es ~ chaque taux 
d'int~r~t. Les calculs sur les coOts subventionnels indiquent 
bien la mesure dans laquelle l'efficience des programmes est 
sensible! ces hypoth~ses. 
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Pour chacune des hypoth~ses, Ie coOt par logement ~tait Ie 
plus bas dans Ie cadre des programmes de logement coop~ratif 
et sans but lucratif de l'article 56.1. Toutefois, lorsqu'on 
tient compte du coat par logement A loyer proportionn~ au 
revenu, les programmes de l'article 56.1 sont plus coOteux ou 
moins efficients que Ie programme de logement public, pour 
tous les sc~narios de taux d'int~r~t. 

Lorsqu'on applique Ie sc~nario de taux d'int~ret ~lev~ (18 %), 
Ie programme de compl~ents de loyer est plus efficient du 
point de vue des coOts subventionnels par logement A loyer 
proportionn~ au revenU1 Ie programme de logement public vient 
en deuxi~me place. Aux taux d'int~ret moins ~lev~s (14 % et 
10 %), Ie logement public est Ie programme Ie plus efficient 
ou Ie moins couteux. 

D'apr~s Ie sc~nario du 14 %, Ie programme de compl~ments de 
loyer se classe apr~s Ie logement public sur Ie plan de 
l'efficience, mais, pour r~duire ou ret rancher la p~riode de 
deficits d'encaisse qui s'ensuivrait, il faudrait accorder 
plus de subventions aux investisseurs du secteur prive qui 
placent des fonds dans les logements proportionn~s au revenue 
En outre, la somme supplementaire de subventions, requise pour 
reduire ces p~riodes de 9 A 4 ans, ne modifie en rien Ie 
classement du programme de complements de 10yer.Toutefois, 
si lion comblait tous les d~ficits d'encaisse, l'efficience du 
programme de complements de loyer deviendrait inf~rieure A 
celIe des programmes de logement coop~ratif et sans but 
lucratif de l'article 56.1. 

Selon l'hypoth~se du taux d' int~ret Ie plus bas (10 p. 100), 
les programmes de l'article 56.1 deviennent plus efficients 
que les programmes de complements de loyer, mais leur 
efficience reste inferieure A celIe du logement public. 

Si lion inclut une valeur nette r~elle egale A la composante 
terrain des frais d'immobilisation de l'ensemble dans Ie cas 
des ensembles de logement coop~ratif, sans but lucratif et 
public, Ie classement selon l'efficience change quelque peu. 
Selon Ie sc~nario du taux d'interet de 14 %, Ie logement 
public est considerablement plus efficient que Ie programme de 
complements de loyer, et les programmes de logement de 
l'article 56.1 sont plus efficients que Ie programme de 
complements de loyer du point de vue du coat par logement a 
loyer proportionn~ au revenue Toutefois, ce n'est que dans Ie 
cadre des programmes de logement public que la valeur nette 
reelle reviendrait aux gouvernements federal et provinciaux 
qui paient les coOts subventionnels des programmes. A 
l'~cheance des accords de 35 ans avec les groupes de logement 
coop~ratif et sans but lucratif de l'article 56.1, Ie 
gouvernement fed~ral n'a plus aucun contr8le sur l'utilisation 
ulterieure de l'ensemble. 
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Parce que les programmes de l'article 56.1 sont destines! 
realiser l'integration des divers niveaux de revenu, la 
subvention disponible n'atteint qu'un nombre restreint de 
menages! loyer proportionne au revenue De plus, la 
conception de ces programmes fait qu'une grande partie de la 
subvention disponible va aux locataires qui peuvent payer les 
loyers les plus bas du marche. Selon l'hypoth~se d'un taux 
d'interet de 14 %, 41 % de la subvention aux organisrnes prives 
sans but lucratif (valeur actualisee) sert ! combler l'~cart 
entre Ie loyer economique et Ie loyer Ie plus bas du marche, 
Ie reste etant destine aux locataires ! loyer proportionne au 
revenue 

CONCLUSIONS 

Les donnees presentees dans Ie present rapport semblent 
indiquer que Ie programme de complements de loyer aide de la 
fa~on la plus efficiente les menages dont Ie revenu est 
insuffisant pour leur permettre d'obtenir un logement de 
qualite, Ie programme de logement public venant en deuxi~me 
place. Par contraste, les principaux programmes qui servent ! 
fournir des logements sociaux supplementaires, soit les 
programmes de logement coop~ratif et sans but lucratif de 
l'article 56.1, sont les moins efficients pour ce qui est de 
desservir les menages dont Ie revenu est insuffisant. Ce 
programme est destine! desservir plusieurs groupes de revenu, 
alors que les programmes de complements de loyer et de 
logement public sont destines uniquement aux personnes ! 
faible revenue 

Toutefois, les donnees indiquent aussi que les programmes de 
logement cooperatif et sans but lucratif sont susceptibles de 
produire des avantages sociaux plus grands que Ie programme de 
complements de loyer ou Ie programme de logement public. Les 
residents d'ensembles de l'article 56.1 se sont montres plus 
satisfaits de leur logement et avaient des niveaux de 
participation plus eleves aux reunions et ! la gestion de 
l'ensemble. Les programmes de l'article 56.1 ont aussi ete 
utilises de fa~on efficace pour ameliorer les conditions 
difficiles sur les marches locatifs et ont produit des 
logements sp~ciaux tels que les installations de soins et les 
maisons de transition. 

Cette ~valuation laisse penser qu'il faut examiner Ie 
rendement des programmes de logement social dans l'optique du 
compromis. Si Ie programme de compl~ments de loyer semble Ie 
plus efficace pour ce qui est de realiser l'obje~tif du 
logement social, il semble aussi Ie moins apte ! produire 
d'autres avantages. Les programmes de logement cooperatif et 
sans but lucratif sont susceptibles de produire de plus grands 
avantages pour ce qui est de la satisfaction et de la 
participation des locataires, mais ils sont les moins 
efficaces pour ce qui est de desservir les menages dont Ie 
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revenu est insuffisant. Les programmes de logement public se 
situent entre les programmes de compl~ments de loyer et de 
logement coop~ratif et sans but lucratif. 

II est ~vident aussi que Ie coat de l'obtention d'avantages 
suppl~mentaires dans Ie cadre des programmes de l'article 56.1 
est ~lev~. Plus de 80 % des 25 000 logements sociaux affect~s 
chaque ann~e font l'objet d'engagements ~ l'~gard d'ensembles 
de l'article 56.1, mais seulement Ie tiers de ces logements 
sont occup~s par des m~nages dont Ie revenu est insuffisant. 
Et pourtant, chaque logement, qu'il soit occup~ par des 
locataires pay ant Ie loyer du march~ ou par des m~nages pay ant 
un loyer proportionn~ au revenu, est consid~r~ comme un 
logement social. En outre, une part importante de la 
subvention offerte aux ensembles de l'article 56.1 va aux 
locataires pay ant Ie loyer du march~ ou aux m~nages dont Ie 
revenu est suffisant. 

Enfin, il est ~vident que la contrainte la plus grave 
touchant la gamme actuelle des programmes de logement social 
est Ie niveau des affectations annuelles de logements. Meme 
si la combinaison actuelle de programmes ~tait efficace a 
100 %, il existerait un grave probl~me d'~quit~ horizontale 
puisqu'un petit nombre seulement des m~nages dont Ie revenu 
est insuffisant peuvent b~n~ficier des programmes chaque 
ann~e. A 25 000 logements sociaux par an, il faudrait plus de 
20 ans pour r~pondre aux hesoins insatisfaits de logement. 



SOCIAL HOUSING REVIEW 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

Social Housing programs administered by the Canada Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation include public housing, rent supplement, 
non-profit and cooperative housing and rural and native 
housing. Budgetary expenditures in support of these programs 
amounted to $838 million in fiscal year 1983-84 and are expected 
to exceed $1.2 billion within five years. The bulk of these 
expenditures are made in support of public housing which com
prises about 60 per cent of the portfolio of social housing 
units under administration. At present, however, new social 
housing activity is dominated by the non-profit and cooperative 
programs delivered under the authority of Section 56.1 of the 
National Housing Act. More than eighty per cent of the annual 
allocation of 25,000 social housing units is now utilized for 
Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative projects. 

The social housing programs are intended to achieve the overall 
objective for the Corporation's social housing planning element: 

"To assist Canadians whose income is insufficient to gain 
access to adequate housing by encourageing and supporting, 
in conjunction with the provinces, municipalities and their 
agencies, the provision of low and moderate income public 
housing and by encouraging the establishment of non-profit 
and co-operative housing corporations." 

This objective, adopted in 1981, is the basis for Parliamentary 
approval of funding for programs and is identified each year in 
the Estimates of the Government of Canada. While each program 
has its own specific objectives, the programs both as a group 
and individually are expected to contribute to the achievement 
of the overall objective. 

The main purpose of this review is to assess the performance of 
the programs, as a group and individually, in achieving the 
social housing objective. At a more basic level, the rationale 
for social housing programs is reviewed by examining the extent 
and nature of social housing problems and the relevance of the 
programs to these problems. The study also examines other im
pacts and effects of the programs including the extent to which 
they contribute to social policy priorities, effects on those 
receiving assistance, impacts on the stock of rental housing and 
the operation of ren~al markets, and effects on other federal 
and provincial housing and housing related programs. Finally, 
since they require substantial annual federal expenditures, the 
cost-effectiveness of the individual programs is compared. 
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To conduct this review a wide variety of information sources was 
utilized. The main data source was a national survey of social 
housing occupants, non-profit and cooperative project managers 
and landlords of rent supplement units. Project data from CMHC 
administrative files was also utilized as were numerous other 
existing data sources and studies. Throughout the course of the 
study useful advice was provided by an Advisory Committee with 
representation from the Cooperative Housing Foundation, 
municipal and private non-profit corporations and the Canadian 
Association of Housing and Renewal Officials. 

The results of this review with respect to program rationale, 
achievement of the social housing objective, other impacts and 
effects and cost-effectiveness are summarized below. Readers 
are referred to the appropriate sections of the report for 
detailed information on data sources, methods and results. 

FINDINGS 

1. Program Rationale 

There exists a continuing need for the social housing 
programs. In 1980, in excess of one-half million renter 
households were estimated to be in core housing need: they 
were unable to obtain adequate, uncrowded housing without 
paying more than 30 per cent of their income for shelter. 
There is, moreover, a strong rationale for government action 
to address core housing problems based on equity 
considerations. The social housing programs appear to be 
logically focussed on these problems and the social housing 
objective is clearly aimed at those with core housing need. 

2. Social Housing Objective 

The performance of the programs in achieving the social 
housing objective was assessed in terms of three key 
components: 

- the provision of assistance to those with insufficient 
income to gain access to adequate housing; 

- the provision of adequate housing; 
- the provision of affordable housing. 

Insufficient Income: 

About 70 per cent of all households occupy social housing 
units have insufficient income to gain access to other, 
adequate, uncrowded housing in their area without paying 
more than 30 per cent of household income. There is, 
however, considerable variation among the programs. The 
rent supplement program is most effective in serving those 
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with insufficient income (92 per cent of households), 
followed by the public housing programs (75 per cent). The 
Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative program was least 
effective because it was intended to serve both low and 
moderate income households as opposed to low income 
households only, and because it is designed to accommodate a 
mix of income groups within projects. 

Adequate Housing: 

With the exception of rural and native housing, the social 
housing programs have been successful in providing adequate 
accommodation. Occupants were quite positive about the 
physical condition of their dwellings, expressed a high 
level of satisfaction with their projects and assessed the 
need for repairs to be about the same as that for the rental 
stock generally. The ratings of rent supplement tenants 
tended to be slightly less positive than those served 
through other programs but nevertheless revealed high levels 
of satisfaction. Rural and native housing program units are 
often in poor physical condition with a high incidence of 
need for repair. 

Affordable Housing: 

The public housing and rent supplement programs are most 
effective in providing affordable housing since all 
households pay rents geared to income. The incidence of 
affordability problems is higher under the non-profit and 
cooperative programs since many tenants who are not paying 
rents geared to income cannot afford to pay 
lower-end-of-market rent or breakeven rent. Further, under 
the Section 56.1 program, it appears that the subsidy 
available for rent-geared-to-income housing is spread thinly 
among rent-geared-to-income tenants in order to assist as 
many households as possible. As a result, about one-third 
of Section 56.1 tenants are required to pay in excess of 30 
per cent of income for shelter. 

3. Social Policy Priorities 

As one component of federal social programming, the programs 
can contribute to social policy priorities concerning 
equity, the provision of assistance to those most in need 
and attention to the needs of disadvantaged groups. 

Equity: 

The social housing programs are not achieving horizontal 
equity. Each year, only 2 per cent of the more than 
one-half million households in core housing need are 
assisted. This is due primarily to the limited annual 
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allocation of social housing units (25,000 units). However, 
more core need households could be served each year if the 
mix of program units was more effective in serving those 
with insufficient income. Presently, more than 80 per cent 
of the annual unit allocation is committed to Section 56.1 
non-profit and cooperative housing but only one-third of 
these units are occupied by households in core housing need. 

Most in Need: 

About one-half of all households occupying social housing 
units fall below the Statistics Canada Low Income Cutoffs. 
The rent supplement program serves the highest proportion of 
low income households (72 per cent) followed by the public 
housing programs (56 per cent). The Section 56.1 non-profit 
and cooperative program is least effective in serving those 
most in need, with 21 per cent of households falling below 
the Low Income Cutoffs. 

Special Groups: 

The programs are giving priority attention to the elderly, 
the handicapped, native Canadians and women in relation to 
their representation in the population. Among these groups, 
elderly households receive the highest priority relative to 
the core housing needs they experience. The programs serve 
unattached women and female-led single parent households in 
proportion to the core housing problems they experience. 

4. Other Impacts and Effects 

The programs have a broad range of impacts and effects on 
individuals, housing markets and other government programs 
and priorities. 

Social Impacts: 

The social well-being of recipients has been positively 
influenced through their participation in the programs 
although the associated benefits are not measurable. 

Social housing clients were generally satisfied with their 
accommodation and their environment, although most indicated 
that living in their housing project had no effect on 
quality of life factors such as health, marriage and family 
relationships. Residents of non-profit and cooperative 
projects indicated higher levels of participation in project 
meetings and management. Rent supplement tenants were 
somewhat less positive in terms of satisfaction with their 
housing and environment. 
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Housing and Employment: 

Over the decade of the 1970's, the social housing programs 
made an important contribution to the rental housing stock 
and to the stock of special purpose accommodation for the 
elderly requiring care, the disabled, transients, parolees, 
victims of family violence and others. Further, the 
programs have generally operated in a way that is consistent 
with rental market conditions by providing new units in 
periods of low vacancy rates and utilizing existing units 
when vacancy rates are high. In recent years, under high 
interest rates, the Section 56.1 program has become 
increasingly important in alleviating tight rental market 
conditions. The programs have also provided significant 
construction employment opportunities but are probably less 
effective than homeownership programs in generating 
immediate employment effects because of the nature of the 
development process for social housing and the types of 
buildings constructed. 

Related Programs: 

Since the introduction of the Section 56.1 non-profit and 
cooperative program in 1978, the provincial share of all 
subsidy expenditures for social housing, including cost 
shared and unilateral programs, has decreased. Since 1978, 
several provinces have introduced unilateral shelter 
allowance programs but expenditures have not reached high 
levels. 

Social housing assistance contributes significantly to the 
level of support offered by the entire system of income 
transfers. However, rent-geared-to-income housing occupants 
receiving welfare assistance also experience greater benefit 
reduction or tax-back rates than welfare recipients in 
market housing. In effect, welfare recipients in social 
housing are penalized to a greater extent for earning more 
than welfare recipients in private rental accommodation. 
However, it is estimated that only 4 per cent of the social 
housing population would be affected. 

5. Cost Effectiveness 

Cost effectiveness was assessed by examining costs in 
relation to the total number of units as well as the 
rent-geared-to-income units provided over a 35-year period 
assuming an identical project is funded under the terms of 
each program. The cost models were implemented for three 
different interest rate assumptions over the 35-year period: 
18, 14 and 10 per cent. Different assumptions for rates of 
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change in operating costs, market rents and RGI rents are 
associated with each interest rate. The subsidy cost calcu
lations demonstrate the sensitivity of program cost
effectiveness to these assumptions. 

Under each assumption, the cost per unit was lowest under 
the Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative housing 
program. However, when the cost per rent-geared-to-income 
unit is considered, the Section 56.1 programs are more 
costly or less cost-effective than public housing for all 
interest rates. 

Under the high interest rate scenario (18 per cent), the 
rent supplement program is most cost effective in terms of 
the subsidy costs per RGI unit, followed by public housing. 
At lower interest rates (14 and 10 per cent), public housing 
is the most cost-effective or least costly program. 

Under the 14 per cent interest rate scenario, rent supple
ment is second to public housing in terms of cost
effectiveness. However, additional subsidies to private 
investors under the rent supplement program may be required 
to reduce or eliminate the period of negative cash flow 
which would be experienced. Under the 14 per cent scenario, 
the additional subsidies required to reduce the period of 
negative cash flow from 9 to 4 years do not change the 
cost-effectiveness ranking of the rent supplement program. 
If all negative cash flow was to be eliminated, however, the 
rent supplement program would become less cost-effective 
than the Section 56.1 non-profit/cooperative programs. 

Under the lowest interest rate assumption (10 per cent), the 
Section 56.1 programs become more cost-effective than rent 
supplement but remain less cost-effective than public 
housing. 

If an equity build-up equal to the land component of project 
capital costs is included for the non-profit, cooperative 
and public housing projects, the cost-effectiveness perfor
mance changes somewhat. Under the 14 per cent interest rate 
scenario, public housing becomes considerably more cost
effective than rent supplement and the Section 56.1 programs 
become more cost-effective than rent supplement in terms of 
cost per RGI unit. However, it is only under the public 
housing programs that equity would accrue to the federal and 
provincial governments which bear the subsidy costs for the 
programs. Once the 35-year agreements with Section 56.1 
non-profit and cooperative groups expire, the federal 
government has no control over the subsequent use of the 
project. 
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Because the Section 56.1 programs are designed to achieve a 
mix of income groups, the available subsidy can only accom
modate a limited number of rent-geared-to-income house
holds. Moreover, the design of these programs is such that 
much of the available subsidy goes to tenants who are able 
to pay lower-end-of-market rents. Under the 14 per cent 
interest rate assumption, 41 per cent of the private non
profit subsidy in present value terms is used to bridge the 
gap between economic rent and lower-end-of-market rent with 
the remainder devoted to assisting RGI tenants. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The evidence presented in this report suggests that the rent 
supplement program, followed by public housing, most effectively 
assists those with insufficient income to gain access to ade
quate housing. In contrast, the main program providing addi
tional social housing, Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative 
housing, is least effective in serving households with insuffi
cient income. This program is designed to serve a mix of income 
groups, while rent supplement and public housing are directed 
solely to those with low incomes. 

However, the data also indicate the non-profit and cooperative 
programs are likely to generate greater social benefits than 
rent supplement or public housing. Section 56.1 residents 
revealed greater satisfaction with their housing as well as 
higher levels of participation in project meetings and manage
ment. The Section 56.1 programs have also been used effectively 
to ameliorate difficult rental market conditions and have pro
vided special accommodation such as care facilities and half-way 
houses. 

This review suggests that the performance of the social housing 
programs must be considered in terms of trade-offs. The rent 
supplement program may be most effective in achieving the social 
housing objective yet appears least capable of generating other 
benefits. The non-profit and cooperative programs are likely to 
generate the greatest benefits in terms of tenant satisfaction 
and participation but are least effective in serving those with 
insufficient income. The public housing programs appear to 
occupy the middle ground between rent supplement and non-profit 
and cooperative programs. 

It is also evident that the cost of achieving additional bene
fits under the Section 56.1 programs is high. Over 80 per cent 
of the 25,000 social housing units allocated each year are com
mitted for Section 56.1 projects but only one-third of these are 
occupied by households with insufficient income. Yet every 
unit, whether occupied by market rent tenants or households pay
ing rent-geared-to-income, is counted as a social housing unit 
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allocation. Furthermore, a significant share of the subsidy 
available to Section 56.1 projects goes to market rent tenants 
or households which have sufficient income. 

Finally, it is evident that the most severe limitation of the 
present mix of social housing programs is the level of annual 
unit allocations. Even if the present program mix were 100 per 
cent effective, a serious problem of horizontal equity would 
exist since only a small number of those with insufficient 
income are able to benefit from the programs each year. At an 
annual rate of 25,000 social housing units, more than 20 years 
would be required to meet the outstanding need. 
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CHAPTER I 

SOCIAL BOUSING REVIEW 

INTRODUCTION 

A. STUDY CONTEXT 

As the federal government's housing agency, Canada Mortgage 
and Housing c.orporation is charged with the responsibility 
for administering the National Housing Act (NHA). The 
Corporation acts as a financial institution which influences 
and facilitates the operation of mortgage and housing 
markets but also has departmental responsibilities which 
involve the provision of policy advice to government and the 
administration of grants, subsidies and contributions. 

Included among these departmental responsibilities are 
various sections of the NHA which enable CMHC to assist 
individuals and families of low and moderate income to gain 
access to adequate housing. The programs developed to 
deliver this assistance are collectively known as the social 
housing programs and include public housing, non-profit and 
cooperative housing, private landlords rent supplement and 
rural and native housing. 

This review of the social housing programs is intended to 
contribute to the review of social housing policy called for 
by the CMHC strategic policy plan. Departmental strategic 
planning, a key component of the policy and expenditure 
management system, involves the establishment of policies 
and programs to meet long-term objectives. However, an 
important consideration in the development of policies and 
programs is the effectiveness of existing programs in 
achieving objectives. A review of the performance of the 
existing social housing programs will assist in the policy 
review by providing a benchmark against which to consider 
and assess new policy proposals. 

Social housing involves considerable annual expenditures by 
the federal government. Subsidies in connection with CMHC's 
social housing planning element amounted to $802.4 million 
in 1983, an increase of 25 per cent over the 1982 level. 
Moreover, such expenditures are forecast to increase 
dramatically through the 1983-84 fiscal year and to account 
for an increasing share of total CMHC budgetary expenditures 
(Table 1.1). By 1984-85, forecasts indicate that budgetary 
expenditures by CMHC in support of the social housing 
programs will amount to one billion dollars. Given the size 
and expected growth in expenditures, it is not surprising 
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Table 1.1 - Budgetary Expenditures and Estimates, CMHC 
($Millions of Dollars) 

Forecast 
Expenditures Expenditures Estimates 

1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 

Social Housing 677.0 838.5 1 017.3 

CMHC Total 1 574.2 1 763.5 1 345.1 

Source: Estimates of the Government of Canada for the 
Fiscal Year ending March 31, 1985, Minister of 
Supply and Services, Canada, 1984 pp. 21-78, 79. 

that the Corporation is interested in the performance of its 
social housing programs and in the assessment of 
alternatives to ensure that the problems of low and moderate 
income households are addressed in an efficient and 
effective manner. 

B. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study is to assess the effectiveness of 
CMHC's Social Housing Programs. Following the principles 
set out by the Office of the Comptroller General, 
effectiveness refers to the extent to which the programs: 
(1) have achieved the social housing objective; (2) have 
resulted in other beneficial impacts and effects; and (3) 
are cost effective. At the most basic level, the study 
questions the very existence of the programs by examining 
whether the social housing objective is still relevant and 
whether the programs logically support the objective. 

The study is intended to provide information to senior 
management on the performance, results and cost
effectiveness of the programs. It is concerned with a group 
of programs, which together comprise CMHC's overall social 
housing initiatives, rather than an individual program or 
program component. The intent is to provide information on 
the overall performance of the package of programs as well 
as comparative information on the individual programs. 

For purposes of this study, the social housing programs are 
those programs which are included in the Social Housing 
Planning Element of CMHC's Operational Plan and which 
provide assistance to families and individuals. These 
programs and the Sections of the NHA which provide the 



- 3 -

authority for their operation are as follows: 

Public Housing: Federal-Provincial (Section 40) 
Provincially-Owned (Sections 43/44) 

Private Landlords Rent Supplement (Section 44(1)(a» 

Non-Profit and Cooperative (Sections 15.1/34.18 and 
Section 44(1) (b» 

Non-Profit and Cooperative (Section 56.1) 

Rural and Native Housing (various Sections) 

The Social Housing Planning Element also includes programs 
which assist non-profit and cooperative groups to develop 
housing proposals. Such programs do not provide assistance 
to individuals or families but, rather, support and 
encourage the provision of such assistance by providing 
start-up funds and technical assistance. These support 
programs are not included in the present study but will be 
the subject of a separate evaluation report. 

Although the present study is comprehensive in nature, it is 
closely related to studies of individual social housing 
programs carried out by CMHC. Specifically, the present 
study draws heavily on the results of the recent evaluation 
of the Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative housing 
programs l • Results of the 1980 Rural and Native Housing 
Review 2 , which served as the basis for proposed changes to 
this program, are also included in the present study. 

C. STUDY APPROACH 

The study begins by examining the underlying rationale for 
the social housing programs. Following this, the general 
approach is to assess each program in terms of its 
achievement of the social housing objective; other impacts 
and effects; and cost-effectiveness. This approach permits 
comparisons among the individual programs and provides 
information on the performance of the programs as a group. 

1. Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Section 56.1 
Non-Profit and Cooperative Housing Program Evaluation, 
November, 1983. 

2. Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Rural and Native 
Housing Review, Unpublished Report, 1980. 



- 4 -

1. Program Rationale 

The fundamental question of whether there exists a need 
for social housing programs is examined first. Recent 
data on housing conditions and household incomes are 
used to document the nature and extent of housing 
problems in Canada. Based on this information, the need 
for social assistance for shelter is examined. 
Rationale is also considered in the broader context of 
the appropriate role for government by examining 
arguments for intervention to address housing problems. 
The extent to which individual program objectives are 
consistent with the overall objective for the social 
housing planning element is also considered. 
Next, program objectives are examined to determine the 
relevance of the programs to housing problems. The 
intent is to see whether the programs logically address 
the housing problems identified. 

2. Achievement of the Social Housing Objective 

While each of the social housing programs has its own 
specific objectives, the overall social housing objec
tive as stated in the Corporation's Operational Plan is: 

"To assist Canadians whose income is 
insufficient to gain access to adequate 
housing by encouraging and supporting in 
conjunction with provinces, 
municipalities and their agencies the 
provision of low and moderate income 
public housing and by encouraging the 
establishment of non-profit and 
cooperative housing operations." 

This objective was adopted for CMHC's social housing 
activities in the 1981-1982 Operational Plan. It is the 
basis for Parliamentary approval of funding for the 
programs and each program is intended to contribute to 
its achievement. The extent to which the social housing 
programs have achieved the objective is the focus of 
this review. 

The two key components of the social housing objective 
are the provision of assistance to those with 
insufficient income and access to adequate housing. 
Because precise definitions of insufficient income and 
adequate housing are not provided, definitions have been 
established and are used to assess how well the programs 
achieve the overall objective. A definition or 
criterion of insufficient income to gain access to 
adequate housing is established using market rents and a 
rent-to-income or affordability ratio. The criterion is 
then compared to the income of social housing clients to 
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determine the proportion of clients with insufficient 
income. To assess housing adequacy, data on the 
physical condition of dwellings and the extent of 
crowding are examined. In addition, the level of client 
satisfaction with the housing is examined. 

3. Social Policy Priorities 

Budgetary expenditures for the social housing programs 
are included in the Social Affairs envelope of the 
policy expenditure management system and account for 
about 2 per cent of this $36 billion envelope. Thus, 
apart from the achievement of the Corporation's social 
housing objective, the programs are expected to 
contribute to social policy priorities. These 
priorities are concerned with equity, the provision of 
assistance to those most in need and attention to the 
needs of special groups. 

The extent to which the programs provide assistance on 
an equitable basis is analyzed in terms of their effects 
on the distribution of income (vertical equity) and in 
terms of their ability to provide program benefits to 
all households with insufficient income (horizontal 
equity). To determine the income distribution effects, 
the distribution of program benefits by income class of 
recipients is determined and compared to a benchmark or 
norm distribution of program benefits which is neutral 
in terms of its effect on the distribution of income. 
The extent to which the programs meet the needs of the 
target group is determined by examining the number of 
insufficient income clients served annually in relation 
to the total number of those eligible in the population. 

A second social policy priority is to assist first those 
who need help most. The contribution of the social 
housing programs to this priority is determined by 
examining the proportion of neediest clients served by 
each program. 

Certain groups have also been designated to receive 
priority attention. These special groups include the 
elderly, handicapped persons, native peoples and women. 
The contribution of the social housing programs to this 
priority is determined by examining the number and 
proportion of members of each group served by the 
programs in relation to the number and proportion of 
such people in the population at large and in relation 
to the number of those with housing problems. 

4. Other Effects 

In addition to their contributions to social policy 
priorities, the programs have other effects and 
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influences which need to be considered. While these 
other effects are primarily related to housing markets, 
the provision of assistance for housing also influences 
the social and physical environment of those receiving 
the assistance. Such influences are extremely difficult 
to measure in such a way that valid conclusions can be 
drawn. However, an indication of social and 
environmental aspects of the programs is provided by 
examining clients' perceptions concerning their housing 
and the quality of life1 client ratings of 
neighbourhoods and facilities1 indicators of the extent 
of social interaction in projects1 and turnover rates as 
an indicator of project stability. 

Effects of the programs on housing markets are reviewed 
by examining their contribution to the stock of housing 
units and the extent to which rental production under 
the programs has been consistent with rental market 
conditions. 

The social housing programs also affect and are affected 
by other federal and provincial programs. Since the 
programs generally involve cost sharing or other forms 
of provincial assistance, the level and importance of 
such assistance to the achievement of the social housing 
objective are assessed. Provinces also have programs 
which are independent of the social housing programs and 
can be considered as alternatives to them. The nature 
and magnitude of these programs is also examined. 

Federal programs which interact with the social housing 
program include the Department of Indian Affairs and 
Northern Development (OlAND) program for on-reserve 
housing and the Canada Assistance Plan which contributes 
to provincial welfare expenditures. A general 
examination of the way social housing subsidies are 
integrated with, and affected by, other income transfers 
and the tax system is carried out. The potential for 
the programs to affect work incentives of recipients is 
also considered. 

5. Cost-Effectiveness 

As indicated above, the operation of the social housing 
programs requires significant annual federal 
expenditures. ~he achievement of the social housing 
objective must be considered in relation to the costs 
involved. In order to take program costs into account, 
the cost-effectiveness of each program is estimated 
using cost per unit of output as the measure of 
cost-effectiveness. Here, cost refers to the subsidy 
cost borne by governments and comprises capital and 
operating subsidies. Administration costs for the 
programs are also considered. 
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Two measures of output or effectiveness are used: 
(1) the total number of units assisted regardless of the 
income level of occupants: and (2) the number of units 
assisted which are occupied by clients paying rent 
geared to their income. The latter measure is more 
pertinent to the social housing objective of assisting 
those with insufficient income to gain access to 
adequate housing. 

D. DATA SOURCES 

The primary source of data for this study is a major 
national survey of social housing occupants and managers. 
The survey involved mail-back questionnaires for occupants 
of public housing and non-profit and cooperative projects. 
Project managers of non-profit and cooperative projects were 
also surveyed. This survey was carried out for CMHC by the 
Institute for Behavioural Research, York University, 
following accepted statistical sampling procedures. In 
addition, a national survey of occupants and landlords was 
conducted by Social Policy Research Associates, Toronto, for 
the Private Landlords Rent Supplement Program. Detailed 
information on the design of the sample, data collection 
methods, the questionnaire, response rates and data 
reliability for both surveys is presented in Appendix A and 
is based on technical reports produced by these 
organizations. The main survey prompted an overall response 
rate for occupants in excess of 40 per cent and produced 
reliable data for a wide range of occupant characteristics 
and perceptions. The occupants' response rate for the 
Private Landlords Rent Supplement Survey was even higher at 
67 per cent. For project managers/landlords both surveys 
yielded response rates in excess of 80 per cent. 

It was necessary to carry out surveys of this kind because 
data on the occupants of social housing projects were simply 
not available from existing sources. Administrative 
reporting procedures for the projects do not require data on 
client characteristics for all programs. In order to assess 
the effectiveness of the programs in terms of objective 
achievement, social priorities, other effects and cost
effectiveness detailed information on clients served is 
essential. 

Another key information source was the project 
administrative data compiled from forms submitted in 
connection with project reporting requirements. The data 
provide physical and cost information for the projects and 
are used primarily in the analysis of cost-effectiveness. 
These data were generally available from existing files for 
use in the evaluation. Substantial effort was required 
however, to create the data file for Section 56.1 non-profit 
and cooperative projects. 
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A variety of secondary data sources, mostly from Statistics 
Canada, are utilized in the report. Information on housing 
markets is taken primarily from CMHC's publication, Canadian 
Housing Statistics. The data base for the analysis of 
housing problems is the 1980 Household Income Facilities and 
Equipment (HIFE) file provided to CMHC by Statistics 
Canada. Studies carried out by CMHC and other federal 
agencies are also utilized. 

E. STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT 

The report begins with an historical perspective on CMHC's 
social housing initiatives. A description of the operation 
and current status of the programs under consideration in 
this study is also provided. The next chapter assesses the 
rationale for social housing programs including an 
assessment of the consistency between individual program 
objectives and the overall social housing objective of the 
Corporation. This is followed by an examination of the 
characteristics of households served by the social housing 
programs. Subsequent chapters assess the extent to which 
the programs have achieved the social housing objective, the 
contribution of the programs to social policy priorities, 
other effects of the programs, and their cost
effectiveness. The final chapter provides a summary of the 
findings and conclusions. 



CHAPTER II 

THE SOCIAL HOUSING PROGRAMS 

This chapter begins with a brief examination of federal 
social housing initiatives over time. Subsequent sections 
provide descriptions of the programs, their activity levels, 
associated costs and administrative arrangements. 

A. FEDERAL SOCIAL HOUSING INITIATIVES 

The purpose of this section is to provide a brief overview 
of federal initiatives in social housing. The intent is to 
provide a short historical perspective rather than a 
detailed description and analysis of the history of federal 
social housing efforts. The section begins with the Full 
Recovery Low Rental Housing Program of 1938 and continues to 
the present day configuration of the social housing 
programs. Figure 2.1 identifies the key dates in the 
evolution of federal social housing programs. 

1. The Early Programs 

Full recovery low rental housing was the first federal 
program which could be used to provide low income housing. 
Under the 1938 National Housing Act (NHA), up to 90 per cent 
direct federal long term loans at preferred 1 interest rates 
were offered to local housing authorities, limited dividend 
housing companies and non-profit housing associations. 
These were for the construction of low rental housing 
projects to be leased to low and moderate 2 income families 
at below market rents. The companies qualifying for loans 
were to limit the rate of return on their equity in the 
project to a maximum of 5 per cent. Rents were not to 
exceed one-fifth of family income while covering project 
costs including the dividend. 

The 1949 amendments to the NHA introduced a 
federal-provincial partnership technique to acquire and 

1. Below market but above the borrowing rate from the 
Department of Finance. 

2. Tenants were selected on the basis of an "entry" and "exit" 
rent-to-income ratio. People above the latter were expected 
to move out to the private market. 
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SOCIAL HOUSING IN CANADA 
A SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT DATES 

First National Housing 
Act passed, Full 
Recovery Low Rental 
Housing program 
enacted (NHA Part II) 

1938 

NHA Amendments enacted 1949 
Section 40 Federal 
Provincial partnerships 
for the development and 
operation of public 
housing 

Special agreements 1965 
entered into by the 
Federal and Prairie 
governments to provide 
Native housing 

The Section 15.1 
Non-Profit, ~ 
Co-op and 44(1 lIb) 
rent supplement 
programs introduced 

First funding under 1975 
Section 44(1)(b) 
Rent Supplement 
Program 

CMHC's SOCial housing 1978 
program re-organized 

Section 43 terminated 
(except in N.W.T) 

Section 40 restricted 
to provinces continuing 
to use it in past 
decade 

Sections 15.1 and 34.18 
replaced by Section 56.1 

1946 

1964 

1969 

1974 

Time Line 

CMHC established 

NHA amendments introduced 
Section 43/44 public 
housing and expanded the 
low rental limited 
dividend program to 
include non-profit 
corporations, including' 
those owned by provinces 
or municipalities 
(Sections 16, 16A) 

Amendments to the NHA revised the 
~on-~rofit and limited dividend 
sections increasing the loan to 
lending value to 95% and r~laxing 
the limited dividena restrictions 
(after 1970 non-profit and limited 
dividend low rental housing recorded 
under Section 15 rather than 
Sectio~s 16, 16A) 

Private landlord Rent Supplement 
program announced (Section 44(1)(a)) 

Rural & Native Housing 
program (Section 40) 
announced 
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develop land and to design, build and operate public housing 
projects. Under the partnership arrangement, capital costs 
and operating losses would be shared on a 75:25 basis by the 
federal and provincial governments respectively. As 
majority owner, the Corporation accepted responsibility for 
approving, planning and designing public housing projects. 
The program is now known as Section 40 Federal/Provincial 
public housing. 

The financial provisions of the program clearly favoured the 
provinces. However, the program also passed the initiative 
for providing public housing to the provinces, which were 
known, for the most part, to be unenthusiastic. Provincial 
inaction resulted in little activity and protected the 
federal government from substantial expenditures. 

From its beginnings, social housing was not seen just as an 
instrument to remedy the conditions of the poor living in 
bad housing. There were attempts to use public housing to 
serve urban redevelopment objectives and to use the limited 
return program to maintain levels of housing starts. 

Activity by limited dividend companies under the Full 
Recovery Low Rental Housing Program had remained low, except 
for intermittent bursts of entrepreneurial activity when 
other sources of mortgage financing dried up and the federal 
government was interested in using the program as part of an 
overall stabilization policy. To a certain extent, the use 
of the program as a source of residual financing detracted 
from its social policy aims. In some instances, profits 
were made through "mortgaging out" and this distorted the 
legislative intent of a limited return program. Experience 
with the program in the late fifties and early sixties also 
demonstrated that private entrepreneurs could be unsuitable 
as operators of housing projects intended only for low 
income tenants. Problems associated with some projects 
included marginal locations, poor project design and 
construction, small units and high density developments 
unsuitable for families, poor maintenance and management, 
and high-grading of tenant selection. 

2. Non-Profit Housing (1964 and 1969 Amendments) 

Despite problems encountered on the entrepreneurial side of 
the Full Recovery Low Rental Housing Program, the 
Corpo~ation retained its confidence in the desirability of 
low rental projects provided by non-profit groups. In 1964 
a subsection was added to the NHA which specifically 
permitted 90 per cent government loans to non-profit 
corporations, including those owned by provinces or 
municipalities, for the construction or acquisition of low 
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rental housing for those low income families and individuals 
who were not eligible for public housing or able to find 
suitable accommodation at rents they could afford to pay. 
Loans were to be made under the same terms and conditions as 
applied to limited dividend companies. As these terms and 
conditions had not altered with the 1964 amendments, there 
was no change in the status quo outside of a higher profile 
for the non-profit sector and a broader definition of 
eligible housing to include hostels and dormitories. 

Subsequent to the 1964 amendments, activity under the 
non-profit section of the Full Recovery Program was 
maintained but entrepreneurial activity reached very low 
levels. Between 1965 and 1967 only four loans were made to 
limited dividend companies while 201 were made to non-profit 
corporations. To a large extent, this reflected the nature 
of the agreements between limited dividend companies on the 
one hand and non-profit corporations on the other. 

The agreements between limited dividend companies and the 
Corporation specified maximum rents that could be charged as 
well as maximum annual tenant incomes for entry and 
continued occupancy. The conditions in the operating 
agreements with non-profit companies were less stringent. 
The rents to be charged were determined by the Corporation 
but maximum incomes were not specified. Non-profit 
corporations were required to lease housing to tenants 
unable to afford suitable accommodation, to ensure that 
priority was given to low income families and individuals. 

The June 1969 NHA amendments repealed both non-profit and 
limited dividend sections and replaced them with a new 
section authorizing loans to any organization, corporation 
or individual, including cooperatives, wishing to undertake 
provision of a low rental housing project. The ratio of 
loan to lending value was increased from 90 to 95 per cent. 

In order to increase interest in low rental accommodation, 
entrepreneurial limited dividend housing was stripped of its 
social aspects. The 5 per cent return limitation was 
relaxed,l and the restrictions on maximum project size and 
average bedroom count were dropped. The period of rent 
controls was reduced to 15 years. Although no restrictions 
were put on the form or management of the housing, it was 
hoped that some of the earlier quality problems could be 
avoided through the selection of more capable builders. The 

1. Local CMHC offices would negotiate the allowable rate of 
return, up to a maximum of 10 per cent. 
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aim was to provide accommodation which rented at $20 below 
market rates so that moderate income rather than low income 
households became the main target. 

3. Public Housing (1964 Amendments) 

The Section 40 federal-provincial partnership arrangements 
had removed the municipalities from any significant role in 
public housing but the partnerships could not be very 
productive so long as many of the provinces lacked the will 
or institutional arrangements for tackling the housing 
problems of urban populations. There was also a concern 
that because the provinces contributed at maximum 25 per 
cent of the capital costs and operating losses, they would 
have little concern for the design, construction quality and 
ultimately the amount of subsidy. As municipalities would 
be closer to the problems deriving from the finished 
product, it was felt that if municipalities could be brought 
into the process again, greater attention would be paid to 
cost control. Within CMHC it was considered that the public 
housing movement might have more heart in it if a greater 
challenge and responsibility were offered to urban 
communities themselves, to intepret their own social 
problems and take action for better housing. This was 
indeed how public housing had started in Toronto in 1947 and 
traditionally the problems of shelter and community building 
had belonged to the municipal level of government. 

Consequently, the 1964 NHA amendments introduced the Section 
43 public housing program which offered 90 per cent loans to 
municipal and provincial agencies on terms similar to those 
applying to limited dividend companies and non-profit 
corporations. Section 44 authorized the Corporation to make 
contributions towards the operating losses of the public 
housing projects. The maximum federal contribution was set 
at 50 per cent for a period not exceeding 50 years. 
Compared to the Section 40 federal-provincial public housing 
program, capital advances had increased while subsidies 
decreased. The amount of operating subsidies had rarely 
appeared to be a major consideration affecting municipal and 
provincial public housing decisions although the capital 
contribution had been an important deterrent to municipal 
initiatives. 

These amendments enabled the provinces to operate much more 
independently. Meant to encourage municipal involvement by 
making loans directly available to municipalities, the 
amendments had the ultimate and unintended effect of 
encouraging the establishment of provincial housing 
agencies. Fueled by expanding government revenues, public 
housing activity grew rapidly over the next decade. 
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4. New Approaches 

Up until the 1960's, federal social housing policy was 
dominated by the desire to increase the volume of 
residential construction. Programs responded to specific 
market failures or were instituted to improve the 
functioning of the private market. During the sixties, the 
government approach began to change. Interest groups 
emerged to represent such issues as tenant and community 
involvement, neighbourhood preservation and better housing 
standards. 

There was also a great deal of debate over government 
responsibility for housing. Providing access to adequate 
and affordable housing could be seen as a philanthropic 
gesture or as a right, similar to the right to basic 
education or health care, to be guaranteed by the federal 
government to all Canadians. Efforts to improve the housing 
of low income Canadians and self-help mechanisms for program 
delivery could be seen as part of a broader effort to 
redistribute income and control over community resources 
rather than just a means of providing housing for those not 
served by the private housing market. 

The 1968 (Hellyer) Task Force on Housing and Urban 
Development recommended that the federal government declare 
the right of Canadians to adequate housing in a sound 
economic environment. Traces of this more egalitarian point 
of view could be discerned in the rent scale used in public 
housing, which provides eligible households with the 
appropriate size of unit regardless of the amount of rent 
paid. 

The report of the Hellyer Task Force also criticized the 
physical adequacy and quality of life in the large, high 
density public housing projects springing up in major urban 
centres. In response to the Task Force criticisms, 
guidelines introduced in April 1970 reduced the maximum 
rent-to-income ratio from 30 to 25 per cent to permit higher 
income tenants to stay on and stabilize the public housing 
community. 

Although NHA direct aid to low income groups had increased, 
the number of low income families, individuals, and elderly 
people in need of assistance remained high. Although the 
stock of public housing continued to grow, the program 
reached only a small percentage of those in need and was not 
an unqualified success in providing an environment of 
suitable character and quality. There was enough public 
housing in existence or in prospect to prompt a sustained 
anti-public housin~ reaction from the public. This, and the 
rapid rise in publlC housing operating losses, spurred the 
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federal government to consider alternative techniques of 
providing low income housing, including rent supplements and 
non-profit housing. l 

In May 1969 the Corporation announced that it would extend 
the definition of public housing projects to be subsidized 
under Section 44(1)(a) to include accommodation leased from 
private market entrepreneurs. The first federal/provincial 
agreements for the new rent supplement program were signed 
in 1971. 

The program was designed as an alternative to the regular 
public housing program, particularly in municipalities where 
the production of family public housing had encountered 
community resistance. It was also expected to eliminate the 
stigma attached to living in public housing and reduce 
administrative costs. Ceilings on the number of units which 
could be subsidized in any designated project would 
facilitate the integration of low income households, in both 
the project and the neighbourhood. 

The second key alternative to public housing considered by 
the federal government was an increased emphasis on 
non-profit housing. 

5. Non-Profit Housing (1973 Amendments) 

Up to 1973, the non-profit housing provisions of the NHA had 
been used mostly by charitable groups and service clubs 
providing housing for the elderly and other disadvantaged 
groups. In most cases additional assistance could be 
expected from the province or municipality in the form of 
capital cost contributions or tax abatements. Without these 
further levels of assistance, the program was unable to 
reach those with very low incomes. As no deep federal 
subsidies were available, the provinces preferred the richer 
subsidies of cost-shared public housing. Non-profits, with 

1. A third alternative pursued by CMHC was low income 
homeownership assistance. A special $200 million housing 
program was announced early in 1970 to stimulate housing 
starts and employment and to encourage innovative techniques 
for building low cost housing. While the program succeeded 
in reducing housing costs for some low income households, 
more than half the households served were above the target 
income level. 
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higher mortgage payments, few capital grants and no 
operating subsidies were unable to match public housing rent 
levels. Further some of the same design and location 
problems experienced under the entrepreneurial program were 
occurring with non-profit projects. 

Another aspect of the early non-profit program was that no 
special subsidy support was provided to non-profit 
continuing cooperatives to build multiple projects, to be 
owned collectively and rented to individuals. They were 
denied preferred lending rates as they were felt to be 
developing a form of homeownership and there was concern 
about establishing a precedent for claims for preferred 
rates by individual homeowners. This, and CMHC's 
interpretation of the legislative provisions concerning 
co-op membership, effectively precluded the development of 
cooperative housing. 

By the early seventies however, there was wider public 
acceptance of the notion that there ought to be a variety of 
choices of housing type and tenure, and a wider range 
of incomes of tenants in assisted housing. An income mix 
was seen as desirable for social reasons and because less 
subsidy would be required to enable projects to operate. 
Public-spirited community-based organizations were the 
favoured delivery agents because they had shown themselves 
sufficiently willing to acquire or build suitable housing 
for low income households and to rent it to them at no 
profit to themselves. 

As a result of these factors, a major thrust of the 1973 NHA 
amendments was to counteract the deficiencies of the 
non-profit program and to encourage the non-profit sector to 
provide housing for families. Under Sections 15.1 and 
34.18, loans for 100 per cent of lending value at subsidized 
interest rates were extended to non-profit organizations 
formed exclusively for charitable purposes, provincially or 
municipally owned non-profits, and cooperative corporations, 
whose intentions were to provide and operate modest housing 
for low and moderate income households unable to locate or 
afford such housing on the open market. A 10 per cent 
capital contribution was available or CMHC would buy parcels 
of land at the request of the non-profit corporations and 
lease it back to them at subsidized rates on a long term 
basis. Tenants rents were to be based at the breakeven 
level which would cover operating and amortization costs. 

Priorities for funding were first, families of low and 
moderate income, with a high priority to areas needing new 
construction; second, senior citizens of low and moderate 
income; and third, special needs groups such as the 
handicapped. 
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This was one of the first federal low income housing 
programs which did not require matching subsidies from other 
levels of government. Benefits were made directly to 
private groups. Provinces could stack aid on top of federal 
subsidies. This often took the form of front-end capital 
grants. 

The 1973 amendments also provided for a regular program of 
rental subsidies under Section 44(1)(b) specifically for 
non-profit and cooperative corporations funded under 
Sections 15.1 and 34.18. The program was not implemented at 
this time because the federal government was slow to commit 
funds to the program. Section 44(1)(b) program funding was 
announced on 4 March 1975 for provinces for which 
federal/provincial master agreements had been signed. 

Groups were also permitted to surcharge households with 
incomes higher than a specified multiple of breakeven 
rents. The surcharge revenues would be used to subsidize 
lower income households facing rental payments in excess of 
25 per cent of income. The 1977 evaluation of the program 
found few instances of the surcharge l as rents were already 
near market levels, incomes were reviewed only every 30 
months and the obligation or right to impose surcharges was 
disregarded. 

6. Rural and Native Housing 

Since 1965 special agreements had been entered into by the 
federal government and the governments of the three Prairie 
provinces for joint programs to provide homeownership 
housing for people primarily of Indian ancestry in remote 
areas. Occupancy charges would be based on a rent-to-income 
scale and ownership would be earned over fifteen years. The 
agreements were renewed and extended in Manitoba and 
Saskatchewan but there were not significant numbers of units 
produced, relative to the need. 

A brief had been presented to the Minister on 12 September 
1973 by the Native Council of Canada, asking for 
unilateral federal financing of the construction or 
acquisition of 30,000 to 40,000 new housing units over a 
five year period for native peoples at affordable prices. 
On 7 March, 1974, the Minister announced the Rural and 

1. Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, A Report on Clients 
Living in Non-Profit and Cooperative Housing in Canada, 
1977, September, 1978: pp. 31-34. The 1982 survey of 
Sections 15.1/34.18 project managers supports this finding. 
Less than 15 per cent of project managers indicated that 
surcharging was carried out in their projects. 
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Native Housing Program, under which 50,000 units would be 
built or rehabilitated for rural and native families over 
the five year period from 1974 to 1978. The five year 
forecast was considered optimistic given the lead time 
required to meet the objective of direct native involvement. 

7. Problems with the Programs 

By the mid-seventies, it had become clear that the chief 
instruments for providing publicly owned low income housing, 
the public housing programs, suffered from several defects. 

There were allegations that the programs had generated 
large, high density projects with high proportions of 
"problem households". This unfavourable image, whether 
justified or not, resulted in resistance to further project 
development in certain recipient communities. It was 
also thought that the private sector could produce 
comparable units more efficiently. 

The programs required the provinces to share in the 
subsidies in fixed proportions if any project was to be 
undertaken. High operating costs made certain provinces 
reluctant to undertake significant production activity. As 
a result, the initiation of projects was often adventitious 
and uncertain. 

There was a growing realization, at the federal level, that 
programs based on fixed or mandatory cost-sharing 
arrangements should be avoided where possible. Federal 
financing sufficient to accomplish an objective, and not 
conditional upon provincial contributions, was preferable, 
although provincial contributions were desirable. The 
federal government wanted to be in a position to deal 
equitably with provinces of unequal financial capacity and 
insist on the achievement of program objectives irrespective 
of which level actually delivered the program. 

The pace of unit commitment under the programs violated the 
principle of horizontal equity as the very generous program 
benefits were restricted to the comparatively small 
proportion of the poor who were able to get access to a 
public housing unit. The administrative agreements, by 
which they operated, involved duplication of efforts, and 
were complex ~nd time consuming. 

There were perceived drawbacks as well to the effective 
production of low income housing by means of the Sections 
15.1 and 34.18 non-profit and cooperative programs: 
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the subsidies (the 10 per cent capital grant and shallow 
interest rate subsidy down to 8 per cent) did not permit 
the production of units at costs affordable to households 
with incomes much below average; and 

the projects undertaken, in some cases, had been too 
large for their proponents and there was a risk of 
default l and management problems. 

In addition, the social housing programs required large 
amounts of direct capital funding at a time when federal 
cash requirements were growing rapidly. 

8. The Present Social Housing Programs (1978 Amendments) 

In response to these factors, CMHC's social housing programs 
were reorganized in 1978. The basic rationale for the 
programs - serving the needs of households unable to afford 
decent housing - remained the same. But the approach was 
radically altered with increased emphasis on a new 
non-profit and cooperative housing program and a much 
reduced role for public housing. 

The Section 43 public housing program was terminated (except 
in the Northwest Territories) and Section 40 public housing 
restricted to the provinces which had continued to use the 
program over the last decade. 2 

The Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative housing programs 
were announced in May 1978, replacing the Sections 15.1 and 
34.18 programs as of 31 July 1978. The new subsidies were 
expected to allow the support of a lower income population 
than under the previous non-profit and cooperative housing 
programs. 

The new Section 56.1 programs took the form of a unilateral 
federal differential interest subsidy which would reduce 
economic rents to the level of the lower end of market rents 
for a range of income groups as well as allow a proportion 
of the tenants to pay rents geared to their incomes. 
Private non-profit and cooperative groups, Indian bands, and 

1. In fact, recent evidence indicates that the default rate on 
Sections 15.1/34.18 projects is only one-half thp. default 
rate on Assisted Rental Program projects and is less than 
the regular rental projects default rate. 

2. These included Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, Nova 
Scotia, New Brunswick and Saskatchewan as well as the 
Northwest Territories. 
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provincial and municipal non-profit housing agencies would 
be eligible for the subsidies. All borrowers were expected 
to obtain capital funds from approved lenders, although CMHC 
would continue as a lender of last resort. 

The provision of social housing for a range of income groups 
was justified on the grounds that it would allow a 
more socially acceptable blending of population groups and 
prevent ·social tensions" due to concentrations of low 
income households. The earlier programs had concentrated on 
the production of new housing, and the high per unit capital 
costs of new construction resulted in high subsidy costs per 
person housed. Acquisition and rehabilitation of the 
existing housing stock would be encouraged under the new 
program. This was expected to provide more units at lower 
costs per unit and result in a more flexible and cost 
effective use of the total housing stock.l 

Federal cash outlays would be reduced while maintaining the 
same depth of benefits as before with public funds via 
leverage on private capital. To encourage provincial 
financial participation, CMHC agreed to "disentangle" the 
administration of public non-profit housing, transferring 
detailed policy implementation and program delivery to the 
provinces. 

This new form of assistance was initially expected to cap 
federal subsidies and provide a basic level of federal 
support upon which provinces could stack assistance. This 
position was changed in June 1978 when the federal 
government agreed to cost-share any remaining operating 
losses after the province had contributed an amount equal to 
the federal differential interest subsidy. 

Section 56.1 could also be used as a supply mechanism to 
provide new rental housing in tight markets, adequate 
housing for lower income households in inner cities, housing 
for Native Canadians who had migrated to the cities, special 
needs housing and housing in rural and remote areas. 

1. This emphasis on the acquisition of existing units was 
subsequently changed to new construction to relieve tight 
rental market pressures in many urban areas. 
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At present, the mix of social housing programs is dominated 
by Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative housing. In 
1983, the Section 56.1 programs accounted for 85 per cent of 
all unit commitments. The remaining units allocated for new 
commitments are shared among public housing (6 per cent), 
Section 40 rural and native (4 per cent) and rent supplement 
(25 per cent). 

While there is little new activity under the public housing 
programs, and no new activity under the Sections 15.1/34.18 
non-profit and cooperative housing programs, subsidies 
continue to be paid on units committed in previous years 
under these programs. They accounted for almost two-thirds 
of the 400,000 units under subsidy by 1984. This review 
addresses all of the programs in the social housing planning 
element, both those which are currently active and those 
involving subsidies on previous commitments only. 

B. PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 

The following provides a brief description of the social 
housing programs. 

1. Section 40 Public Housing Program 

Under Section 40 of the NHA, CMHC and the government of 
a province may enter into an agreement for the 
construction or acquisition of a public housing project. 

Capital costs are shared 75/25 by the federal and 
provincial governments respectively. The province, in 
turn, may request that municipalities participate in its 
25 per cent share. Amortization of the costs is spread 
over a 50 year period with interest rates set at the 
current long term borrowing rate of the federal and 
provincial governments. 

Operating losses are cost-shared on the same basis as 
the original project costs. The projects are managed by 
housing authorities appointed by the province with 
federal approval. 

Rents charged to the occupants are based on the federal 
or a provincial rent-geared-to-income scale and 
generally equal 25 per cent or less of the household's 
income. Federal subsidies are calculated according to 
the scale producing the higher revenues. 

2. Section 43 Public Housing Program 

Under Section 43 of the NHA, CMHC made long term loans 
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to provinces, municipalities, or public housing agencies 
for the construction or acquisition of a public housing 
project. The loan could not exceed 90 per cent of the 
approved project capital costs and has an amortization 
period of 50 years. 

Upon execution of a Federal/Provincial Operating 
Agreement, the federal and provincial governments share 
the operating losses on a 50/50 basis under Section 44 
of the NHA. 

The projects are owned and operated by the province, 
municipality or public housing agency. 

Rents charged to the occupants are based on the federal 
or provincial rent-to-income scale. Operating losses 
are calculated using the scale producing the greater 
revenues. 

3. Section 44 (l)(a) Rent Supplement Program 

Under Section 44(1)(a} of the NHA, the rent supplement 
program provides for subsidy assistance to tenants 
living in units owned and operated by private 
landlords. It is designed as an alternative to the 
regular Section 44 public housing program, particularly 
in municipalities where the production of family public 
housing has encountered resistance. 

The program is designed to increase the housing stock 
available to low income individuals, families and senior 
citizens by utilizing private market accommodation. The 
most important difference between this program and other 
social housing programs is that the ownership of the 
housing remains with the private sector. The lack of 
equity and control over the future of the rent supple
ment stock was one of the factors discouraging its use 
by certain provinces. 

According to the program manuals, the provinces using 
the program will not allow more than 25 per cent of the 
units in any designated project to be certified, except 
in senior citizen projects, in scattered family units 
and in projects of 80 units or less (in which up to 20 
subsidized units are allowed). This restrictinn is 
intended to guarantee the integration of low income 
households in both the project and neighbourhood. 

As the active partner, the province enters into lease 
agreements with individual landlords which designate the 
units, specify the market rent and set the length of 
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agreement. The province also supplies the tenants from 
local public housing waiting lists. 

Rents charged these households are according to a 
rent-to-income scale. This may be the federal graduated 
rental scale or a provincial scale, although federal 
subsidies are calculated using the scale generating the 
lowest subsidies. Subsidy contributions are shared 
50/50 by federal and provincial governments. Prior to 
January 1979, the maximum subsidy term on anyone unit 
was 15 years. Since that date the maximum term has been 
set at 35 years, though provincial agencies may 
negotiate shorter terms, usually three to five years, 
with provision for renewal. 

4. Sections 15.1/34.18 Non-Profit and Cooperative Housing 
Programs 

Under the Sections 15.1 and 34.18 programs, loans and 
contributions were extended to non-profit corporations 
and cooperatives whose intentions were to provide and 
operate modest housing for low income families, the 
elderly or special groups such as the handicapped who 
are unable to locate or afford such housing on the open 
market. The loans were for a maximum of 100 per cent of 
the approved project capital costs and amortized over a 
period of up to 50 years. The mortgage was provided at 
the CMHC standard interest rate, with an interest 
reduction grant provided to reduce the interest rate to 
8 per cent. 

In addition, a contribution not exceeding 10 per cent of 
the approved capital costs was provided. Rents are to 
be based at the breakeven level. 

In provinces where federal/provincial agreements exist, 
additional subsidies are provided under Section 44(1)(b) 
for rent-geared-to-income units. This allows tenants to 
pay rents based on their income rather than the 
break-even level. The cost of this subsidy is shared on 
a 50/50 basis and is administered by the province or 
territory. According to the program manuals, a maximum 
of 25 per cent of the units in a family project can be 
subsidized, except in special circumstances. In actual 
practice, in certain centres, this maximum has often 
been exceeded. There is no limitation on the number of 
subsidized units in senior citizen projects. 
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5. Section 56.1 Non-Profit and Cooperative Housing Programs 

Through Section 56.1 of the NHA the Federal Government 
provides contributions to public and private non-profit 
corporations and cooperatives which operate rental 
housing projects for persons of low and moderate 
income. Up to 100 per cent of the approved capital 
costs of a project are financed by private lenders, 
usually insured under the NHA. 

The contribution provided to the projects is equivalent 
to the difference between monthly amortization costs of 
the total project costs at the mortgage rate of interest 
and the payments required if the rate of interest were 
set at 2 per cent on a 100 per cent loan over 35 years. 
The assistance is initially used to bridge the gap 
between economic rent and market rent with the surplus 
being used to assist tenants who cannot afford market 
rents. The program encourages the maximum mixture of 
rent-to-income tenants and market rent tenants. 

In provinces where federal and provincial agreements 
exist, additional cost-shared subsidies may be provided 
for rent-geared-to-income tenants under Section 
44(1)(b), once provincial contributions equal those of 
the federal government. 

In addition to the interest rate write-down and Section 
44(1)(b) subsidies, groups undertaking projects may 
benefit from two support programs. Under the Section 
37.1 Start-Up Program, the Corporation provides up to 
$75,000 per project to private non-profit corporations, 
cooperatives and Indian Band Councils on reserves to 
assist groups seeking to use Section 56.1. The second 
support program, the Community Resource Organization 
Program (CROP) provides financial contributions under 
Section 36(g) of the NHA to resource groups providing 
technical or professional assistance to community 
sponsored housing groups seeking to utilize Section 
56.1. 

6. Rural and Native Housing (RNH) Program 

At present, Section 40 RNH provides for the construction 
or acquisition and rehabilitation of housing units for 
sale (or rent) to low income clients in communities with 
populations of 2,500 or less. Project capital costs and 
subsidy costs are shared on a 75/25 per cent basis by 
the federal and provincial or territorial governments 
respectively. Units are made available to clients on a 
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payment-to-income basis with payments, excluding utility 
costs, ranging from 11 to 25 per cent of household 
income. 

Formal federal/provincial agreements were negotiated 
with each province, stipulating the purpose of the pro
gram, the expenditures chargeable to the capital costs 
of a project and the respective responsibilities of the 
Corporation and the province. 

Other programs operate in conjunction with Section 40 as 
part of the Rural and Native Housing Program. These in
clude the rural Residential Rehabilitation Assistance 
Program (RRAP) and the Emergency Repair Program (ERP). 
RRAP provides loans and subsidy assistance for the re
pair and improvement of substandard housing and ERP pro
vides conditional grants for emergency repairs to 
seriously inadequate housing. 

By the end of 1984, a new rural and native housing pro
gram will be in place. The new arrangements will pro
vide for a fully federal-funded program to ensure that 
ownership/rental components will be available in all 
provinces regardless of provincial intentions to parti
cipate in cost-sharing. Key changes to the existing 
program were identified as a result of the 1980 RNH 
evaluation and comments by the provinces and native 
groups. Among the main features of the new RNH program 
are the following: 

- 50 per cent of units to be targeted to native 
families; 

- a heating subsidy for the ownership programs; 

- increased rehabilitation loan forgiveness and 
emergency repair grants in the northern parts of 
the provinces and the territories; 

- increased unit commitments and a deeper subsidy for 
urban native non-profit rental projects; 

- emphasis on comprehensive delivery of the program 
components and on community based delivery; 

- introduction of fee-for-service funding of delivery 
agents rather than sustaining grants; 

- improved administrative procedures i.e. maintenance 
of improved administrative data and the development 
of clear and precise criteria for selecting 
communities and clients; 
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- adoption of a lending approach as opposed to a 
development approach whereby CMHC buys land, 
develops projects and sells them to clients, and 

- provision of all RNH Program components to Status 
Indians living on reserves. 

C. PROGRAM ACTIVITY 

1. Unit Commitments 

Social housing subsidized by CMHC constitutes a small 
proportion of the total Canadian housing stock. As of 
1984 there are approximately 400,000 social housing 
units under subsidy, or less than five per cent of the 
total stock. They are almost entirely all rental units 
in urban areas and most were newly built. The total 
numbers of units committed under these programs since 
their beginnings are provided in Table 2.1. 

It should be noted that the number of units under 
administration is always less than total commitments 
made under the programs. One reason is that some 
commitments are subsequently cancelled and do not result 
in occupied units under subsidy. There is also a lag 
between the time commitments are made and the time 
projects become occupied and under subsidy. Thus, some 
commitments made in 1983, for example, may not come 
under administration until 1984 or 1985. Commitments 
data are used in this section since complete and 
comparable information is available on this basis for 
all programs over time. 

Since 1950, public housing has supplied half of the 
total social housing units, although the Section 56.1 
program is rapidly increasing its share. Non-profit and 
cooperative housing programs have supplied 40 per cent 
of the portfolio: about one-third of these under 
Sections 15.1/34.18 and the rest by means of the Section 
56.1 program. Rent supplement and Section 40 Rural and 
Native Housing units comprise relatively small 
proportions of the total portfolio. 
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Table 2.1 Units and Hostel Beds Committed under CMHC 
Social Housing Programs 1950-1983 

Public Housing 
Section 40 F/P Regular 
Section 43 Public Housing 
Section 44 Provincially 

Financed 
Sub-Total 

Rent Supplement 
Section 44(1) (a) 

Private Landlord 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 
Sections 15.1/34.18 
Section 56.1 

Rural and Native 
Section 40 Homeowner 

and Rental 

Totals 

Number 

38 309 
148 871 

16 675 
203 855 

25 681 

68 293 
114 677 

14 726 

427 232 

Percentage 
Distribution 

9.0 
34.8 

3.9 
47.7 

6.0 

16.0 
26.8 

3.4 

99.9 

Notes: To avoid double counting, non-profit and cooperative 
housing units subsidized under Section 44(1)(b) have 
been excluded. Commitment data gathered since 1976 are 
not net of cancellations and so this table may slightly 
overstate the number of units that can be expected to 
come under subsidy in future years. The rent supplement 
program involves leasing of private market units for 
short periods of time and so this portfolio will 
fluctuate if landlords decide not to renew. 

Sources: Social Housing Division (public housing, rent 
supplement, Sections 15.1/34.18 and Section 56.l)and 
Rural and Native Housing Division (Section 40 RNH). 
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Table 2.2 presents the distribution of social housing 
unit and hostel bed commitments by program and region. 
Public housing units include Section 40 
Federal/Provincial, Section 43 and Section 44 on 
provincially financed units. Less than one per cent of 
public housing commitments involve hostel beds; 
therefore figures are not provided separately. 

As can be seen, the private landlord rent supplement 
program has never proved popular except in Ontario. 
Ontario became a major user of the program mainly 
because of community resistance to new public housing 
projects. In Manitoba it is used in conjunction with 
provincially owned limited dividend and non-profit 
projects not financed under the NHA. In British 
Columbia it was used in conjunction with projects under 
the assisted rental program. In Newfoundland the 
program was used in Section 15 limited dividend projects 
with high vacancies in order to serve senior citizens in 
the absence of regular public housing units. l Prince 
Edward Island stacks rent supplements on provincially 
owned units. 

Quebec is reluctant to engage in federal/provincial 
cost-shared programs and thus, with the exception of one 
project, all public housing units were provided for 
provincially-financed projects under Section 44. For 
the same reason there has been no activity under the 
Section 40 rural and native housing program in this 
province. 

The pace of annual unit commitments has varied over the 
decade. Table 2.3 displays the number of units and 
hostel beds committed each year since 1973 under the 
programs. The steady rise in total social housing 
commitments in each year from 1973 to 1976 (a cumulative 
increase of 75 per cent) was due to the increasing 
activity levels under Sections 15.1/34.18, rent 
supplement and the rural and native housing programs. 
Public housing commitments were stable over the same 
period as production was subject to local community 
resistance and both federal and provincial governments 
were becoming increasingly alarmed by associated heavy 
capital costs and operating subsidy expenditures. 

1. Because of this, there may be a small amount of double 
counting of social housing units in Newfoundland. 
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Total social housing commitments fell in 1977 (by 35 per 
cent relative to 1976 levels) due to the sharp decline 
in public housing activity (down 43 per cent) and a 45 
per cent drop in commitments under the Sections 
15.1/34.18 programs. Non-profit and cooperative housing 
groups were experiencing difficulties in developing new 
projects within the prevailing cost and subsidy 
constraints. 

Total unit commitments rose by 12 per cent in 1978 
because of several factors. The Section 56.1 programs 
had been introduced and activity under the rent 
supplement program was encouraged (commitments rose by 
87 per cent over the level of the previous year). 
Section 43 was to be terminated in all but the Northwest 
Territories, but activity levels in 1978 were similar to 
1977 levels. These factors offset the decline in 
activity under the Sections 15.1/34.18 programs 
(terminated in July of that year). 

In 1979, specific annual limits on the number of social 
housing subsidy units to be committed each year were set 
at the urging of Treasury Board. With the shift to 
private capital financing of Section 56.1 programs and 
the termination or curtailment of public housing capital 
financing by the federal government, some means had to 
be found to control CMHC subsidy expenditures. Controls 
in the form of subsidy dollars were unrealistic because 
of the uncertainty of future subsidy costs. The control 
took the form of an annual subsidy pool. It was 
initially set at 30,000 units but was reduced to 25,000 
each year thereafter. 

Actual unit commitments in 1979 did not attain the 
expected level because the rent supplement program was 
not used to the extent anticipated and Section 56.1 
activity was growing more slowly than expected. 
Commitments under the new non-profit and cooperative 
programs were 62 per cent of total commitments. 

In response to low vacancy rates in many rental markets, 
the federal government authorized an additional 5,000 
subsidy units in 1980. These units were borrowed from 
future years' social housing unit allocations. The 
units were to involve new construction to help alleviate 
tight rental markets. Actual commitments were slightly 
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in excess of 30,000: Section 56.1 commitments comprised 
77 per cent of total commitments. Rent supplement com
mitments dropped by 69 per cent over the previous year's 
level. 

An additional 2,500 units were authorized in 1981, and 
2,721 units in 1982, to ease rental market and unemploy
ment pressures. Actual commitments were close to these 
levels. Section 56.1 activity continued to account for 
the bulk of social housing activity: 78 per cent of 
total commitments in 1981, 80 per cent in 1982 and 85 
per cent in 1983 were made under the non-profit and 
cooperative programs. 

2. Program Costs 

The associated capital and subsidy costs for the social 
housing programs are also provided in Table 2.3. 

Parallel to the rise in unit commitments from 1973 to 
1976, capital commitments rose by 120 per cent and sub
sidy expenditures jumped by 116 per cent. The public 
housing program accounted for half of the 1976 capital 
commitments but 73 per cent of the subsidy budget. The 
number of non-profit and cooperative housing commitments 
in 1976 was at the same level as public housing commit
ments under Sections 40 and 43, but the associated per 
unit capital costs were lower. 

The decline in total unit commitments in 1977 resulted 
in a drop in total social housing capital commitments 
of 39 per cent. Capital commitments for public housing 
dropped by half and for Sections 15.1/34.18 by one
third. Budgetary expenditures continued to rise as 
social houslng units committed under the public housing 
and rent supplement programs in previous years carne 
under subsidy. 

Although Section 43 activity was severely curtailed in 
1978, Section 44 subsidies continue to be available for 
public housing projects financed from provincial or 
territorial resources. This option has been utilized 
mainly in Alberta, Ontario and Quebec, but has also been 
used in New Brunswick, Manitoba, British Columbia and 
the Territories. Sections 40 and 44 operating subsidies 
also continue to be available on the public housing 
portfolio. For these reasons, public housing subsidy 
expenditures rose by 14 per cent in 1978. 



1 

- 33 -

In 1979 capital commitments tumbled as public housing 
activity dropped and non-profit and cooperative groups 
shifted to private market financing. However, total 
social housing subsidy expenditures rose by 39 per 
cent. l Since 1979 public housing commitments have 
remained fairly stable, being used for Section 43 in the 
Northwest Territories and Section 40 Federal/Provincial 
public housing and Rural and Native Housing activity. 

Since 1980 the total subsidy expenditure budget has 
risen by 157 per cent. Over the same period public 
housing subsidies grew by 39 per cent, and rural and 
native Section 40 subsidies more than tripled to $31 
million. The most dramatic growth, however, has been in 
the Section 56.1 subsidies. They have risen by $346 
million since 1980 as program activity increases and 
more units come under subsidy. 

3. Subsidy Forecasts 

Table 2.4 presents the budgetary cash flow forecast for 
social housing subsidies. Considering the forecasts for 
the social housing programs in total, it is evident that 
expenditures are large and are expected to grow 
rapidly. By fiscal 1985/86, expenditures will be well 
in excess of $1 billion. 

Although public housing programs comprise a minor 
portion of current activity, they involve 50 year 
agreements to cost-share operating losses on some 
200,000 units which usually involved new construction. 
For this reason, they will continue to claim a major 
share of social housing subsidies over the next five 
fiscal years. As a proportion of the total social 
housing budgetary cash flow forecasts, they decline from 
55 per cent in 1982/83 to one-third by 1986/87. In 
absolute terms, over the same period, they will rise by 
25 per cent, from $337 to $421 million. 

In 1979, public housing subsidies rose at a rate of 39 
per cent. This was caused by the shift in 1979 to 
interim subsidy claims payments made in the year in 
which the operating losses are incurred. Prior to this 
the bills paid in any year were for liabilities incurred 
in the previous years. In 1979 interim payments of $30 
million were made to Ontario against current year 
operations. 
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Table 2.4 Net Cash Flow Forecasts for Social Housing Subsidies, 
Current Dollars in Millions, 1982/83 to 1986/87 

Public Housing 
Section 40 F/P Regular 
Section 44 on Section 43 and 

Provincially Financed 
Sub-Total 

(Percentage Distribution) 

Rent Supplement 
Section 44(1)(a) Private 

Landlord 
Section 44(1)(b) Non-Profit/ 

Cooperative 
Section 44(1)(a) CRSP 

Sub-Total 
(Percentage Distribution) 

.on-Profit/Cooperative 
Sections 15.1/34.18 
Section 56.1 Public 
Section 56.1 Private 
Section 56.1 Cooperative 

Sub-Total 
(Percentage Distribution) 

Rural and Native 
Section 40 RNH 

(Percentage Distribution) 

Totals: Dollars 
Per Cent 

1982/83 1983/84 1984/85 1985/86 1986/87 
(actual) 

101.1 

236.1 
337.2 
(54.3) 

17.9 

8.6 

26.5 
( 4 • 3 ) 

12.8 
56.3 

143.2 
23.2 

235.5 
(37.9) 

21.6 
(3.5) 

620.8 
(100.0) 

90.0 

248.7 
338.7 
(41.8) 

22.8 

12.0 

34.8 
(4.3) 

13.8 
95.7 

188.7 
93.2 

391.4 
(48.3) 

45.5 
(5.6) 

810.4 
(100.0) 

105.7 

284.0 
389.7 
(38.9) 

28.0 

9.5 
1.1 

38.6 
(3.9) 

14.1 
156.2 
216.2 
139.4 
525.9 
(52.6) 

46.4 
(4.6) 

1000.6 
(100.0) 

114.5 

291.8 
406.3 
(35.6) 

37.3 

10.8 
4.9 

53.0 
. (4.7) 

14.1 
191.1 
253.9 
174.9 
634.0 
(55.5) 

48.0 
(4.2) 

1141. 3 
(100.0) 

122.3 

298.5 
420.8 
(33.5) 

52.7 

11. 5 
16.9 
81.1 
(6.5) 

14.3 
212.2 
281.1 
194.8 
702.4 
(56.0) 

50.3 
(4.0) 

1254.6 
(100.0) 

Note: Section 34.18 subsidies include Section 56.1 subsidies on cooperative 
mortgage rollovers. Section 56.1 excludes subsidies on Corporation 
owned real estate sales and does not take subsidy rebates into 
account. 

Source: CMHC Treasurer's Directorate 1984/85 Main Estimates and 1985/86 
Corporate Plan. The forecasts assume annual commitments of 22,500 
in 1984 and 25,000 in subsequent years. Interest rates of less 
than 12 per cent are assumed throughout the forecast period. 
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The rent supplement subsidy requirements are not 
expected to alter much over the medium term. The modest 
rise in this program as a percentage of the total budget 
is due to the expected stacking of rent supplement 
subsidies on Canada Rental Supply Plan units. 

The Section 40 rural and native housing subsidies are 
expected to rise by 41 per cent in absolute terms over 
the forecast period but to drop in relative terms if 
current activity levels are maintained. 

Sections 15.1/34.18 non-profit and cooperative housing 
involved interest rate reductions to 8 per cent and 10 
per cent capital cost contributions or land lease 
subsidies under Section 21.1. Although the program was 
discontinued in 1978, subsidies are still being paid on 
some 50,000 units and hostel beds. In recent years, 
Section 56.1 has also been used to continue the 8 per 
cent interest rate writedowns for Section 34.18 
cooperatives experiencing mortgage rollovers. These 
outlays are expected to drop, in current dollars, over 
the forecast period in both absolute and relative terms. 

Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative housing has been 
the main vehicle for providing social housing since 
1978. Budgetary cash flows for subsidies under this 
program are expected to rise from one-third of the total 
for social housing in 1982/83 to 57 per cent in 
1986/87. Over the same period, in absolute terms, they 
will rise by 238 per cent from $206 million to $697 
million. 

It should be noted that the cash flow forecasts in Table 
2.4 do not include subsidy rebates which may be returned 
to CMHC under the Section 56.1 programs. Non-profit and 
cooperative projects which do not utilize the maximum 
subsidy are required to return each year's excess to the 
Corporation. If subsidy rebates increase significantly, 
the forecasts may overstate expected future expenditures 
under Section 56.1. To the end of 1983, subsidy rebates 
accounted for only 0.6 per cent of Section 56.1 
expenditures. There is, however, some indication of 
growth in the level of subsidy rebates. Rebates 
amounted to $0.5 million or 0.3 per cent of Section 56.1 
subsidies in 1982 but increased to $ 3.2 million or 0.9 
per cent in 1983. Nevertheless, much greater levels of 
subsidy rebates would be required to have a major effect 
on the forecasts shown in Table 2.4. 



- 36 -

With respect to overall social housing expenditures, it 
is evident that a major portion of these future 
expenditures is "locked in" and will be incurred even if 
no additional units are committed (Figure 2.2). The 
"locked in" portion represents subsidies on units which 
have already been committed. In 1986/87, close to 80 
per cent of the subsidy budget will be directed toward 
units which were committed prior to 1983. Subsidy 
agreements for public housing cover a 50 year period, 
while those for non-profit and cooperative housing are 
for 35 years. 

Figure 2.2 Social Housing Expenditures Forecasts 
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D. DELIVERY ARRANGEMENTS 

The purpose of this section is to describe the pr'ocess by 
which NHA funds are converted into units operated as social 
housing. The process ranges from the initial allocation of 
the subsidy unit pool, through project development and 
tenant selection, to the administration of operating 
agreements. Delivery arrangements refer to the division of 
responsibilities for these activities among the various 
levels of government and designated agents. 

The following aspects of program delivery will be discussed 
in this section: agency agreements, the resource allocation 
process, project delivery, portfolio management, the 
administration of agency agreements and administrative 
costs. 
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The delivery arrangements for CMHC social housing programs 
have undergone several major shifts in the past five years. 
More NHA funding is being directed through other levels of 
government or designated delivery agents. This shift has 
been termed the disentanglement of federal responsibility 
for direct delivery of housing programs. Concomitant with 
this has been a greater delegation of delivery, program 
administration and budgetary controls from National Office 
to CMHC regional and local offices. This process is 
referred to as decentralization. The term simplification is 
applied to the 1979 revision of the procedures for the 
review, by CMHC, of annual public housing budgets and 
subsidy claims submitted by provinces and territories. 

1. Agency Agreements 

The delivery arrangements for social housing programs 
are governed by formal agreements between all parties 
involved in program delivery and administration. Table 
2.5 contains a summary of the agreements by program. 
More detail on the evolution of these delivery 
arrangements is contained in Appendix J. 

Section 40 public housing master agreements for the 
cost-sharing and delivery of federal/provincial 
ownership and rental housing were the first to be 
signed, beginning with Ontario in May 1950. Section 43 
public housing originally required individual loan and 
subsidy agreements for each project but in 1971 master 
subsidy agreements were signed with the provinces using 
Section 44. The master agreements delineated the 
responsibilities of each partner for the delivery of 
public housing. 

The master federal/provincial agreements for Sections 40 
and 44 on provincially owned, financed and leased 
projects were replaced by Federal/Provincial Global 
Funding Agreements, signed with all provinces in 1978 
and 1979. These agreements were intended to transfer 
detailed policy implementation and program delivery to 
the provinces. As well as ratifying the disentanglement 
of Section 56.1 public and in some cases private non
profit housing programs, they included three and five 
year plans of the numbers of units the federal 
government was prepared to subsidize. The federal 
government committed itself at the same time to consult 
with the provinces on social housing budget allocations 
and production targets. The federal government retained 
entitlement to monitor and evaluate delivery and to 
modify program terms and conditions. Global funding 
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agreements apply to all social housing programs with the 
exception of rural and native housing, the Sections 15.1 
and 34.18 portfolio, Section 56.1 cooperative, OlAND, 
urban native and non-disentangled private non-profit 
housing. 

In addition to global funding agreements, provinces 
enter into operating agreements with the Corporation. 
These contractual agreements outline the specific rights 
and obligations of both parties, as well as provide 
additional details on the administration of programs 
covered by global funding, and procedures for allocating 
budgets, obtaining capital funds, publicity, auditing 
and research activities. The purpose of the agreements 
is to ensure that the intent of the NHA program, under 
which the loan and/or financial assistance is being 
committed, is being met. 

Sections 15.1 non-profit and 34.18 cooperative groups 
signed operating agreements with terms up to 50 years. 
They set out the conditions which the groups must meet 
in order to receive CMHC financial assistance. As well 
as formalizing a legal contractual agreement with the 
borrower to ensure compliance with program intent, they 
are intended to safeguard CMHC's mortgage security and 
to ensure that savings resulting from the preferential 
financing are passed on to tenants in the form of lower 
rents and that units are available for the intended 
clientele. 

Under the non-disentangled Section 56.1 programs, non
profit and cooperative groups sign project operating 
agreements for terms up to 35 years. Their purpose is 
to formalize a legal contractual agreement with the 
eligible recipient of Section 56.1 assistance and to 
ensure the effective administration of the assistance in 
accordance with program objectives. 

Provinces utilizing the Section 40 rural and native 
housing program sign master federal/provincial 
partnership agreements. The agreements allocate 
delivery responsibilities and set out the terms and 
conditions for sharing of program costs. There are no 
operating agreements. The program never operated in 
Quebec and is no longer operative in Prince Edward 
Island, New Brunswick and British Columbia. However, 
under the new RNH program, assistance for both 
homeownership and rental will be available in all 
provinces since the program is fully funded by the 
Federal Government. Highlights of the new program are 
identified in Section B.6 above. 
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2. Unit Allocation Process 

It was agreed in 1980 that the CMHC policy underlying 
the annual allocation of social housing subsidy units to 
be committed each year would shift to a needs based 
formula. To allow delivery capabilities to develop in 
some areas and wind down in others in a gradual and 
orderly fashion, it was decided that the formula would 
be phased in over a period of several years. 

The total subsidy unit pool is first divided into four 
separate national allocations: on reserve, rural and 
native, urban native and social housing (this latter is 
a residual category which contains the bulk of the total 
annual subsidy unit pool). The social housing 
allocation is distributed among the provinces according 
to their share of households in need. 

Housing need is currently defined as the proportion of 
renter households paying over 30 per cent of gross 
household income for shelter (rent plus an allowance for 
heating). Obviously, accurate and up-to-date need and 
demand data are required. Allocations are based on 
Household Income, Facilities and Equipment (HIFE) data 
which are available every second year, and updated for 
the in-between years using individual provincial rent 
and income inflation factors. The provincial shares of 
housing need are then adjusted by historical delivery 
capacity to allow delivery capabilities to adjust 
without too dramatic administrative or political impacts 
and to ensure uncommitted units do not lapse at the year 
end. After the phase-in period, provincial allocations 
will be determined entirely on the basis of needs. 

The provincial allocations of on-reserve, RNH and urban 
native units are based on different formulas than those 
used for social housing. OlAND data are used to 
determine provincial on reserve subsidy unit 
allocations. 1 The on reserve formula is based on both 
the backlog of new units required and those requiring 
major repairs as well as the housing needs generated by 
new family formation. 

1. The HIFE data file does not cover the on-reserve 
population. OlAND is responsible for training, staffing, 
program promotion, ministerial guarantees and OlAND 
subsidies used in conjunction with Section 56.1 on-reserves. 
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Table 2.5 Summary of Agency Agreements for Social Housing Programs 

Program 

Section 40 F/P Regular 
Public Housing 

Sections 43/44 Public 
Housing 

Section 44(1)(a) 
Private Landlord Rent 
Supplement 

Sections 15.1/34.18 
Non-Profit and Cooperative 

Section 56.1 Non-Profit and 
Cooperative 

Section 40 Rural and Native 

Type of 
Agreement 

Master F/P Agreements 
signed with provinces 
starting in 1950. 
Replaced by Global 
Funding Agreements in 
1978-79. 

Individual project 
agreements for Sec
tion 43 loans and 44 
subsidies first 
signed in 1964. 
Later replaced by 
Master 44(1) (a) 
subsidy agreements 
signed with provinces 
in 1971. Global 
Funding Agreements 
signed 1978-79 for 44 
on provincially owned 
or leased housing. 

Master 44(1)(a) 
subsidy agreements 
signed with provinces 
in 1971. Individual 
lease agreements are 
signed with land 
lords under Global 
Funding Agreements as 
of 1978-79. 

Individual project 
operating agreements 
signed with non
profit/coop housing 
groups 1973-78. 
Section 44(1)(b) 
subsidies covered by 
F/P Master 
Agreements. 

Global Funding 
Agreements and 
Operating Agreements 
signed 1978-79. 

Master agreements and 
operating agreements 
signed with 
provinces. First 
agreement signed 
1974. 

Non-participating 
Provinces 

Ou4bec never, signed 
Section 40 Master 
Agreement but opted 
into 43/44 arrange 
ments. 

Saskatchewan never 
signed Master 
Agreement. Metro 
Toronto Housing Co. 
continues to sign 
individual project 
agreements. 

Newfoundland has 
not signed either, 
Manitoba did not 
sign operating 
agreement, agree
ments not applica
ble in NWT and the 
Yukon. 

Ou4bec. 

Delivery 

Disentangled 
program only used 
in Newfoundland, 
PEl, Nova Scotia, 
Saskatchewan and 
Northwest 
Territories. 

Disentangled 
Section 43 loans 
are only available 
in the Northwest 
Territories. 
Section 44 on 
provincially 
financed units in 
Ou4bec, Ontario. 
Alberta and 
Northwest 
Territories. 

Disentangled. 

Delivery of 
Section 44(1)(b) 
Non-profit Rent 
Supplements Pro
gram disentangled. 

Public Non-Profit 
disentangled in 
PEl, Nova Scotia, 
Ou4bec, Ontario, 
Saskatchewan, 
Alberta, and 
Yukon. Private 
Non-Profit in 
Manitoba, Saskat
chewan and British 
Columbia. 

Not disentangled. 
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The allocation of Section 40 rural and native housing 
units is being shifted from historical delivery capacity 
to a needs based formula and to Native/non-Native 
allocation targets. l Currently there is only limited 
data available on rural and native housing needs. Needs 
surveys are planned to improve the quality of the data 
base. 

The adoption of the needs based allocation formulas may 
have helped the effectiveness of the subsidy unit 
allocation if 1980-1983 unit commitments can be 
considered an indication. As can be seen in Table 2.6, 
the distribution of social housing unit commitments 
closely parallels the distribution by province of 
housing affordability problems, with the exception of 
Ontario and Saskatchewan. 

3. Delivery 

Delivery functions can include preliminary contact with 
housing groups, start-up funding, loan and subsidy 
application, site selection, project design, choice of 
procurement technique, construction inspections, 
progress advances, recovery of start-up advances, loan 
adjustments, review of final costs, confirmation of 
project operating costs and market rents, and the 
issuing of the mortgage insurance policy. Table 2.7 
provides a summary of delivery responsibilities in each 
province, by program. 

Section 40 regular public housing had originally been 
produced by the partnership but this was an expensive 
and cumbersome arrangement. The 1962 CMHC Housing 
Advisory Group report recommended the federal government 
state minimum terms and conditions under which public 
housing projects would receive federal approval and 
yield all decisions beyond these minimum conditions to 
other levels of government. Following the establishment 
of provincial housing authorities between 1964 and 1973, 
housing authorities or provincial housing corporations 
have been given the lead role in program delivery. 

1. The calculation of the formula uses data from the Census, 
HIFE and Joint Task Force on Northern Housing as well as 
Statistics Canada low income cut-off lines. 
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Table 2.6 Comparison of Social Housing Program Take-up with 
Distribution of Affordability Problems 

Distribution of Distribution of 
Social Housing Affordability 

Commitments Problems 
1980 - 83 1980 

Newfoundland 3.4 1.0 

P.E.I. and Nova Scotia 4.5 2.5 

New Brunswick 2.6 2.4 

Qu~bec 24.8 25.0 

Ontario 29.4 36.7 

Manitoba 4.2 4.4 

Saskatchewan 7.4 3.4 

Alberta 

British 

Canada 

NOTE: 

9.1 11.3 

Columbia 14.5 13.3 

99.9 100.0 

Since affordability data based on very small samples are 
not published, the estimates for P.E.I. and Nova Scotia 
have been combined. Units committed in the Northwest 
Territories and the Yukon have been omitted because data 
on affordability problems in territories are not 
available. 

Sources: CMHC Handbook of Housing in Canada: Federal and 
Provincial Progr;.ms, July 1984. 
Household Income, Facilities and Equipment (HIFE) 1980 
micro data file and projections by CMHC (see 
Appendix B). 
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The major CMHC requirements for public housing program 
delivery are that need be proven, rent levels be related 
to tenant incomes, and the project adhere to basic 
construction standards and be suited to the surrounding 
area. Project designs are reviewed only if capital 
costs exceed certain levels. Annual operating budgets 
must be submitted for approval and housing authorities 
must operate within the terms of separate operating 
agreements signed with the federal and provincial 
partners. 

Section 44(1)(a) subsidies, whether stacked on provin
cially owned and financed units or on private landlord 
provincially leased units are all delivered by the 
province. Section 44(1)(b) subsidies on Sections 15.1/ 
34.18 and 56.1 non-profit and cooperative units are 
provincially delivered. 

The Section 56.1 public non-profit program includes both 
municipal and provincial non-profit projects. Section 
56.1 municipal non-profit housing utilizes municipal
ities as the principal delivery agents although 
provinces have the lead role in project and loan review 
and financial administration. In some cases the 
provinces act as principal delivery agents and project 
administrators. Provincial non-profit projects are 
delivered by provincial housing corporations. In some 
provinces, CMHC delivers the public non-profit housing 
program (see Table 2.7). 

Private non-profit projects are developed by registered 
non-profits, charitable corporations and resource 
groups. CMHC has the lead role in the delivery of 
private non-profit projects except in British Columbia 
(senior citizen self-contained housing) and 
Saskatchewan. CMHC has the lead role for Section 56.1 
urban native projects that are developed by non-profit 
and charitable groups and Indian Bands. OlAND and CMHC 
share delivery responsibilities for Section 56.1 on 
reserve non-profit housing, which is developed by Indian 
Bands. Section 56.1 cooperative housing is delivered by 
CMHC and developed by registered non-profit cooperative 
corporations or resource groups acting as project 
developers. 

Delivery of the Section 40 rural and native housing 
program is also shared by the partners: currently about 
52 per cent of the units involve CMHC direct delivery. 
Provinces deliver the program in Newfoundland, 
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Saskatchewan, Alberta l and the Territories. Delivery 
responsibilities are split in New Brunswick and 
Manitoba. Under the new RNH program CMHC will be 
responsible for delivery in all provinces. 

4. Portfolio Management 

Portfolio or project management responsibilities include 
determining the income mix policy, tenant selecti?n and 
leasing, application of the rent-to-income scale, 
annual verification of tenant incomes, rent collection, 
building maintenance and modernization and tenant 
relations. 

Day-to-day management of completed Section 40 public 
housing is by the local housing authorities, which are 
corporate bodies created under provincial legislation 
which report directly to provincial housing corporations 
or commissions. Ownership of the projects remains with 
the federal/provincial partnership but the province is 
responsible, on behalf of the partnership, for the 
supervision of housing authority operations in terms of 
the partnership agreements with the housing 
authorities. There is some federal input into the 
selection of local housing authority members. 

Most Section 43 projects are administered by the local 
housing authorities although a nominal number are 
directly managed by provincial housing corporations. 2 

1. Rent scales were allowed to vary across the country to take 
account of objective differences between provinces (and 
cities) such as the shelter component of welfare or private 
market rents paid by low income households. Individual 
provinces might also have specific social objectives they 
wish to achieve through variations to the scale (for 
example, a more varied income mix). It was felt that these 
objectives and differences could be accommodated without 
sacrificing the principles upon which the scale is based 
(rents are related to income rather than unit size, etc.) 
and without violating federal control over the subsidies 
paid. The Corporation does not have the authority to pay 
subsidies greater than those prescribed by the federal 
rent-to-income scale and so the federal share of operating 
losses are to be calculated on the basis of whichever scale, 
federal or provincial, produces the greater revenues. 

2. Section 44 projects are administered by the provincial 
housing corporation in Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, 
New Brunswick, British Columbia and the Yukon. 
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With few exceptions there is no federal input into the 
selection of members of housing authorities which are 
created solely to administer Section 44 projects. Pro
vincially owned projects are not required by agreement 
to be managed by local housing authorities. Provincial
ly leased projects are privately owned and managed. 

Under the public housing agreements, local housing 
authorities are responsible for selection of tenants 
based on a point rating system, the day-to-day project 
administration and maintenance, preparation of budgets 
and arrangments for audited statements. Provincial 
housing corporations or commissions are responsible for 
providing policy directives and support services to the 
local housing authorities, and review and approval of 
budgets and audited statements from the provincial point 
of view. The federal government is responsible for pro
viding general policy guidelines, monitoring to ensure 
program objectives are being met, reviewing budgets and 
settling subsidy claims. 

Sections 15.1 and 34.18 non-profit and cooperative hous
ing groups manage their own projects. Under Section 
56.1, private and public non-profit and cooperative 
groups and Indian Bands on reserves are responsible for 
the ongoing administration of their projects and are 
required to submit annual audited financial statements 
for the Section 56.1 assistance. Section 56.1 public 
non-profits are managed by municipal non-profit housing 
corporations (with the exception of some projects in 
Quebec managed by the provincial societe d'habitation de 
Quebec). 

Day to day administration of Section 40 RNH units 
varies. In Newfoundland, most are administered by the 
Newfoundland and Labrador Housing Corporation and a few 
by native groups. In Nova Scotia, native and coopera
tive groups administer the portfolio. In New Brunswick, 
Manitoba and Saskatchewan responsibilities are shared by 
the province and Native groups. In Ontario all units 
are administered by CMHC. In Alberta, administration is 
by the province; in British Columbia, by native groups. 

5. Agreements Administration 

Agreements administration refers to the activities car
ried out to monitor NHA programs and ensure that their 
performance is in accord with the operating agreements 
and good business practice from the point of view of 
CMHC mortgage security or insurance liability. 
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In 1979 CMHC simplified certain aspects of the 
administration of public housing programs, including the 
review of annual project operating budgets and the 
subsequent payment of subsidy claims. Some steps were 
eliminated and responsibility for others tranferred to 
the provinces. Under the simplified arrangements, CMHC 
would accept public housing portfolio budgets and claims 
as certified without undertaking review and analysis 
except on a post-budget or claim certification basis. 
Provincial certification would require the submission of 
audited financial statements at the time of final 
claims. 

By transferring more power to the provinces and 
territories, CMHC expected to reduce duplication of 
efforts and facilitate more efficient program 
administration. While there is little disagreement that 
duplication has been reduced, the extent to which 
efficiency has been improved has not been assessed. 

Standard agreement administrative functions under a 
typical private non-profit or cooperative project 
operating agreement could include: 

• 

• 

analyzing annual project financial statements for any 
unacceptable items, for the operating results and 
financial position~ 

performing physical inspections of projects to ensure 
efficient management and prevent impairment of CMHC's 
mortgage security~ 

conducting reviews of project records to ensure 
project operation is in accordance with the terms of 
the operating agreement including approved rentals 
and occupancy restrictions~ 

reviewing management and maintenance contracts for 
reasonableness and acceptability~ and 

reviewing requests for rental increases and approving 
rents and budgets to ensure that operating expenses 
are kept at the lowest possible level and that the 
benefits of federal assistance are passed on to the 
tenants by proportionately lower rents. 

Agreements administration tasks for Sections 15.1/34.18 
programs include mortgage payment control, review of 
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financial statements and inspections of the projects 
every two years. Cooperative managers or non-profit 
landlords are permitted to certify as to tenant incomes, 
rents or occupancy charges and the waiting list. 

Agreement administration tasks for Section 56.1 private 
non-profit housing include setting the lower end of 
market rents each year, reviewing audited statements and 
budgets, and obtaining refunds for excess subsidies. 
Under the cooperative program, lower end of market rents 
are set by CMHC only in the initial year of operation. 
There is no review of budgets and only a post hoc review 
of audited financial statements. Public non-profit 
projects under the global funding agreements involve 
CMHC in a post hoc review of audited statements and in 
ensuring refunds are collected. 

With disentanglement of Section 56.1, the province 
certifies that the projects are developed in accordance 
with program criteria and subsequently certifies the 
operating expenses annually. Subsidies are paid 
automatically on the basis of provincial certification. 
On average, 70 per cent of total project operating 
expenses are non-discretionary. The remainder are for 
maintenance, administration, 1 and modernization and 
improvements and their levels are controlled by the 
province. While basic project operating data are 
collected they are not used to substantiate Section 56.1 
subsidy assistance levels. 

1. Provincial costs of operating the disentangled programs are 
not an acceptable charge on 56.1 subsidies. 



CHAPTER III 

RATIONALE 

The rationale for the social housing programs, or, indeed for 
any type of social housing assistance, hinges on the nature and 
extent of housing problems experienced by Canadians. Households 
which are in need of assistance to overcome these problems are 
the raison d'etre for the programs. This chapter discusses the 
nature of housing problems and identifies the number of 
households in need using recent data on housing conditions and 
income. 

The pervasiveness of households in need may be considered 
sufficient rationale in itself for government action to provide 
social assistance for shelter. In Canada, government 
intervention in the private market system to alleviate such 
problems is considered normal and acceptable. Such intervention 
is usually based on fundamental arguments concerning needs, 
rights, equity and efficiency. These arguments are briefly 
reviewed to provide a general context for the rationale for 
social housing programs. 

As indicated in Chapter I, each of the social housing programs 
has its own specific objectives. To the extent that individual 
program objectives are inconsistent with the overall social 
housing objective, the ability of the programs to achieve the 
overall objective is limited. It is, therefore, appropriate to 
assess the extent to which each program's objectives are 
consistent with the overall objective for the social housing 
planning element. 

Finally, this chapter considers whether the programs are 
logically focussed on the housing problems they are intended to 
address. This is accomplished by first considering whether the 
social housing objective is consistent with the general nature 
of housing problems in Canada and then examining how the 
programs focus on housing problems in terms of tenure and 
location. 

A. HOUSING PROBLEMS 

The need for the social housing programs rests on the number 
of Canadian households who cannot afford physically 
adequate, uncrowded housing accommodation, and therefore 
live in substandard housing conditions, or escape this only 
at a rost which deprives them of other basic necessities. 

This characterization of households which are in need 
embodies two notions whose definitions are essentially 
arbitrary. First is the idea of what constitutes an 
adequate complement of other basic necessities. Second 
the concept of minimal levels of housing accommodation. 

is 
For 
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the purposes of this review, the arbitrary nature of need 
definition does not impose insurmountable difficulties. It 
simply requires a choice to be made. Need has to be 
specified. 

An indulgent specification of what constitutes an adequate 
real threshold standard of living, with respect to housing, 
and also in respect to other basic necessities, will produce 
a high estimate of need. An ascetic specification will 
produce a lower estimate of need. People have different 
opinions about what constitutes a need that is urgent enough 
to justify a public program to meet it. The more stringent 
the specification, the lower the real living standard it 
implies as a threshold for being in need, and the greater 
the number of people who will agree that it does indeed 
reflect real deprivation for those whose incomes are too low 
to attain it. 

There are two dimensions to the specification of an adequate 
threshold standard of housing accommodation. One has to do 
with the physical adequacy of the dwelling unit itself, and 
its immediate surroundings1 the other refers simply to its 
spatial adequacy, the extent of space per person that it 
affords to the occupant household. 

Measurers of housing need based on these concepts are 
presented below. However, the pragmatic statistical 
realities are such that measurement of need in Canada is 
possible only in an incomplete way and by comparatively 
crude criteria. 

1. Housing Adeguacy 

Good data for sophisticated measures of physical adequacy 
across the whole Canadian housing stock are not available, 
but there is information on the number of occupied dwellings 
which lack basic facilities. That is, dwellings which lack 
piped water, or which do not have exclusive use of a flush 
toilet, or exclusive use of an installed bathtub or shower. 
Under most circumstances, these deficiencies in housing are 
shocking, but their incidence has decreased rapidly over the 
past 30 years to the point where taken together they 
represent only about 2 per cent of the total housing stock 
(Table 3.1). In the four year period since 1976, the 
incidence of such defects has declined by more than half. 
However, while inadequate dwellings comprise only a small 
proportion of the Canadian housing stock, the number of 
households affected by them, over 160,000, is still 
sizeable. 
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It should be emphasized that these data do not establish 
that the remaining housing stock is of good quality. There 
are many dimensions of physically adequate housing other 
than the mere presence of running water and uncontested 
access to a bathroom. Structural soundness and safety from 
the point of view of heating and electricity come rapidly to 
mind. Thus, the data are likely to understate housing 
adequacy problems, particularly in urban areas. 

Recent data available from the 1982 Survey of Household 
Income, Facilities and Equipment, provide a more refined 
indicator of housing adequacy. Respondents to this survey 
were asked if their housing units required major repairs. 
Repairs are considered to be major if the unit or building 
has corroded pipes, damaged electrical wiring, sagging 
floors, bulging walls, damp walls and ceilings, crumbling 
foundations, rotting porches or steps. The data are 
summarized in Table 3.2 which shows the distribution and 
incidence of the need for major repairs by settlement size, 
region and tenure. 

Using the need for major repairs as a criterion, more than 
one million dwellings or 13 per cent of all dwellings could 
be considered inadequate. The need for major repairs is 
more prevalent among homeowners than among renters and, 
although concentrated in urban areas greater than 30,000 
population, tends to occur with greater frequency in smaller 
urban and rural areas. With respect to regions, the 
incidence of need for major repair is greatest in the 
Atlantic Region. 

2. Crowding 

Crowding or congestion in housing can be said to occur when 
households occupy dwellings at more than one person per 
room. As with housing quality or adequacy, the measurement 
to indicate crowding, persons per room, is crude. A more 
precise indicator, which takes into account the number of 
bedrooms and the age and sex of children, would be 
preferred. Nevertheless, few in North America would dispute 
the view that dwelling occupancy at more than one person per 
room is crowded. Many would question that more than one 
person per room offers a guarantee of adequate space. 
Thirty "ears ago, however, almost one dwelling in five in 
Canada was occupied at a density of more than one person per 
room (Table 3.3). Today, the incidence has dropped to less 
than 3 per cent and has been almost cut in half over the 
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period 1976 to 1980. Although the incidence of crowding is 
quite low, over 200,000 households experience severe 
crowding problems. 

Table 3.3 Dwellings with More than One Person Per Room 
Expressed as a Percentage of the Total Housing 
Stock, 1951-1980 

Per Cent of Stock 
1951 1961 1971 1976 

More Than One Person 
Per Room 18.1 16.5 9.4 4.3 

Source: Census of Canada, 1951-1971: HIFE 1976 and 1980. 

1980 

2.5 

Detailed information on the distribution and incidence of 
crowded households in 1980 is presented in Table 3.4. As 
shown, the incidence of crowding was higher among owners 
than renters and within the ownership category was highest 
among homeowners without mortgages (3.8 per cent of owned 
dwellings without mortgages). In terms of settlement size, 
most crowded dwellings are located in urban areas (about 
two-thirds of all crowded dwellings as opposed to one-third 
in rural areas), although the incidence of crowding is much 
higher in rural areas. Although Qu~bec and Ontario account 
for more than one-half of all households experiencing 
crowding problems, the incidence of crowding is highest in 
the Atlantic region. 

3. Affordability 

The concept of housing need is not adequately captured by a 
mere count of the number of households living below 
arbitrarily defined degrees of housing adequacy or space per 
person. Given severe enough standards, there is little 
argument about the hardship of those living below them. But 
there are always many households who manage to achieve the 
threshold standards of physically adequate, uncrowded 
housing, or even higher ones, only by virtue of housing 
expenditures that deprive them of other basic necessities. 
Do these people not have a housing problem? It is held by 
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some that they do not; that they have an income problem. l 
The households who live below the threshold standards, 
however, also have an income problem; or most of them do 
since few are in their plight through overindulgence on 
other basic necessities. Virtually all housing problems are 
reducible to income problems. 

What indeed is meant by an income problem? Common sense 
would suggest that it means an income insufficient to buy 
all the basic essentials of an adequate real standard of 
living, including housing. In this sense, all low income 
households face a housing problem, whether they deprive 
themselves of other things in order to deal with it or 
deprive themselves of housing and seek to reduce the other 
deprivations that poverty entails. Looked at this way the 
housing problem is coterminous with the larger problem of 
poverty, and represents a major part of it. It cannot be 
adequately sized by counting the number of households who 
happen to live in substandard accommodation, or who are 
crowded, or both. These latter households represent the 
most palpable aspect of the substandard housing problem, but 
not its entirety, much as the visible part of an iceberg 
represents only a part of it, but a part which cannot be 
eliminated or melted away or made to disappear until the 
entire mass is gone. 

Previous estimates of housing need attempted to capture the 
problem of affordability by measuring the number of 
households paying more than a certain percentage of their 
income for shelter. A fundamental deficiency with this 
approach is that it includes households who choose to spend 
more than the specified percentage of income on shelter, 
even though they could obtain adequate, uncrowded housing by 
spending less. Such voluntary overconsumption results in an 
overestimation of affordability problems. Another problem 
with this simple affordability measure is that it excludes 
households that occupy inadequate or crowded dwellings in 
order to keep their housing costs down. However, if such 

1. Another view of housing problems suggests that such problems 
exist as a consequence of the high cost of housing rather 
than low incomes. This view implies that housing markets or 
markets for inputs to housing production do not operate 
efficiently and that housing costs are too high for all 
households not just those with low incomes. It is a view 
which is somewhat difficult to reconcile with available 
evidence on the performance of housing and housing input 
markets (see Section B.2, below) and with data showing that 
more than four-fifths of all households can afford adequate, 
uncrowded housing without paying more than 30 per cent of 
household income (see Table 3.5). 
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households were to occupy a standard dwelling they may have 
to pay more than the specified percentage of income for 
shelter. In effect, the simple shelter cost-to-income ratio 
approach viewed affordability as a problem separate from 
that of adequacy and crowding. 

To overcome these difficulties with the traditional approach 
to estimating housing need, an improved measure referred to 
as "core housing need", has been developed. l 

This measure embraces those households that would have to 
spend more than 30 per cent of their income to obtain 
adequate, suitable (i.e. uncrowded) housing in their area. 
The measure includes households in inadequate or crowded 
dwellings which could not afford standard housing in their 
area without paying more than 30 per cent of their income to 
do so. In effect, the core housing need approach unites the 
traditional need measures of adequacy, crowding and 
affordability into one universal indicator of housing need. 

The core need concept incorporates the idea of housing 
standards, as measured by housing quality and space per 
person. But it replaces arbitrary standards, based on the 
presence of basic facilities and the number of persons per 
room, with an empirical one based on the standard of 
adequate housing in each area for a range of dwelling sizes, 
as indicated by price. It also includes, in the measurement 
of need, households whose incomes are deemed insufficient to 
attain this empirical standard, whether or not they do 
attain it. It becomes in effect a poverty line drawn in 
terms of actual local dwelling rents. It is thus far more 
encompassing than the count of renter households living 
below severely pre-defined levels of housing quality and 
space per person. At the same time, it deliberately 
excludes a small number of households, above the local 
poverty line, who happen, for one reason or another, to live 
in substandard conditions of dwelling quality or space per 
person. 

While the concept of core housing need incorporates a 
realistic and empirical approach to the question of housing 
standards, it is not designed to take account of other 

1. The concept of core housing need is described in: U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development and Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Housing Affordability 
Problems and Housing Need in Canada and the United States: 
A Comparative Study, February 1981. 
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elements of the cost of living. Implicit in its 
construction is the idea that a given percentage of income 
is sufficient, but no more than sufficient, for elements in 
the cost of living other than housing. A more serious 
shortcoming of the core need approach is that the income 
required for other essentials varies by household size as 
well as the age of members of the household. More precise 
information on the spending requirements of different 
household types would permit more accurate estimates of 
housing needs. 

These limitations of the core need approach apply whether 
the chosen shelter cost-to-income ratio is 25, 30 or 35 per 
cent. Of course, the lower the ratio chosen, the higher the 
estimate of core need will be. The 30 per cent ratio used 
in this report provides a conservative estimate of housing 
problems. However, this is essentially an arbitrary 
criterion since there is no conclusive authority on the 
amount a household should pay for shelter. l 

The estimation of core housing need is based on data from 
the Household Income, Facilities and Equipment (HIFE) data 
file for 1980. Household income and rent paid are available 
directly from the file. In cases where heat was not 
included in rent paid, an allowance for heating costs was 
made. The average rent for an adequate, uncrowded dwelling 
unit is estimated for each household size, by region and 
settlement size category and is referred to as a norm rent 
since it is attached to a dwelling unit meeting shelter 
norms. Households are defined as being in core housing need 
if they have to spend more than 30 per cent of their income 
to pay the norm rent. 

It should be recognized that the HIFE data file and, hence, 
the core need figures, are based on a sample of households 
rather than a complete census. Moreover, because of the 
limited sample size it is not possible to account completely 
for intra-regional variations in rental housing costs. 
Within each region, the norm rents can be estimated for only 
two settlement size categories: urban areas of 100,000 
population or more and areas of less than 100,000 
population. That is, the norm rents are not estimated for 

1. The U.S. Department of H.U.D. and CMHC study referred to on 
page 57 also indicates that the choice of a shelter-cost-to 
income ratio is arbitrary. The study uses 25 per cent to 
provide estimates of core need using 1974 data but 
recognizes that, in North America, 30 per cent is also 
acceptable (p~7). 
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each individual urban area but rather are an average over 
all cities within the settlement size category. 
Consequently, the norm rents for, say, the 100,000 and over 
settlement size category are likely to be less than the 
actual norm rents for a specific large urban area (e.g. an 
urban area greater than 1,000,000 population). This could 
result in an underestimate of core housing need in large 
cities within a settlement size category and an overestimate 
in small cities. While it would be preferable to have norm 
rents for each individual city, the tendency to under
estimate in some areas is likely to offset overestimates in 
others, so that the net effect on overall estimates of core 
need may not be large. Finally, the estimates of core need 
presented here are intended to provide an indication of the 
magnitude and nature of housing problems rather than precise 
estimates of the number of households. 

Despite these conceptual and empirical difficulties, the 
core housing need approach represents a significant 
improvement on the traditional measures of housing need. 
Estimates of core housing need among Canadian renter 
households are presented in Table 3.5. More than one-half 
million tenant households, representing 18.3 per cent of the 
entire tenant population, were in the core need category in 
1980. 1 These households experienced, or would have 
experienced, affordability problems in obtaining adequate, 
suitable housing in their area. Most of these core need 
households (more than 90 per cent) were already residing in 
adequate, uncrowded housing. 

Comparable estimates for homeowners in 1980 are not 
available because of the lack of complete data on homeowner 
costs and the practical difficulties of estimating rent 
equivalents for homeowners. However, less current, but more 
complete data, on both renters and homeowners, suggest that 
the incidence of core housing need is significantly lower 
for owners than for renters. Estimates of core housing 
need, based on the Family Expenditure Survey, 1978, show 
that only 4.1 per cent of owners experienced core housing 
need as opposed to 14.5 per cent of renters. Moreover, 
about three-quarters of all those owners experiencing core 
housing need in 1978 owned their housing free of mortgages. 

1. Using 25 per cent as the shelter cost-to-income ratio, close 
to 700,000 renter households or 24.4 per cent of all renters 
were estimated to be in core housing need in 1980. 
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Table 3.5 Core Housing Need for Renter Households by Age of 
Household Head, Family Type and Income, 1980 

Age of Household 
Head 
24 and under 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-69 
70 and over 

Family Type 3 
Individua1(s) 

Male Head 
Individua1(s) 

Female Head 
Family 

No Children 
Family 

With Children 
Single Parent 

Male 
Single Parent 

Female 
Other 

Income Quintile 
First Quintile 
Second Quintile 
Third Quintile 
Fourth Quintile 
Fifth Quintile 

Households in 
Core Housing 

Need 1,2 
No. (%) 

100,500 
99,320 
49,530 
49,730 
52,390 
40,380 
92,120 

90,740 

190,670 

47,250 

55,930 

5,330 

83,990 
10,060 

20.7 
20.5 
10.2 
10.3 
10.8 
8.3 

19.0 

18.7 

39.4 

9.7 

11.6 

1.1 

17.4 
2.1 

(All Households) 
452,060 93.4 

31,740 6.6 
* 0 
o 0 
o 0 

Distribution 
of Rental 
Population 

(% ) 

18.2 
30.7 
13.8 
11.1 
10.2 

5.3 
10.6 

17.4 

23.6 

20.3 

24.8 

1.1 

9.0 
3.7 

28.7 
27.3 
20.6 
14.1 

9.3 

Incidence 
of Core 

Need 
( % ) 

20.9 
12.2 
13.6 
16.9 
19.5 
28.8 
32.9 

19.7 

30.6 

8.8 

8.5 

17.7 

35.2 
10.3 

59.7 
4.4 
o 
o 
o 

Notes: 1. Households unable to afford adequate, uncrowded 
housing without paying more than 30 per cent of gross 
income. 

Source: 

2. Data unadjusted for excluded households. When 
adjusted for excluded households, the total number of 
renter households experiencing core housing need is 
estimated to be 521,643. 

3. Family type is determined by the characteristics of 
the primary economic family in the household. 

* The sample size is considered to be too small to 
provide a reliable estimate. 
Household Income, Facilities and Equipment (HIFE) 1980 
micro data file and projections by CMHC (See 
Appendix B). 
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Although much smaller proportions of the homeowner 
population experience core housing need, it is clear that 
large numbers of Canadian households cannot afford standard 
housing accommodation. Those that avoid substandard housing 
do so at a cost that leaves them insufficient resources to 
obtain the other necessities of life. 

The data on core housing need are also useful for assessing 
the distribution of need by age group, household type, and 
income level. Table 3.5 shows the core housing need 
estimates for renter households in 1980 by age of household 
head, by household type and by income quintile. As is to be 
expected, the incidence of need is high among the elderly, 
mother-led families and women on their own. The problem is 
virtually confined to the two lowest income quintiles for 
renters with over 75 per cent of it concentrated in the 
lowest. 

Finally, there is evidence to suggest that core housing need 
may have increased in recent years even while problems of 
adequacy and crowding have declined dramatically. While 
comparable estimates of core housing need are not available 
for 1976, information on the number of households 
experiencing simple affordability problems in 1976 and 1980 
shows that the incidence of such problems increased from 
20.2 to 21.6 per cent of all renter households (Table 3.6) 
between 1976 and 1980. Households paying more than 30 per 
cent of their income for rent are identified as having an 
affordability problem. l The incidence of households paying 
more than 30 per cent of income for rent increased most in 
the Prairie and Atlantic Regions. To the extent that core 
housing need moves in the same direction as simple 
affordability problems, it is likely that core housing need 
has also increased over the four year period. 

4. Summary 

In summary, the existence of painful housing problems for a 
large number of Canadian households is incontestable. Over 
100,000 tenant households live in gravely inadequate 
dwellings or at a density of more than one person per room, 
or both. This represents a small and diminishing proportion 
of households, but it serves only as a partial indication of 
the extent of housing adequacy and crowding problems. It 

1. The numbet of households w1th simple affordability problems 
overestimates the extent of housing problems, since it would 
include households which pay more than 30 per cent of income 
for rent although they could potentially acquire adequate, 
uncrowded housing in their area by spending less than 30 per 
cent. 
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takes no account of crowding at densities less than one 
person per room, and fails to reflect housing adequacy 
defects other than the lack of basic plumbing and sanitary 
facilities. If the need for major repairs is accepted as an 
indicator of dwelling inadequacy, more than one million 
dwellings or 13 per cent of the housing stock could be 
considered inadequate. There were in 1980 about 520,000 
renter families which were unable to obtain adequate, 
uncrowded accommodation without paying more than 30 per cent 
of income for shelter. Moreover, this aspect of the problem 
is likely greater than it was four years earlier. Since 
most of these households are in the lower income levels, it 
is fair to infer that the increasing burden of shelter costs 
is impairing their ability to maintain a decent standard of 
living on other counts, without assuring them of 
satisfactory housing accommodation. 

B. RATIONALE FOR GOVERNMENT ACTION 

As indicated in Chapter II, Canada has a long history of 
government intervention to address the housing problems of 
low income groups. While economic policy has traditionally 
relied mainly on private market processes, intervention by 
the state in housing, as in other areas of social policy, is 
considered to be normal. However, such action is usually 
based on one or more of a number of traditional arguments 
for public intervention in private market economies. 

These arguments include the use of housing policies to 
contribute to the achievement of broader goals such as 
economic growth and stability and the maintenance of 
employment opportunities. While the broader economic goals 
and objectives are important, housing objectives themselves 
have their own independent validity for devising programs 
and policies. Thus, the arguments reviewed in this section 
focus more narrowly on the rationale for government 
intervention in housing as a component of social policy. 

Fundamental arguments for government action can be grouped 
into two broad categories: those that reflect the 
collectivist view; a~d those that reflect the market 
assistance approach. 

1. This categorization of argum~nts for social housing policy, 
as well as the subsequent description of the collectivist 
arguments, is taken from Lithwick, N.H. and Sadeque, z. 
Shelter Policy as an Instrument of Federal Social Policy, 
July 1980, a paper prepared by the authors for Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation. 
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1. The Collectivist View: Needs and Rights 

The collectivist view considers shelter to be one of those 
areas where society has a collective interest in ensuring 
an appropriate level of private consumption. The level of 
housing consumption to be achieved may be based on the 
"professional" approach or, alternatively, on the "rights" 
of the individual in society. The "professional" approach 
defines minimally acceptable levels of housing consumption, 
below which the individual is unable to play a productive 
role in society. The definition of the housing consumption 
standard or needs of the individual is usually based on 
expert or professional opinion. One difficulty with this 
approach is that the expert defining needs may have an 
interest in promoting the consumption of housing so that 
standards may be set too high. Another problem is that the 
individual consumer's preferences regarding housing 
consumption relative to the consumption of other goods and 
services is not taken into account. 

An alternative approach to identifying the appropriate level 
of private consumption rests on the concept of entitlements 
or rights. When applied to a particular consumption item 
such as housing, this suggests that each member of society 
has a right to a certain level of housing consumption. Just 
as each member of society is entitled to freedom and 
justice, he or she also has a right to certain levels of 
shelter consumption. l In contrast to the professional 
approach, the level of shelter is not necessarily the 
minimal level required for the individual to playa 
productive role in society. The main problem with this 
approach is to identify the quantity and quality of 
consumption that satisfies the right to housing. 

2. Market Assistance Approach 

A general difficulty with the collectivist argument for 
shelter policy, whether it is based on need or rights, is 
that much of it is based on implicit value judgements and 
tends to ignore the preferences of the recipient. In 
contrast, the traditional market problems arguments for 
government intervention take into account the utility of 

1. Although th~ concept is applied here to housing, the general 
case involves a right to income which is based on some 
concept of equity. See Wheeler, M. ed., The Right to 
Housing, Montreal, Harvest House, 1969 for a discussion of 
these issues. 
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recipients and are explicit about the value judgements 
made. l For example, the market assistance approach 
explicity identifies the social value judgement that 
increased equity in the distribution of income is desirable 
and recognizes the implications for income redistribution. 

The market assistance approach uses the logic of economics 
to provide some guidance on the need for collective action. 
The approach is to identify situations where the free market 
system based on individual decisions fails to operate in the 
public interest. Such situations arise due to 
considerations of equity or economic justice, on the one 
hand, and efficiency or market failure on the other. 

Equity 

The distribution of income in market economies is such that 
some individuals and households do not have earned incomes 
or property incomes which allow them to attain a tolerable 
standard of living. While private markets may operate 
efficiently, they do not guarantee a decent standard of 
living to everyone. With respect to shelter, the situation 
is one in which 18 per cent of Canadian renter households do 
not have access to a basic standard of housing without 
consuming less than accepted minimum standards of other 
goods and services. Public programs are necessary to 
provide such households with the means to attain a decent 
standard of living and this involves the redistribution of 
income. Income redistribution can involve either the 
transfer of money income or the provision of income in-kind, 
such as housing services to those households which are 
unable to attain a minimum standard of living. 

In Canada, income redistribution is widely accepted as a 
proper function of the state. In effect, society has made 
an ethical judgement that increased equity in the 
distribution of income is desirable and it is this concept 
of equity which provides the primary rationale for 
government involvement in the provision of housing. It is 
apparent that this concept of equity is closely related to 
the notion of individual rights. 

The social housing programs tend to redistribute income by 
providing assistance from general tax revenues to those with 
insufficient income to gain access to adequate housing. 

1. Lithwick and Sadeque indicate that the collectivist view can 
be formulated in terms of the economic concept of a merit 
good. In this formulation, the collectivist case for 
government intervention becomes a special case of the 
traditional market problems approach. 
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Those with insufficient income include families and 
individuals requiring conventional, self-contained housing 
units but also include low income people in need of special 
purpose accommodation such as group homes, hostels and care 
facilities. Because the major source of tax revenues is the 
progressive income tax, housing assistance provided to low 
income people through the social housing programs alters the 
distribution of income in the direction of increased 
equity. It should be noted however that assistance provided 
through the social housing programs represents only a small 
fraction of all government assistance used by low income 
households to improve their housing conditions. Most 
government assistance is provided through income transfer 
schemes such as the Canada Assistance Plan and Old Age 
Security (see Chapter VII). 

Market Failure 

Apart from considerations of equity, government involvement 
in private markets is generally accepted in mixed economic 
systems when markets fail to produce the socially optimum 
amount of goods and services. If markets fail to operate 
efficiently, producing too much of some goods and not enough 
of others, collective action is called for. Market failure 
arises from two general sources: market imperfections and 
externalities. Should instances of market imperfections and 
externalities exist in housing markets, additional arguments 
for government involvement can be formulated. It should be 
recognized, however, that market imperfections and/or 
externalities exist to some degree in almost all markets, 
and it is only in instances where significant resource 
misallocation occurs that government intervention is 
desirable or required. 

Market imperfections include imperfect competition, 
immobility of buyers and sellers and imperfect knowledge on 
the part of buyers and sellers. In order to identify market 
imperfections related to housing, a complete analysis of the 
markets for housing, both new and existing, and the markets 
for inputs to the housing sector including capital, labour, 
land and materials is required. 

While it is beyond the scope of this paper to analyze the 
performance of housing markets in Canada, reference to other 
studies suggests that Canadian housing markets have 
performed well in the post-war period. With regard to the 
housing output market, a study carried out in 1974 suggests 
that the market mechanism works relatively well in the sense 
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of tending toward equilibrium. l A more recent examination 
of concentration in the development industry indicates that 
a low degree of market power exists. 2 In 1979, a review of 
federal social policy on shelter concluded that housing and 
mortgage markets have worked well in responding to the 
housing needs of Canadians. 3 A recent study by Smith 
suggests that most market imperfections that were previously 
associated with the mortgage instrument and mortgage rate 
adjustments have now been largely eliminated although there 
remains a disproportionate impact of inflation on home 
purchases (i.e., the "tilt problem").4 Much of the credit 
for increasing the efficiency of the capital market and 
removing imperfections in the mortgage market is attributed 
to federal policies which assist and encourage the private 
sector. 

With regard to immobility, Smith suggests that discrimina
tion limits the access of certain groups to mortgage 
funding. S The elderly, women, the handicapped and those 
wishing to borrow for properties in rural and remote areas 
may be subject to discrimination although no evidence is 
presented. If this is the case, an argument can be made for 
government involvement to provide funds to such groups. 

The discrimination argument may also apply to rental 
markets. Discrimination on the part of landlords may limit 
the access of certain groups to rental accommodation. For 
example, the disabled and individuals undergoing 
rehabilitation, such as parolees or former victims of mental 
illness or chemical dependency, may be subject to 
discrimination thereby limiting their access to rental 
accommodation. 

With regard to the market for land, the Task Force on the 
Supply and Price of Serviced Residential Land found that 
concentration in the industry was not significant and had 
little effect on the rate of increase in land prices. 6 
Similar findings emerged from a 1977 study of land ownership 
in Metropolitan Toronto. 7 

1. Smith, L.B., A Note on the Price Adjustment Mechanism for 
Rental Housing, American Economic Review, 1974. 

2. Muller, A. The Market for New Housing in the Metropolitan 
Toronto Area, Ontario Economic Council, 1978. 

3. CMHC Background Paper, The Relationship Between Social 
Policy and Housing Policy: A Federal Perspective, Ottawa, 
1979. 

4. Smith, L.B. Housing Assistance: A re-evaluation, Canadian 
Public Policy, 1981. 

5. Ibid. 
6. Report of the Federal/Provincial Task Force on the Supply 

and Price of Serviced Residential Land, 1978. 
7. Markusen J. and Scheffman, D. Speculation and Monopoly in 

Urban Development Ontario Economic Council, 1977. 
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An alternative view of housing markets, particularly rental 
markets, suggests that market imperfections do produce major 
distortions. The approach taken is to identify aspects of 
housing markets which are less than perfectly competitive. l 
The difficulty with this approach is that no empirical evi
dence is provided to show that the imperfections identified 
result in major distortions. 

Although evidence suggests that private markets for housing 
and housing inputs generally operate efficiently and are re
latively free of major market distortions, they are not 
without problems. In reality there are no perfectly func
tioning markets. In housing, imperfect knowledge on the 
part of buyers and sellers exists and the cost of obtaining 
information may be high. Also, buyers and sellers are not 
perfectly mobile. Moreover, government intervention may 
unintentionally result in poor performance of housing mar
kets. Overly rigid planning requirements and lengthy appro
vals processes can impede market adjustments. In addition, 
there is some evidence which suggests that rent controls may 
contribute to restrictions in the supply of new rental ac
commodation. In recent years, however, it is evident that 
the major factor affecting rental supply has been high 
interest rates associated with restictive monetary policy. 
The reaction of the rental market to externally determined 
interest rates cannot be considered a market failure. 

To summarize, while private markets for housing and housing 
inputs are not free of market imperfections, some of which 
are the result of government actions, they have performed 
well in the post-war period. It is, therefore, difficult to 
make a general case for government involvement on the basis 
of the existence of market imperfections. However, to the 
extent that discrimination limits the access of certain 
groups to mortgage funds, government assistance is justi
fied. The social housing programs provide assistance to 
borrowers in rural and remote areas through the rural and 
native housing programs. In addition, the public, non
profit, cooperative and rent supplement programs assist mem
bers of other groups, which may be subject to discrimina
tion, to gain access to adequate rental housing. The extent 
to which these programs assist disadvantaged groups is 
examined in Chapter VI. 

Externalities are benefits or costs which are experienced by 
individuals other than those directly involved in the 
consumption or production of goods and services. It is 

1. See, for example, Hulchanski, D.J., Market Imperfections and 
the Role of Rent Regulations in the Residential Rental 
Market, Paper prepared for the Commission of Inquiry into 
Residential Tenancies, Province of Ontario, forthcoming. 
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often stated that external benefits result from the consump
tion of housing. These benefits are experienced by society 
as a whole and are said to include lower crime rates, im
proved family management and child raising, improved public 
health, less time lost from work and the eradication of slum 
housing. If external benefits result from consumption of 
housing it would be appropriate for governments to encourage 
housing consumption. This is because the private market 
reflects only the direct benefits that accrue to individuals 
from the consumption of housing. The market itself will not 
produce enough housing since the external benefits are not 
reflected in individuals' willingness to pay for housing. 

Although it is difficult to deny the existence of at least 
some of the positive housing externalities listed above it 
is extremely difficult to measure the size of the resulting 
social benefits. Evidence on which to judge the signifi
cance of housing-related externalities is simply not avail
able. However, a method for estimating the magnitude of 
these externalities required to justify a given housing pro
gram is available and has been applied in the u.s. and 
Canada. American studies suggest that the minimum external 
benefits required must be at least 10 to 15 per cent of the 
shelter subsidy for housing programs to be justified as an 
efficient allocation of resources. l In Canada, a study of 
rental programs in Ontario suggests that the required 
benefits shoU~d be in the order of 35 per cent of the 
program cost. 

If significant housing externalities do exist, it has been 
argued that governments should extend assistance for housing 
consumption to all consumers rather than just those with 
housing problems. 3 However, it can also be argued that only 
those with inadequate housing would generate additional ex
ternalities by increasing their consumption of housing ser
vices. All other households are consuming a relatively high 
quantity of housing services and further externalities from 
increased consumption are unlikely to occur. In terms of 
the identification of housing needs in Canada, this argument 
implies that assistance to the 300,000 plus households with 
inadequate or crowded housing would result in external bene
fits. The remaining problem households are currently 
consuming a socially acceptable quantity of housing although 
they may not be consuming socially acceptable amounts of 

1. Aaron, H. and vonFurstenburg, G. The Inefficiency of 
Transfers In-Kind; The Case of Housing Assistance, Western 
Economic Journal, 1971. 

2. Fallis, G. Housing Programs and Income Distribution in 
Ontario, Ontario Economic Council, 1980. 

3. Fallis, G., Housing Policy for the 1980's, Discussion Paper 
Series Ontario Economic Council, 1981. 
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non-housing goods. Evidence from the U.S. housing allowance 
experiments suggests that such households would increase 
their consumption of housing, given assistance to do so, by 
a very small amount, if at all. Hence, significant external 
benefits relating to housing are unlikely to arise from 
housing assistance provided to such households. 

Another type of externality related to housing occurs if the 
donors of the assistance prefer that the recipients purchase 
increased quantities of housing rather than other goods and 
services. That is, the donor is better off if the recipient 
consumes more shelter and is willing to give up some of his 
or her own consumption so the recipient can do so. Evidence 
from a public opinion survey suggests that donors 
(taxpayers) have definite preferences for the way in which 
assistance should be provided to low income groups.l Over 
80 per cent of respondents preferred that assistance be tied 
to the consumption of particular goods either by providing 
money to be spent for specified purposes (63 per cent) or by 
providing the particular good (19 per cent). Only 10 per 
cent preferred an untied income transfer. 

However, while donor benefit externalities may exist, there 
is no empirical evidence relating to the size of such 
benefits. 

Summary 

Government action to address housing problems may be 
justified on the basis of either collectivist or market 
assistance arguments. The collectivist view sees shelter as 
an area where society has a collective interest in 
determining the level of private consumption. The 
appropriate level of consumption could be based on the 
recipient's minimal needs as defined by an expert or on the 
right or entitlement of the individual, as a member of 
society, to a certain level of consumption. The 
collectivist case for shelter policy, while legitimate, is 
based on strong but implicit value judgements and tends to 
exclude the preferences of the recipient. In contrast, the 
market assistance or market problems arguments for 
government intervention take account of the utility of 
recipients and require that value judgements be explicit. 

The market problems approach indicates that the key 
rationale for government involvement in social housing 
markets is based on equity considerations. Provision of 
housing assistance improves the standard of living of low 

1. CROP, Omnibus Survey, Montreal, January 1982. 
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income Canadians, including those requlrlng special purpose 
accommodation, and hence contributes to a more equitable and 
socially desirable distribution of income. Efficiency 
considerations due to the existence of donor benefits and of 
external benefits from increased consumption of housing by 
households currently living in inadequate housing also 
provide a rationale for government action. Also, while 
housing markets are generally free of major market 
imperfections, limitations on the access of certain groups 
to mortgage funds and possibly to rental accommodation 
suggest that government intervention may be required. 

In conclusion, the social housing programs can be justified 
on several grounds. The case for government intervention in 
housing to meet social needs may be based on either 
collectivist or market problems arguments. However, the 
market context permits a more explicit examination of the 
reasons for government intervention. 

C. SOCIAL HOUSING OBJECTIVES 

Although each of the social housing programs has its own 
specific objectives, this study will assess the 
effectiveness of these programs only in terms of the 
Corporation's overall social housing objective. Individual 
program objectives will be reviewed in this section to 
determine their consistency with the overall social housing 
objective. 
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1. CMHC Social Housing Objective 

CMHC adopted an overall objective for its social housing 
activities for the 1981-82 Operational Plan. l This 
objective has remained unchanged to date. The 
Corporation's overall Social Housing Objective, as 
stated in the Social Housing Planning Element Memorandum 
in the 1982-83 CMHC Operational Plan is as follows: 

"to assist Canadians whose income is insufficient to 
gain access to adequate housing by encouraging and 
supporting, in conjunction with provinces, 
municipalities, and their agencies, the provision of 
low and moderate income public housing, and by 
encouraging the establishment of non-profit and 
cooperative housing operations." 

There are several points worth noting about this 
statement. It can be interpreted as describing who is 
to be assisted (those unable to afford adequate housing) 
or the result of the assistance (access to adequate 
housing). This review interprets the objective in both 
senses. It will assess the extent to which the programs 
have assisted the target groups as well as the adequacy 
of the housing provided. Since definitions of 
insufficient income and adequate housing are not 
provided, the approach taken in this study is to 
establish reasonable definitions and use a range of 
indicators to gauge program performance. 

It should also be noted that the target group is defined 
in terms of ability to afford adequate housing and not 
in terms of particular income categories (such as low or 
moderate income) or particular household types (such as 
families, individuals or senior citizens). 

1. Prior to the introduction of the present program activity 
structure in 1981, objectives for social housing were 
contained in general housing policy statements and program 
descriptions which accompanied the program forecasts 
submitted to Treasury Board. The present planning element 
structure provides a common, explicit and easily 
identifiable objective for the various social housing 
programs. Objectives for the individual programs are taken 
from the program manuals used by CMHC personnel to deliver 
and administer the programs. 
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The objective does not explicitly state that the housing 
provided should be affordable to the target group. 
However, it is reasonable to infer that enough assist
ance would be provided to alleviate the problem of 
insufficient income, thereby rendering the housing 
affordable to program recipients. 

The statement also refers to the means by which the 
objective is to be effected: by encouraging the provi
sion of low and moderate income public housing and by 
the establishment of non-profit and cooperative housing 
operations. The principal actors include provinces, 
municipalities and their agencies, and non-profit and 
cooperative housing groups. It is clear from the pro
gram descriptions in the previous section of this 
chapter that the programs are consistent with the plan
ning element objective in this regard. The public hous
ing, rent supplement and rural and native housing pro
grams operate in conjunction with provinces, municipali
ties or their agencies. Also, both the Sections 15.1/ 
34.18 and Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative pro
grams are directed toward and provide support for the 
establishment of non-profit and cooperative housing 
operations. 

In what follows, the objectives of each program are 
examined for consistency with the key aspects of the 
overall social housing objective: the target group, 
affordable housing and adequate housing. 

2. Individual Program Objectives 

The objectives for the individual social housing 
programs are specified in the Guidelines and Procedures 
Manuals used by CMHC staff to administer each program. 

i) Sections 40 and 43/44 Regular Public Housing 

The objectives of the regular public housing 
programs are: 

• to provide decent, safe and sanitary housing for 
low income individuals and families suitable to 
their identified needs and at rents they can 
afford1 

• to increase the housing stock available to low 
income people1 

• to provide accommodation which most effectively 
integrates public housing occupants into the 
comrnunitY1 and 
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• to achieve the production of public housing in 
the most efficient and effective manner and at 
reasonable costs to the governments involved. 

The target group identified by the first of these 
objectives coincides with that identified in the overall 
social housing objective to the extent that low income 
individuals and families have insufficient income to 
gain access to adequate housing. The degree of corre
lation between low income and insufficient income is not 
perfect. Ninety-three per cent of renter households in 
core housing need fall into the lowest income quintile. 
However, 40 per cent of renter households in the lowest 
income quintile have sufficient income to gain access to 
adequate housing. Nevertheless, because 60 per cent of 
renter households in the lowest income quintile have 
insufficient income to acquire adequate housing, there 
is a high degree of consistency between the social 
housing and public housing target groups. 

The first objective also specifies an end product that 
coincides with that identified in the social housing 
objective. That is, "decent, safe and sanitary housing 
•••• suitable to their identified needs" can reasonably 
be equated to "adequate" housing. In addition, the 
objective explicitly states that rents charged should be 
affordable. As indicated above, the notion of afforda
bility is implicit in the social housing objective. 

The second public housing objective is to increase the 
housing stock available to low income people. Again, 
this reflects the overall social housing objective of 
encouraging the provision of public housing. However, 
the planning element objective specifies the provision 
of low and moderate income public housing while the 
public housing objective specifies increases in the 
stock for low income people only. Thus, while this pub
lic housing objective is generally consistent with the 
overall social housing objective in terms of the provi
sion of housing, it is inconsistent with respect to the 
income groups for which the housing is to be provided. 

The remaining objectives for the public housing programs 
specify more precisely the nature of the housing to be 
provided (i.e. that which integrates occupants into the 
community) and the manner in which the housing is to be 
provided (i.e. in the most efficient and effective 
manner). These objectives are not inconsistent with the 
overall social housing objective. 
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ii) Section 44(1)(a) Rent Supplement Program 

The objectives of the rent supplement program are: 

• to provide an alternative to the regular public 
housing projects financed under Sections 40 and 
43/44 programs: 

• to provide accommodation that will most 
effectively integrate public housing occupants 
into a community: 

• to increase the housing stock available to low 
income individuals, families and senior citizens 
by increasing private market accommodations; 

• to reduce provincial demands on the 
Corporation's capital budget funds: and 

• to provide the private sector with the means of 
competing in the public housing field. 

The rent supplement objectives do not explicitly identi
fy the desired end to which the program is directed. 
However, it is stated that the program is intended to 
provide an alternative to regular public housing pro
jects by utilizing private sector accommodation. 
Implicitly then, the desired end is the same as that for 
public housing: to provide decent, safe and sanitary 
housing for low income individuals and families at rents 
they can afford. This was shown to be consistent with 
the objective for the social housing planning element 
with respect to the provision of adequate housing but 
not fully consistent with respect to the target group. 

The rent supplement objectives of integrating public 
housing occupants into the community and increasing the 
housing stock available to low income people are essen
tially the same as the corresponding public housing 
objectives. As indicated above, these objectives are 
generally consistent with the overall social housing 
objective. 

The last two rent supplement objectives are concerned 
with the manner in wI.ich accommodation is to be 
provided. By leasing accommodation from private 
landlords, the program provides a means for private 
sector involvement in the provision of public housing 
and reduces demands on the Corporation's capital 
budget. These objectives do not conflict with the 
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overall social housing objective. While private sector 
participation is not explicitly identified in the 
overall objective, neither is it ruled out. Moreover, 
the rent supplement program is consistent with the 
planning element objective since it involves the 
provision of accommodation in conjunction with the 
provinces. (Program costs are shared with the provinces 
on a 50/50 basis.) Finally, the social housing 
objective does not require that federal capital funds be 
used in the provision of public housing accommodation. 

iii) Sections 15.1/34.18 Non-Profit and Cooperative 
Housing 

The objectives of the non-profit and cooperative 
housing programs operated under Sections 15.1 and 
34.18 of the NHA are: 

• to provide loans and grants to non-profit and 
cooperative housing organizations who, in turn, 
provide appropriate and economical accommodation 
to suit the needs of families, individuals and 
disadvantaged persons of low and moderate 
income; 

• in the case of a non-profit corporation, to 
encourage good project management and 
maintenance for the life of the project. In the 
case of a cooperative organization, to encourage 
tenant/member participation in the management 
and good project maintenance over the life of 
the project; 

• to promote neighbourhood stability by assisting 
communities with the upgrading of existing 
houses without displacing in-situ low and 
moderate income tenants and by assisting 
non-profit and cooperative groups to improve the 
quality of the residential environment for 
families and individuals of low and moderate 
income; and 

• to encourage the integration of families and 
individuals of varying incomes in the projects. 

With respect to the target group, these objectives 
suggest less consistency with the overall social housing 
objective than under the public housing or rent 
supplement programs. The first objective identifies the 
target group as those of low and moderate income, while 
the planning element objective identifies those with 



- 77 -

insufficient income to gain access to adequate housing. 
These groups do not necessarily coincide since both low 
and, particularly, moderate income households may have 
incomes which are sufficient to gain access to adequate 
housing. Also, the last objective is to encourage the 
integration of households with varying incomes in the 
projects. To the extent that the range of incomes 
includes higher income households who can afford 
adequate housing this objective is inconsistent with the 
overall social housing objective. 

The objectives appear to be consistent with the planning 
element objective with respect to the type of housing to 
be provided. While nadequate n housing is not 
specifically mentioned, references to appropriate and 
suitable housing are contained in the first objective 
and other objectives refer to good project management, 
good project maintenance, and upgrading of existing 
houses. Such references imply that the non-profit and 
cooperative programs are intended to provide adequate 
housing. 

The provision of loans and grants is consistent with the 
overall social housing objective of encouraging the 
establishment of non-profit and cooperative housing 
operations. To a large extent, the objectives for the 
Sections 15.1/34.18 programs deal with the manner in 
which the housing operations are to be conducted, such 
as encouraging good project management and tenant/member 
participation and assisting communities with the 
upgrading of existing houses. These objectives provide 
more specific direction than the overall social housing 
objective but are not inconsistent with it. 

The question of affordability is not explicitly 
mentioned in the Sections 15.1/34.18 objectives, 
although one can infer that the housing provided is 
meant to be affordable by its intended client group. 

Additional deep subsidy assistance is provided to 
selected low income households in Sections 15.1 and 
34.18 projects under Section 44(1) (b) of the NHA. The 
objectives for Section 44(1) (b) are: 

• to provide an alternative to regular housing 
projects financed under Section 40 or Sections 
43/44 programs: 

• to integrate public housing occupants within a 
housing project: and 
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• to increase the housing stock available to low 
income people obtaining accommodation in 
non-profit and cooperative housing projects. 

Since Section 44(1)(b) is intended to provide an alter
native to regular public housing, it can be assumed that 
the target group and the type of housing are the same as 
for the public housing programs. Thus, the above com
ments with respect to the public housing objectives ap
ply here as well~ As regards the target group, low in
come is not fully consistent with insufficient income. 
As regards type of housing, decent, safe and sanitary 
housing can be reasonably associated with adequate 
housing. In addition, the public housing objective 
explicitly identifies affordability as a desired end of 
the program. The objectives of integrating public 
housing occupants within a housing project and 
increasing the stock of housing available to low income 
people are not identified in the overall social housing 
objective but are not inconsistent with it. 

iv) Section 56.1 Non-Profit and Cooperative Housing 
Programs 

The objectives of the Section 56.1 housing 
programs, as defined in the program manual, are as 
follows: 

• to provide modest affordable housing appropriate 
to the needs of low and moderate income families 
and individualsi 

to produce housing at mlnlmum costs by 
implementing appropriate cost controls; and 

• to encourage approved lenders to provide capital 
for low income and moderate income housing 
needs. 

The first objective identifies the target group as those 
with low and moderate income. As with the Sections 
15.1/34.18 non-profit and cooperative programs, this 
target group is less consistent with the planning 
element objective than the target group identified under 
the public housing and rent supplement programs. That 
is, there is less overlap between households with low 
and moderate income and those with insufficient income 
to gain access to adequate housing. 

The first objective also identifies the type of housing 
to be provided as that which is appropriate to the needs 
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of those with low and moderate income. Such housing can 
be reasonably associated with the "adequate" housing 
identified in the social housing objective. 

The remaining objectives for Section 56.1 relate to the 
manner in which housing is to be provided: that is, at 
minimum cost and using private capital funds. The 
objectives are more specific than, but not inconsistent 
with, the overall social housing objective. 

v) Section 40 Rural and Native Housing Program 

As stated in the RNH program manual, the program 
objectives are: 

• to ensure adequate housing for low income 
persons in rural areas and small communities 
with a population of 2,500 or less; and 

• to motivate and help the program's clientele to 
solve their housing problems through their own 
organization and efforts by providing the 
opportunity for optimum client involvement in 
the planning and building of the units. 

As indicated above, the designation of low income 
persons as the target group is not fully consistent with 
the target group identified in the social housing 
objective (i.e. those with insufficient income). Apart 
from this, the geographical restriction to rural areas 
and small communities does not conflict with the social 
housing objective. 

With respect to housing quality, the first objective is 
identical to the overall social housing objective: both 
specify adequate housing. Although affordability is not 
explicitly stated, this objective implies that the 
housing would be provided to the low income target group 
at affordable payment levels. 

The second program objective concerns the motivation of 
client groups to solve their housing problems. This 
objective is not reflected in the social housing 
objective, but does not conflict with it. 

3. Summary 

The individual social housing programs were introduced 
at different times; in response to different perceptions 
of social housing problems; under different economic, 
and budgetary conditions; and over a period of 
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changing federal/provincial relations. Moreover, the 
various programs rely on different institutions to pro
vide social housing: governments, the non-profit sector 
and the private sector. It is not surprising, then, 
that individual program objectives are not entirely 
consistent with the overall objective for the Social 
Housing Planning Element, introduced in 1981. Yet, it 
is on the basis of the planning element objective that 
Parliament approves funding for the social housing pro
grams. The extent to which individual program objec
tives are consistent with the overall objective is, 
therefore, an important consideration in this review of 
the programs. Inconsistencies with the planning element 
objective may also help to explain variations in the 
extent to which the various programs are able to achieve 
the overall objective. Table 3.7 summarizes the degree 
to which individual program objectives are consistent 
with the overall social housing objective. 

Individual program objectives are fully consistent with 
the overall objective for the Social Housing Planning 
Element with respect to the provision of adequate 
housing. The overall social housing objective also 
implies that the housing provided should be affordable 
to the target group. Again, the individual program 
objectives are consistent in this regard: affordable 
housing is identified explicitly in the objectives of 
two programs and implicitly in the others. 

The difficulty in terms of consistency lies in the 
identification of the target group. The objectives for 
each individual program identify the target population 
in terms of income groups or classes: either low income 
or low and moderate income. In contrast, the social 
housing objective identifies the target group as those 
with insufficient income to gain access to adequate 
housing. Since low or moderate income households do not 
necessarily have insufficient income, there is not 
complete consistency between the social housing 
objective and the objectives of the individual 
programs. However, there is a higher degree of 
consistency under the public housing and rent supplement 
programs (which focus on low income households) than 
under the non-profit and cooperative programs (which 
focus on low and moderate incoce households). 

The question of target group consistency, together with 
the differences in program objectives, suggests that 
there will be considerable variation among programs in 
achieving the planning element objective. Chapter V of 
this report examines the extent to which each program 
achieves the overall social housing objective. 
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D. THE SOCIAL HOUSING PROGRAMS AND HOUSING PROBLEMS 

The previous sections have established that housing problems 
exist and that there is a legitimate role for government in 
addressing these problems. In this section, program 
rationale is examined in terms of the logical consistency of 
the programs with the housing problems they are intended to 
address. The purpose is to consider whether the social 
housing programs are logically focussed on the housing 
problems identified. This is accomplished by first 
considering whether the social housing objective is 
consistent with the general nature of housing problems and 
identifying how the programs focus on specific aspects of 
housing problems. Next, the logical links between each 
program's outputs and the social housing objective are 
examined. While the social housing objective may be 
accurately focussed on housing problems, the objective 
cannot be achieved unless the appropriate outputs are 
forthcoming. 

1. Social Housing Objective 

The overall social housing objective appears to be aimed 
directly at the housing problems identified above. As 
indicated, the major housing problem in Canada is one of 
affordability. Using the core need approach, it is 
estimated that 18 per cent of Canadian renter households 
were unable to gain access to adequate, uncrowded dwelling 
units without paying more than 30 per cent of their income 
for housing. In comparison, adequacy and crowding problems 
are relatively minor. Inadequate and/or crowded dwelling 
units accounted for only 3.6 per cent of the rental housing 
stock although the extent of the adequacy problem is likely 
underestimated by the crude indicators used. 

As discussed earlier in this Chapter, the social housing 
objective identifies both the desired end of the programs 
and the means for achieving the end. The end-product is the 
provision of assistance to those with insufficient income to 
gain access to adequate housing. Thus, the objective 
clearly focusses on housing problems as defined by the core 
need approach. In addition to the provision of assistance, 
however, the statement of the desired end of the programs 
implies that the assistance should provide access to 
adequate housing, in terms of both quality and space, to 
those receiving it. 
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2. Focus on Housing Problems 

The social housing programs appear to be logically focussed 
on housing problems in terms of both tenure and location. 
As shown above, the problem of affordability is particularly 
prevalent among renters, most of whom reside in large urban 
areas. In comparison, problems of adequacy and crowding are 
relatively minor but occur with greater frequency in rural 
areas, where the dominant form of tenure is ownership. 

With the exception of the rural and native housing program, 
and cooperatives, where the element of common ownership 
exists, the social housing programs are directed exclusively 
to the provision of rental accommodation. All other 
programs provide rental accommodation or access to rental 
accommodation. Moreover, most of the accommodation is 
provided in large urban centres where 65 per cent of renter 
households in need reside. In 1982, about 64 per cent of 
social housing program units were located in metropolitan 
areas of 100,000 and above. 

Housing problems of owners in rural areas are addressed 
through the rural and native housing program. This program 
provides assistance for rehabilitation, emergency repairs 
and new construction in rural areas and urban centres of 
2,500 population and less. The assistance provided enables 
homeowners in need to address problems of adequacy and 
crowding which tend to be concentrated in rural areas. 
Moreover, the focus of the RNH program on ownership housing 
is appropriate since this is the preferred form of tenure in 
rural areas. 

While the social housing programs address the dominant 
housing problems in urban areas, they do not deal directly 
with homeowners experiencing core housing needs. In part, 
this reflects the availability of assistance for homeowners 
under other programs. The residential rehabilitation 
program, for example, permits urban homeowners to address 
adequacy problems. In addition, the Canada Mortgage Renewal 
Plan assists homeowners faced with affordability problems 
when renewing mortgages. 

There are, however, no federal programs aimed at homeowners 
without mortgages who experience affordability problems. 
While the incidence of core housing need is much lower for 
this tenure type than for renters, the number of households 
involved is substantial. Estimates of core housing need 
based on the Family Expenditure Survey, 1978, indicate that 
about 159,000 homeowners without mortgages were in core 
housing need, as opposed to 356,000 renters. Owners without 
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mortgages tend to be elderly persons with lower than average 
incomes but with higher than average equity positions. 
Although the social housing programs do not provide direct 
assistance to such households they do provide an affordable 
alternative to homeownership. 

To summarize, the social housing programs appear to be 
accurately focussed on housing problems. In urban areas, 
where the major problem is affordability among renters, the 
programs provide rental units and assistance to those who 
reside in them. Moreover, most program activity is directed 
toward renters in urban areas. The social housing programs 
also provide alternatives to homeowners in urban areas who 
are experiencing affordability problems, but who are 
ineligible for assistance under other programs. In rural 
areas, where the incidence of inadequate and crowded units 
is high and homeownership is the dominant tenure type, the 
RNH programs provide assistance primarily to homeowners, for 
rehabilitation of existing units, emergency repairs and new 
construction. 



CHAPTER IV 

CHARACTERISTICS OF OCCUPANTS 

The description of the social housing programs presented in 
Chapter II indicates considerable variation among programs with 
respect to intended target groups and principal actors involved 
in program operation. At the same time, there exists much 
latitude within programs to focus on various household types or 
age groups. The wide diversity of programs within the social 
housing planning element suggests that differences can be 
expected in the client profiles of the programs. The purpose of 
this chapter is to present basic information on the chara1teris
tics of households served by the social housing programs. 
Households are described in terms of age, family type, income, 
occupation and education. Differences between rent-geared-to
income (RGI) and market rent tenants under the non-profit and 
cooperative programs are also noted. 

Information on clients served under the rural and native housing 
program is not presented in this Chapter. Since RNH clients 
were not included in the 1982 survey of social housing programs, 
comparable data are not available. Readers are referred t~ the 
1980 RNH Review for a description of program participants. 

The results of statistical tests performed to determine the 
significance of differences among programs with respect to key 
variables are presented in Appendix C. The tests (Chi Square 
and t-tests) reveal statistically significant differences among 
programs as well as between all social housing occupants and all 
renters with respect to income, age and household type 
distributions and with respect to average income. 

1. In this study, the Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative 
program is treated as a single program. However, Section 
56.1 comprises three different program types which 
correspond to the types of organizations which operate the 
housing projects: public non-profit, private non-profit and 
cooperative. Comparative information on the characteristics 
and performance of each program type can be found in Section 
56.1 Non-Profit and Cooperative Housing Program Evaluation, 
CMHC, November 1983. It should be noted that there are 
major differences among the three Section 56.1 program types 
with respect to clientele served. 

2. Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Rural and Native 
Housing Rpview, Unpublished Report, 1980. 
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A. AGE 

Heads of households occupying social housing units tend to 
be concentrated in the oldest age groups (Table 4.1). About 
47 per cent of household heads are 65 years of age or older 
as opposed to only 15 per cent for renter households 
generally. At the other end of the age scale, the programs 
have a much lower concentration of household heads aged 34 
or less in relation to that for all renter households. 

Among the social housing programs, the Section 56.1 
non-profit and cooperative program has a much higher 
concentration of households in the youngest age groups. 
More than 40 per cent of household heads are 34 years of age 
or less as opposed to about 20 per cent for the other 
programs. With respect to the oldest age group, the 
situation is reversed. Only 27 per cent of Section 56.1 
households are 65 years of age or older, while elderly 
households comprise at least 45 per cent of tenants in each 
of the other programs. Further, under Section 56.1, the age 
distribution of RGI and market rent tenants is almost 
identical. The Sections 15.1/34.18 non-profit and 
cooperative programs have the highest concentration of 
elderly households. 

B. HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

In relation to all renter households, the programs serve a 
high proportion of individual, female-led households and 
single parent female-led households (Table 4.2). Also, over 
80 per cent of the individual female-led households 
accommodated under the programs are elderly persons aged 65 
or above. Individual male-led households and families both 
with and without children, are present in social housing to 
a lesser degree than their representation among renter 
households generally. 

Among the different social housing programs, the Section 
56.1 non-profit and cooperative program serves the highest 
proportion of families, both with and without children, but 
serves individual female-led households to a much lesser 
extent than the other programs. The highest concentration 
of these latter households is found in the Sections 
15.1/34.18 non-profit and cooperative projects where more 
than one-half of the households are individual, female-led. 
This is consistent with the observation, noted above, that 
the highest concentration of elderly households is also 
found in the Sections 15.1/34.18 projects. 

The highest concentrations (about 25 per cent) of 
female-led, single parent households are found in the public 



T
a
b

le
 

4
.1

 
D

is
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
 

o
f 

S
o

c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

O
c
c
u

p
a
n

ts
 

a
n

d
 

A
ll

 
R

e
n

te
r 

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s 

b
y

 
A

ge
 

o
f 

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
 

H
ea

d
 

A
g

e 
o

f 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

 
P

u
b

li
c
 

R
e
n

t 
N

o
n

-P
ro

fi
t/

 
N

o
n

-P
ro

fi
t/

 
T

o
ta

l 
A

ll
 

H
ea

d
 

H
o

u
si

n
g

 
S

u
p

p
le

m
e
n

t 
C

o
o

p
e
ra

ti
v

e
 

C
o

o
p

e
ra

ti
v

e
 

S
o

c
ia

l 
R

e
n

te
rs

 
4

0
/4

3
 

4
4

(1
)(

a
) 

l5
.1

L
3

4
.1

8
 

5
6

.1
 

H
o

u
si

n
g

 
N

o
n

-
N

o
n

-
R

G
I1

 
R

G
I 

A
ll

 
R

G
I1

 
R

G
I 

A
ll

 

0
-2

4
 

3
.1

 
4

.1
 

2
.3

 
5

.8
 

4
.3

 
8

.3
 

1
1

. 
2 

9
.8

 
3

.8
 

1
8

.2
 

2
5

-3
4

 
1

7
.4

 
1

6
.4

 
1

5
.0

 
2

1
.1

 
1

7
.5

 
3

2
.5

 
3

3
.3

 
3

2
.1

 
1

8
.1

 
3

0
.7

 

3
5

-4
4

 
1

4
.7

 
9

.2
 

1
0

.7
 

8
.8

 
9

.0
 

1
6

.0
 

1
4

.9
 

1
5

.3
 

1
3

.0
 

1
3

.8
 

4
5

-5
4

 
9

.7
 

7
.2

 
6

.1
 

3
.9

 
4

.5
 

8
.0

 
8

.0
 

7
.3

 
8

.2
 

1
1

.1
 

5
5

-6
4

 
1

0
.2

 
1

7
.1

 
1

0
.5

 
6

.7
 

8
.3

 
8

.5
 

8
.2

 
8

.8
 

1
0

.2
 

1
0

.2
 

6
5

 
a
n

d
 

O
v

e
r 

4
5

.7
 

4
6

.0
 

5
5

.4
 

5
3

.6
 

5
6

.4
 

2
6

.7
 

2
4

.5
 

2
6

.8
 

4
6

.8
 

1
5

.9
 

1 
R

G
I 

o
r 

a
s
s
is

te
d

 
h

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s 
a
re

 
h

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s 
w

h
ic

h
 

in
d

ic
a
te

d
 

in
 

th
e
 

O
c
c
u

p
a
n

t 
S

u
rv

e
y

s 
th

a
t 

th
e
ir

 
re

n
ts

 
o

r 
o

c
c
u

p
a
n

c
y

 
c
h

a
rg

e
s 

a
re

 
d

e
te

rm
in

e
d

 
o

n
 

th
e
 

b
a
s
is

 
o

f 
h

o
u

se
h

o
ld

 
in

c
o

m
e
. 

T
h

a
t 

is
, 

h
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s 

p
a
y

in
g

 
R

e
n

t-
G

e
a
re

d
-t

o
-I

n
c
o

m
e
. 

S
o

u
rc

e
s:

 
S

o
c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

O
c
c
u

p
a
n

t 
S

u
rv

e
y

s 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

, 
In

co
m

e,
 

F
a
c
il

it
ie

s
 

a
n

d
 

E
q

u
ip

m
e
n

t 
1

9
8

0
 

M
ic

ro
 

D
at

a 
F

il
e
 

(H
IF

E
 

(1
9

8
0

»
. 

0
)
 

-..
J 



T
ab

le
 

4
.2

 
D

is
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
 o

f 
S

o
c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

O
cc

u
p

an
ts

 
an

d
 

A
ll

 
R

e
n

te
r 

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s 

by
 

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
 

T
yp

e 
(P

er
 

C
en

t)
 

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
 

P
u

b
li

c
 

R
en

t 
N

o
n

-P
ro

fi
t/

 
N

o
n

-P
ro

fi
t/

 
T

yp
e 

H
o

u
si

n
g

 
S

u
p

p
le

m
en

t 
C

o
o

p
e
ra

ti
v

e
 

C
o

o
p

e
ra

ti
v

e
 

4
0

/4
3

 
4

4
(1

)(
a
) 

l5
.l

L
3

4
.l

8
 

5
6

.1
 

N
on

-
N

on
-

R
G

II
 

R
G

I 
A

ll
 

R
G

II
 

R
G

I 
A

ll
 

U
n

at
ta

ch
ed

 
In

d
iv

id
u

a
l(

s)
 

M
al

e 
S

.7
 

1
1

. 7
 

1
1

. 6
 

1
4

.0
 

1
3

.7
 

6
.S

 
1

0
.8

 
8

.7
 

F
em

al
e 

3
6

.3
 

4
6

.4
 

4
7

.1
 

5
2

.5
 

5
1

. 2
 

2
6

.7
 

2
4

.4
 

2
6

.9
 

F
am

il
y

 
N

o 
C

h
il

d
re

n
 

1
0

.0
 

1
0

.3
 

1
3

.2
 

1
4

.7
 

1
3

.2
 

1
5

.5
 

1
9

.9
 

1
7

.9
 

W
it

h
 

C
h

il
d

re
n

 
1

9
.6

 
4

.5
 

1
1

.3
 

1
1

.9
 

1
0

.9
 

2
7

.5
 

3
2

.0
 

2
9

.2
 

S
in

g
le

 
P

a
re

n
t 

M
al

e 
0

.7
 

0
.2

 
1

.5
 

0
.4

 
0

.8
 

1
.0

 
1

.5
 

1
.3

 
F

em
al

e 
2

5
.8

 
2

5
.4

 
1

3
.5

 
4

.7
 

8
.3

 
2

0
.8

 
9

.1
 

1
3

.8
 

O
th

er
s 

1
.9

 
1

.5
 

1
.8

 
1

.9
 

1
.9

 
2

.0
 

2
.2

 
2

.2
 

T
o

ta
l 

S
o

c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

8
.1

 
3

9
.9

 

1
1

.4
 

1
7

.1
 

0
.7

 
2

0
.9

 

1
.9

 

1 
R

G
I 

re
fe

rs
 

to
 

h
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s 

p
ay

in
g

 
R

en
t-

G
ea

re
d

-t
o

-I
n

co
m

e.
 

S
ee

 
fo

o
tn

o
te

, 
T

ab
le

 
4

.1
. 

S
o

u
rc

e
s:

 
S

o
c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

O
cc

u
p

an
t 

S
u

rv
ey

 
H

IF
E

 
(1

9
8

0
) 

A
ll

 
R

e
n

te
rs

 

1
7

.4
 

2
3

.6
 

2
0

.3
 

2
4

.8
 

co
 

co
 

1
.1

 
9

.0
 

3
.7

 



- 89 -

housing and rent supplement programs. In contrast, the 
frequency of such households under the Sections 15.1/34.18 
programs is only 8 per cent and under Section 56.1, 14 per 
cent. However, under both the non-profit/cooperative 
programs, the incidence of single, mother-led households is 
higher among RGI tenants: 14 per cent of Sections 
15.1/34.18 RGI tenants and 21 per cent of Section 56.1 
tenants are female-led, single parent households. 

C. INCOME 

Considering the incomes of all household types and age 
groups together, it is evident that the incomes of social 
housing occupants are substantially lower than the incomes 
of renter households generally (Table 4.3).1 Grouping all 
programs together, the average income in 1981 was $10,518 or 
just over one-half the average for all renters. There is, 
however, wide variation in incomes among the individual 
social housing programs. Rent Supplement and public housing 
households have average incomes less than one half the all 
renter average, while the Section 56.1 non-profit and 
cooperative households have the highest average income, 
amounting to 84 per cent of the average for renter 
households generally. 

It should be noted that the incomes of RGI (assisted) 
households under the two non-profit/cooperative programs are 
considerably lower than the incomes of non-RGI (unassisted) 
households served by these programs. Table 4.3 indicates 
that the average income of Sections 15.1/34.18 RGI 
households is close to the average for public housing 
tenants. The average income of RGI tenants under Section 
56.1, however, is about 50 per cent higher than that of 
public housing occupants, all of whom pay rent based on 
their income. 

1. The income data for social housing occupants presented in 
this section are generally consistent with income statistics 
from other surveys of public housing and cooperative 
households conducted by government agencies and non-profit 
organizations. A comparison of income data from these other 
sources with the income data from the Surveys of Social 
Housing Occupants is presented in Appendix D. 
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By virtue of its design, the Section 56.1 program has the 
potential to serve a lower income clientele over time. As 
projects mature, and market rents approach and exceed 
economic rents, more subsidy funds become available to 
assist those with low incomes. The extent to which these 
additional subsidies may actually be used by non-profit and 
cooperative groups to accommodate lower income households in 
the future cannot be determined although experience under 
the previous non-profit and cooperative programs may provide 
some indication. The Section 15.1/34.18 programs also have 
the potential to serve a lower income clientele over time 
but it appears that this potential has not been realized, at 
least over the period 1976 to 1981. In 1976, the average 
income of Sections 15.1/34.18 households l amounted to $7,112 
or 64.5 per cent of the average income of all renters 
(families and unattached individuals) as estimated by 
Statistics Canada. By 1981, the Sections 15.1/34.18 average 
income was $12,558 (Table 4.3) or 69.8 per cent of the 
Statistics Canada average income for all renters in 19822 
These data indicate that the average income of Sections 
15.1/34.18 households in relation to all renters has not 
decreased over time. Of course, the Section 56.1 program 
may be more successful in serving a lower income clientele 
over time since the program design is quite different from 
Sections 15.1/34.18. Nevertheless, while the potential to 
serve more low income households exists, the extent to which 
this potential will be reliazed is unknown. 

The relatively low average incomes of program households 
suggests that social housing occupants are concentrated in 
lower incomes groups. The income distribution of social 
housing occupants in relation to all renter households is 
presented in Table 4.4, which shows the percentage of 
program households with incomes in each income quintile as 
defined for all renter households. Income quintiles divide 
the population of all renter households into five groups of 
equal size based on income. The boundaries separating the 
quintiles for all renter households, estimated from the 
Household Income, Facilities and Equipment (HIFE) Data file 
for 1980,3 are as follows: 

1. from National Survey of Clients 
and Coo erative Housin in Canada 

2. Statistics Canada, Income Distributions by Size in Canada, 
Catalogue 13-207 Annual (1976, 1981) Minister of Supply and 
Services Canada, 1983. 

3. Household income data from the 1980 HIFE file were updated 
to 1981 using changes in the index of industrial wages by 
province. (See Note 3, Appendix B.) 
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Quintile 
1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 

- 92 -

Upper Boundary for 
Renter Households 

$ 7,753 
$14,625 
$21,500 
$30,350 

Renter households with incomes equal to or less than $7,753 
in 1981 fall into the first quintile and represent 20 per 
cent of all renter households. Other quintiles are 
interpreted in a similar manner. 

Examination of Table 4.4 reveals that households served by 
the social housing programs are indeed concentrated in the 
lowest income groups. About 50 per cent of all program 
households fall into the lowest income quintile as opposed 
to 20 per cent of all renter households. Considering the 
1st and 2nd quintiles together, the concentration of program 
households in these two lowest quintiles is almost twice 
that for the population of renter households generally. In 
contrast, only 21 per cent of program households are 
situated in the top three quintiles as opposed to 60 per 
cent of all renter households. 

Table 4.4 shows considerable variation among the individual 
programs in terms of the quintile distribution of households 
served. The rent supplement program has the highest 
concentration of households in the lowest income quintile, 
followed by the public housing programs with more than 
one-half of households served in the first quintile. In 
contrast, the first quintile contains 37 per cent of 
households served under the 1973 Non-Profit and Cooperative 
Program and only 21 per cent of Section 56.1 non-profit and 
cooperative households. 

Considering the 1st and 2nd quintiles together, over 95 per 
cent of all rent supplement households fall into this group 
as opposed to only 47 per cent of Section 56.1 non-profit 
and cooperative households. The public housing programs 
also have a high concentration of households (about 84 per 
cent) in the two lowest quintiles. With respect to the 
higher income quintiles, the situation is, of course, 
reversed, with the highest concentrations occurring under 
the 1978 and 1973 non-profit and cooperative programs. The 
Section 56.1 program has the highest c~~centration of 
households in the two highest quintiles (29 per cent) but 
this is still lower than the 40 per cent of all renter 
households situated in these quintiles. However, the 
Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative program has the most 
uniform distribution of households among the income 
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quintiles. In effect, the income distribution of these 
households approaches that for all renter households. 

Again, it should be noted that assisted or RGI tenants under 
the non-profit and cooperative programs have lower incomes 
than market rent tenants. Consequently, those paying rents 
geared to income are more heavily concentrated in the lowest 
income groups. Sixty per cent of RGI tenants under Section 
56.1 fall into the two lowest income quintiles as opposed to 
only 36 per cent of market rent tenants. Under Sections 
15.1/34.18, 80 per cent of RGI households fall into the 
first two income quintiles as opposed to 56 per cent of 
market rent tenants. The income profile of RGI tenants 
served under Section 15.1/34.18 closely resembles that of 
public housing occupants, all of whom pay rents geared to 
income. RGI tenants under Section 56.1, however, have 
higher incomes than public housing tenants and are not as 
highly concentrated in the lowest income groups. 

Differences among programs with respect to client incomes 
and income distribution are attributable in part to 
different program objectives. The two non-profit and 
cooperative programs are intended to serve both low and 
moderate income households. These programs also aim to 
achieve a mix of households with varying incomes. In 
contrast, the rent supplement and public housing programs 
are focussed on low income households only. Given the 
diversity of the programs, differences in the income profile 
of clients are to be expected. 

The income profiles under the various programs also reflect 
the nature of the clientele served. Section 56.1, for 
example, serves the highest proportion of families with 
children (Table 4.2), which are usually in the prime income 
generating years. Hence, the incomes of Section 56.1 
households would be expected to be higher than programs 
which serve smaller proportions of this household type. At 
the same time, Section 56.1 serves the lowest proportion of 
elderly household (Table 4.1) and household comprised of 
individuals (Table 4.2), which generally have lower earning 
capacities than family households. In contrast, the rent 
supplement program serves the lowest proportion of family 
households and has the lowest income profile. While 
differences in the household type and age composition of 
clients may explain much of the difference in income levels, 
it is also possible that differences in income may occur 
among programs even within a given age group or household 
type. Such differences are examined in the following 
section. 
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D. INCOME BY REGION, AGE AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

The aggregate income values shown in Tables 4.3 and 4.4 
provide useful information on the incomes of social housing 
program participants in relation to other renters. However, 
the use of aggregate, national values masks differences in 
income levels by region, age and type of household. To 
provide a more detailed picture, the average incomes of 
program households are presented according to these 
characteristics. 

Considering all programs together, the highest average 
income for program households occurs in Qu~bec followed in 
order by the Prairies, Ontario, British Columbia and the 
Atlantic region (Table 4.5). However, this pattern varies 
considerably when individual programs are considered. For 
example, while Ontario has the third highest average income 
when all programs are grouped together, it has the highest 
average income for Sections 15.1/34.18 households. 
Similarly, British Columbia, with the second lowest average 
income over all programs, has the highest average income for 
rent supplement tenants. Of course, the average income of 
all program households in each region reflects the 
distribution of households among the various programs. At 
the time of the social housing occupant survey, rent 
supplement accounted for only 5 per cent of all social 
housing units in British Columbia while Sections 15.1/34.18 
accounted for about 50 per cent. 

To a certain extent, the high overall average income in 
Qu~bec reflects the absence of rent supplement households in 
this province from the survey of social housing occupants. 
Qu~bec has about 3,000 rent supplement units but specific 
information on these units was unavailable at the time the 
survey was conducted. Since rent supplement households have 
lower incomes on average than other programs, the exclusion 
of these households results in an upward bias for the 
overall average income of program households in Qu~bec. 

Within regions, differences among programs generally reflect 
those at the national level with Section 56.1 households 
having the highest average income, followed by Sections 
15.1/34.18 and public housing. Rent supplement households 
have the lowest incomes. In each region, the incomes of 
social housing households are much lower than the incomes of 
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all renter households (Table 4.6). Average income is lowest 
relative to the regional average for all renters in British 
Columbia and the Atlantic and highest in Quebec and the 
Prairies. Differences among programs within regions reflect 
those at the national level, with Section 56.1 households 
having the highest average income, followed by Sections 
15.1/34.18, public housing and rent supplement households 
with the lowest average income l • 

Incomes of social housing occupants vary by age as well as 
by region. As shown in Table 4.7, the average income of 
social housing occupants is less than the average for all 
renters in each age-of-household-head group. Considering 
all programs together, average income is lowest for 
households in the 65 and over age group. However, these 
households have higher incomes in relation to all renter 
households in their age group than program households in the 
three age groups between 35 and 64 years of age (Table 4.8). 
Program households in the youngest age group are closest to 
all renter households in their age group with respect to 
average income. 

These patterns generally prevail for each individual 
program, although there are some exceptions. For example, 
the average income of households in the youngest age groups, 
for both rent supplement and Sections 15.1/34.18 is lower 
relative to the average for all renters in this age group 
than the average income of households in the oldest age 
group. 

Within each age group, differences among programs generally 
reflect the patterns shown in Table 4.3: Section 56.1 
households have the highest average income followed in order 
by Sections 15.1/34.18, public housing and rent supplement 
households. This pattern generally holds as well when the 
average income is expressed as a percentage of the average 
income of all renters in each group. 

Household income also varies by type of household. 
Generally, family households have higher incomes than either 
individuals or single parent households since there could be 
more than than one wage earner. Also, families with 
children are more likely to be in the prime earnings years 
and hence have higher incomes than families without children 
which include lower-income, senior citizen households. 
Among individuals and single parent households, those headed 
by males are more likely to have higher incomes than those 
headed by females. 

1. An exception to this pattern occurs in British Columbia 
where the average income of Sections 15.1/34.18 non-profit 
and cooperative households is about the same as that for 
public housing. 
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The average income data for all renter households shown in 
Table 4.9 reflect these expectations. Moreover, the data 
for the social housing programs, both individually and 
together, reveal the same pattern. Also, for any given 
household type, Section 56.1 households usually have the 
highest income, followed in order by Sections 15.1/34.18, 
public housing and rent supplement households. l 

Examination of the average income of social housing 
occupants by household type relative to the average income 
of all renters in each household type indicates considerable 
variation among household types (Table 4.10). Female-led 
single parent households have the highest average income 
relative to all renters of this type, particularly those 
served by the Section 56.1 program. However, it must be 
recalled that the average income of all renter households of 
this type is very low (Table 4.9). Families without 
children and male-led single parent families have the lowest 
income relative to all renter households although the all 
renter averages for these household types are relatively 
high. Among individual programs, the average incomes of 
Section 56.1 male-led individuals and single parent 
households amount to more than 90 per cent of the average 
for all renters of this type. This is also the case for 
female-led single parent households under the Sections 
15.1/34.18 program. In contrast, male-led individual 
households and families with children served through the 
rent supplement program have the lowest average incomes 
relative to all renters of this type. 

E. SOURCE OF INCOME 

The most important source of income for social housing 
occupants is retirement income. Some form of retirement 
income, alone or in combination with other retirement income 
sources, was identified by 42 per cent of all households as 
their main source of income (Table 4.11). For the most 
part, these households relied on government-sponsored 
retirement income sources such as Old Age Security and the 
Canada Pension Plan. 2 The heavy reliance on retirement 
income is to be expected given the age distribution of 
social housing occupants. As shown in Table 4.1, about 47 
per cent of household heads were 65 years of age or older. 

1. Exceptions to this pattern occur for the female-led, single 
parents and other households categories. 

2. Less than one per cent of households identified private 
pensions as a single main source of income although private 
pensions were identified by 3.4 per cent of households as a 
multiple source of income in combination with government
sponsored plans. Similarly, about 8.4 per cent of 
households identified earnings from investments and savings 
uS a main source of income in combination with government 
sponsored plans. 
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About 26 per cent of all respondents identified earnings 
from employment as the main source of income, while 15 per 
cent relied mainly on social assistance. Other sources of 
income, including payments from estranged spouses and 
relatives, were identified by 16 per cent of respondents as 
the main source of household income. 

The extent of reliance on the different sources of income 
varies considerably among the social housing programs. The 
rent supplement and Sections 15.1/34.18, non-profit and 
cooperative programs, which have the highest concentrations 
of elderly households, exhibit greater than average reliance 
on retirement income. In contrast, only 22 per cent of 
households served through the Section 56.1 non-profit and 
cooperative programs relied on retirement income sources. 
Even among Section 56.1 RGI tenants, only 24 per cent 
identified some form of retirement income as their main 
income source. 

The greatest variation among the programs in terms of 
reliance on a particular income source is with respect to 
employment earnings. The proportion of households relying 
mainly on earnings from employment ranges from 14 per cent 
under rent supplement to 57 per cent under Section 56.1. To 
a certain extent, this difference reflects the different age 
composition of households under the two programs. About 78 
per cent of Section 56.1 household heads are in the main 
wage and salary earning years (i.e. less than 65 years of 
age) as opposed to 54 per cent under rent supplement. How
ever, it is also evident from Table 4.11 that a much higher 
proportion of rent supplement households in these age cate
gories rely on social assistance as their main source of in
come. It should also be noted that the higher proportion of 
Section 56.1 households relying on employment earnings can
not be attributed solely to the presence of market rent te
nants. Over 50 per cent of Section 56.1 RGI tenants identi
fied earnings from employment as their main source of 
income. 

Differences in sources of income among the programs are 
closely associated with the differences in average household 
income by program shown in Table 4.3 above. Those programs 
with a greater proportion of households relying on 
employment earnings also display higher average and median 
household incomes. This is to be expected since earnings 
from employment usually generate higher incomes than other 
sources. Further, the extent of reliance on employment 
income depends in turn on the age distribution of household 
heads. 
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Examination of average household income by income source, 
however, reveals large differences among programs even 
within each source of income category (Table 4.12). Within 
the employment category, for example, Section 56.1 
households have the highest average incomes, followed in 
order by Sections 15.1/34.18, public housing and rent 
supplement households. This pattern generally holds for the 
other source of income categories although the average 
income of households relying on social assistance is about 
the same for all programs. Moreover, the pattern is the 
same as that shown in Table 4.3 when all households in each 
program are grouped together regardless of income source. 

It appears that the non-profit and cooperative programs, 
particularly Section 56.1, serve a generally higher income 
clientele, even after considering the age distribution of 
households and income sources. 

F. OCCUPATION 

The variation among programs in average household income for 
households relying mainly on earnings from employment may be 
due to occupation. Table 4.13 presents the distribution of 
household main wage earners among major occupation 
categories. Considering all programs together, about 71 per 
cent of main wage earners were in blue collar or 
sales/clerical occupations and about 18 per cent were in 
higher paying occupations such as teacher/accountant/nurse, 
supervisor/foreman or the manager/professional category. 
The two non-profit/cooperative programs, however, have a 
greater concentration of wage earners in the higher paying 
categories with Sections 15.1/34.18 programs having 
the highest concentration of wage earners in these 
occupation groups (33 per cent), followed by Section 56.1 
non-profit/cooperative program (29 per cent). 

The high concentration of Section 15.1/34.18 wage earners in 
the higher wage occupation groups suggests that these 
households would have higher incomes than Section 56.1 
households. As we have seen in Table 4.12, however, Section 
56.1 households relying on employment earnings as the main 
sources of income have higher average incomes than Sections 
15.1/34.18 households. This is because there is 
considerable variation in income within occupation groups. 
Thus, while the Section 56.1 program has a slightly lower 
concentration of households in the high wage occupations 
than the Sections 15.1/34.18 program, the average income of 
these housholds is higher (Table 4.14). The same pattern of 
high to low average income among the programs holds within 
occupation groups, with Section 56.1 households followed by 
Sections 15.1/34.18, public housing and rent supplement 
households. 
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G. EDUCATION 

As shown in Table 4.15 almost two-thirds of all respondents 
to the social housing survey did not graduate from high 
school. As with age, source of income and occupation, 
however, there is considerable variation among the 
programs. The proportion of high school graduates is 
highest for the two non-profit and cooperative programs and 
lowest for the public housing and rent supplement programs. 
About 55 per cent of Section 56.1 respondents had graduated 
from high school or completed some higher level of education 
as opposed to only 27 per cent of rent supplement 
respondents. Even among Section 56.1 RGI tenants, 48 per 
cent had completed high school or better. 

The data on level of education by program shown in Table 
4.15 are consistent with the average incomes of households 
under the various programs (see Table 4.3). Those programs 
with greater proportions of respondents indicating high 
school graduation or better as the highest level of 
education achieved, also have higher average household 
incomes. The positive association of income with education 
is illustrated in Table 4.16. For each program, average 
household income increases with the level of education of 
the respondents. However, Table 4.16 also shows that for 
any given level of education completed, there are large 
differences in household incomes among the programs. 

The educational achievement of households whose main source 
of income is earnings from employment is considerably higher 
than households relying on other income sources. Less than 
one-half of those respondents relying on employment earnings 
had not completed high school as opposed to two-thirds of 
all respondents. Again, there is much variation among pro
grams. Respondents from the two non-profit and cooperative 
programs have generally higher levels of education than 
public housing or rent supplement respondents. It is also 
apparent that the level of education attained by households 
relying on employment income is positively correlated with 
income. This holds for each program. However, for any 
given level of education completed, the income of Section 
56.1 non-profit and cooperative households is highest and 
that of rent supplement households is lowest. 

H. SUMMARY 

In relation to the general population of renter households, 
the social housing programs as a group serve higher 
proportions of elderly households, female individual and 
single mother-led households and lower income households. 
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There are, however, major differences among programs. The 
Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative program serves a 
much lower proportion of elderly households (and, hence, a 
higher proportion of households in the youngest age groups) 
than the other programs. With respect to household type, 
Section 56.1 serves individual female households to a much 
lesser extent than the other programs but serves a higher 
proportion of families both with and without children. Rent 
supplement and public housing tenants have the lowest 
average incomes, while Section 56.1 households have the 
highest. The presence of market rent tenants contributes to 
the high average income of Section 56.1 households but even 
those households paying rent geared to income have much 
higher incomes than rent supplement and public housing 
tenants. The high incomes of Section 56.1 households 
relative to those served by the other programs reflect 
several factors: a higher percentage of Section 56.1 
households are employed, are in higher-paying occupations 
and have higher levels of education. Moreover, comparisons 
among programs for identical sources of income, occupations 
and educational levels indicate that even after considering 
these factors, Section 56.1 households have higher incomes 
than other program households. 

To a certain extent, these differences in clientele are a 
reflection of the diversity of the programs themselves. As 
shown in Chapter II, the programs focus on different target 
groups, rely on a range of actors for program delivery and 
operation, and represent a variety of program design 
features. Under these circumstances, major differences 
among program clientele are to be expected. 



CHAPTER V 

ACHIEVEMENT OF THE SOCIAL HOUSING OBJECTIVE 

Perhaps the key issue to be examined in this review is whether 
the programs are serving the target group specified in the 
social housing objective. To address this issue, it is first 
necessary to establish a definition of "insufficient income to 
gain access to adequate housing". Once established, the 
definition is used to identify the proportion of social housing 
clients under each program which fall into this category. 

While the provision of assistance to a target group is 
explicitly stated in the social housing objective, the amount of 
assistance to be provided is not. However, the objective 
implies that enough assistance would be provided to recipients 
to alleviate the problem of insufficient income to afford 
adequate housing. Thus, a subsidiary issue is whether the 
programs provide affordable housing. The approach is to 
determine the proportion of households in each program which pay 
more than a standard percentage of their income for rent. 

A third issue concerns the provision of adequate housing. 
Adequate housing can be interpreted as housing which meets 
physical standards relating to health and safety.l Adequacy 
could best be determined by having qualified inspectors examine 
the physical condition of buildings and units in relation to 
standards. Such an approach was not feasible for purposes of 
this study. The approach taken here is to examine the views of 
occupants on the physical condition of their housing. The 
extent to which occupants experience crowding as well as their 
satisfaction with the housing provided are also examined as 
indicators of adequacy. 

A. INSUFFICIENT INCOME 

Households receiving assistance through the social housing 
programs are intended to be those with insufficient income 
to gain access to adequate housing. In this study, 
households that would have to pay more than a certain 
percentage of their income to gain access to adequate 
housing in their area are considered to have insufficient 

1. The programs ensure that adequate housing is provided 
initially through compliance with re~idential standards 
specified for new and existing housing. However, 
deterioration of dwellings can occur and is likely to be most 
evident in the older public housing stock. 
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income. To estimate the threshold or cut-off level below 
which households are considered to have insufficient income, 
two key parameters are required. First, the critical 
rent-to-income or affordability ratio is necessary. Second, 
the cost or rent for adequate, uncrowded housing in the area 
in which the client resides must be determined. Given these 
parameters, the level of income required by a household to 
gain access to adequate housing without paying an inordinate 
proportion of income for housing can be determined. The 
incomes of clients, obtained from the social housing survey, 
are then compared to the required or threshold income level 
to determine the extent to which the programs achieve the 
social housing objective. 

This procedure for assessing the achievement of the social 
housing objective is fully consistent with the statement of 
the objective. Moreover, the procedure follows the 
definition of core housing need used in Chapter III to 
measure the extent of housing problems in Canada. In 
effect, the number of social housing occupants who would be 
in core housing need if required to pay norm rents in their 
locales is estimated. 

It should be noted however, that the approach used here is 
subject to the same limitations as the core housing need 
estimates: the estimates are based on a sample of 
households from each program, the choice of an appropriate 
rent-to-income ratio is essentially arbitrary, and the norm 
rents are based on only two settlement size categories in 
each region. l Thus, the estimates of insufficient income 
presented here are intended to provide an indication of the 
relative performance of the programs rather than precise 
estimates for each program. 

As indicated in Chapter III, the choice of an appropriate 
rent-to-income ratio for estimating core housing need is 
essentially arbitrary. Whatever ratio is chosen, the 
implicit assumption is that the amount of income remaining 
after payment of rent is sufficient for a household to 
purchase other basic necessities. Yet, the income required 
for other elements in the cost of living is likely to vary 
by household size and age of members of the household. 
Because the choice of a rent-to-income ratio is arbitrary, 

1. These limitations are documented in Chapter III, pp. 58,59. 
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estimates of core need among social housing occupants are 
presented for two rent-to-income ratios: 30 per cent and 25 
per cent. 

The average rent for an adequate, uncrowded unit is 
estimated for each household size, by region and size of 
settlement using data from the Household Income, Facilities 
and Equipment (HIFE) data file for 1980. This is referred 
to as the norm rent since it is attached to a dwelling urit 
meeting shelter norms in terms of adequacy and crowding. 
These norm rents are then updated to 1981 to be consistent 
with the 1981 income data from the survey of social housing 
occupants. 

Table 5.1 presents a breakdown, by program, of the incidence 
of social housing households with insufficient income to 
gain access to adequate housing, for both the 25 per cent 
and 30 per cent rent-to-income ratio criteria. Using the 30 
per cent criterion and considering all programs together, 
the percentage of occupants with insufficient income is 
about 70 per cent. There is, however, wide variation among 
the different programs. The rent supplement program, with 
92 per cent of clients having insufficient income, is most 
effective in focussing on the target group, followed by the 
public housing programs where three-quarters of all 
households fall into the target group. The non-profit and 
cooperative programs are least effective in serving those 
with insufficient income, although more than one-half of 
those served through the 1973 programs (Sections 15.1/34.18) 
are in the target group. In contrast, only one-third of the 
occupants of Section 56.1 projects had insufficient incomes. 

1. See Chapter III, p. 58 for more detail on the calculation of 
norm rents. 
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Table 5.1 Incidence of Client Households with Insufficient 
Income to Gain Access to Adequate Housing, by 
Program, Using 30 Per Cent and 25 Per Cent 
Rent-to-Income Ratio Criteria 

Program 

Public Housing 40/43 

Rent Supplement 44(1)(a) 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 

RGI Households 
Non-RGI Households 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 
56.1 

RGI Households 
Non-RGI Households 

Total Social Housing 

All Renters 

30 
Rent-to-Income Criteria 

Per Cent 25 Per Cent 

76.1 84.0 

91.7 95.9 

56.0 64.7 

74.5 83.2 
39.5 48.5 

33.0 42.9 

47.9 59.1 
21.6 30.4 

69.5 77.5 

18.3 24.4 

Note: RGI or assisted households are households which 
indicated in the Occupant Surveys that their rents or 
occupancy charges are determined on the basis of 
household income. That is, households paying 
rent-geared-to-income. 

Sources: Social Housing Occupant Surveys, Household Income, 
Facilities and Equipment (HIFE) 1980 micro data file 
and Projections by CMHC (Appendix B). 

Use of the lower 25 per cent rent-to-income criterion 
provides a somewhat higher estimate of the proportion of 
households with insufficient income. For the programs as a 
group, about 78 per cent of households would have in
sufficient income to gain access to adequate housing in 
their area under this less s~ringent criterion. The largest 
increase (about 10 per cent) over the 30 per cent criterion 
occurs for the Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative 
program while the incidence of insufficient income increases 
by only 4 per cent among rent supplement households. 
However, the ranking of the programs with respect to the 
incidence of insufficient income tenants does not change. 
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Differences in the extent to which the social housing 
programs serve the target group can be explained in terms of 
program objectives and design. The rent supplement and 
public housing programs are intended to focus on low income 
households while the non-profit and cooperative programs 
have the objective of serving low and moderate income 
groups. Since core housing need is overwhelmingly 
concentrated among those with low incomes, it is to be 
expected that those programs which focus on low income 
families and individuals would serve the target group most 
effectively. 

Differences in individual program objectives are reflected 
in program design and operation differences. Under public 
housing and rent supplement, all clients are income-tested 
to ensure achievement of the low income objective. l 
However, only a portion of the households served under the 
non-profit and cooperative programs are intended to pay 
rent-geared-to-income since these programs attempt to 
achieve a mix of income groups within projects. 

The difference in effectiveness between the rent supplement 
and public housing programs can also be attributed to 
differences in program design and implementation. Rent 
supplement clients are income-tested annually. Once an 
income level is achieved which enables them to pay the full 
cost of accommodation without spending more than 25 per cent 
of their income, they are no longer eligible for program 
benefits and are removed from the list of program 
recipients. Under the public housing programs, clients are 
also income-tested but may remain in public housing as 
income increases as long as they pay 25 per cent of their 
income for housing or, in some areas, a maximum rent which 
approximates market rent. In effect, households may elect 
to continue to reside in public housing even though they 
could afford adequate accommodation elsewhere. It is 
expected that most households in this situation would leave 
public housing for other, preferred accommodation. However, 
uncertainty concerning future income prospects as well as 
the state of local rental markets may discourage mobility. 

1. In some areas clients are also subjected to an asset test. 
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Given the manner in which the rent supplement program 
operates, all those served by the program could be expected 
to have insufficient income to gain access to adequate 
housing in their area. As shown in Table 5.1, however, it 
is estimated that 96 per cent of rent supplement households 
have insufficient income. The relatively small gap between 
the expected incidence (100 per cent) and the estimated 
incidence (96 per cent) suggests that the approach used to 
estimate insufficient income is reasonably accurate. 

The difference in the extent to which 1973 and 1978 
non-profit and cooperative programs serve those with 
insufficient income can also be explained in terms of 
program design. Under the 1973 program, groups use the 10 
per cent capital subsidy and the interest writedown to 8 per 
cent to establish a breakeven rent. In addition, low income 
clients may be assisted through Section 44(1)(b) of the NHA 
so that their monthly payments are based on their income. 
In contrast, the 1978 program provides a subsidy to 
effectively reduce the interest rate to 2 per cent but the 
subsidy must be used initially to cover the difference 
between economic rent and lower end of market rent with the 
remainder to be used to assist low income households. Thus, 
the amount of assistance available for low income households 
depends on the gap between economic and lower end of market 
rent. Under the 1973 program, however, the assistance 
available to those with low incomes is independent of the 
assistance provided to the project in the form of capital 
and interest rate writedown subsidies. 

Since non-profit and cooperative households receiving 
rent-geared-to-income assistance are likely to have low 
incomes, the incidence of insufficient income among these 
households is expected to be higher than that for both 
assisted and unassisted households together. Considering 
only assisted households under the Sections 15.1/34.18 
programs, the incidence of insufficient income is about the 
same as that for public housing households. For Section 
56.1 assisted households, the incidence is much higher than 
for all Section 56.1 households but remains considerably 
lower than the incidence of insufficient income under the 
public housing program. 
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The relatively low incidence of insufficient income 
estimated for Section 56.1 assisted households may reflect 
possible difficulties encountered by Section 56.1 occupants 
in responding to the survey question which asked whether 
their rent or occupancy charge was determined on the basis 
of their household income. For purposes of the Section 56.1 
Evaluation Report an analysis was conducted of the 
consistency of occupant responses to this question with 
responses by project managers for individual projects. A 
discrepancy of greater than 15 per cent between the project 
manager's estimate of the percentage of assisted units in a 
project and estimates based on the occupants' responses 
occurred for more than one-fifth of the projects analyzed. 
To the extent that Section 56.1 households with insufficient 
income have incorrectly identified themselves as assisted! 
unassisted households, the incidence of insufficient income 
among assisted households could be higher than shown in 
Table 5.1. However, this would not affect the overall 
incidence of insufficient income among Section 56.1 
households. 

Another potential explanation lies in the nature of the norm 
rents used to identify those with insufficient income. Norm 
rents are estimated from the HIFE data file as the average 
rents within two settlement size categories within each 
region: less than 100,000 population and 100,000 and over. 
As explained in Chapter III, this could result in an 
underestimate of households with insufficient income in very 
large cities since the actual norm rents in these cities 
would likely be higher than the average for all cities 
within the 100,000 and over settlement size category. At 
the same time there would be an offsetting overestimate in 
small cities in this settlement size group. To the extent 
that Section 56.1 households are more heavily concentrated 
in large cities than renter households generally, the 
underestimate could be larger for Section 56.1 households, 
both assisted and unassisted. However, as shown below, data 
from the 1981 Census indicate that Section 56.1 residents 
are concentrated in settlements of 500,000 population and 
over to a somewhat lesser extent than all renter households. 
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Urban Size 
Group 

500,00 and over 

100,000 to 499,999 

Less than 100,000 

Total 

1. 1981 Census 

All 
Renters l 

56.7 

11.7 

31.6 

100.0 

2. Social Housing Occupants Survey 

Per Cent Distribution 

Section All SOCijl 
56.12 Housing 

53.1 49.7 

20.4 12.3 

26.4 38.0 

99.9 100.0 

3. Social Housing Occupants Survey (does not include rent 
supplement households) 

In effect, there is unlikely to be any downward bias in the 
estimates of insufficient income among Section 56.1 
households, or for the social housing programs generally, 
due to their geographic distribution. 

Even taking account of possible underestimates, it is 
evident that the incidence of insufficient income among 
Section 56.1 households is low relative to the other 
programs. This is the case for Section 56.1 households 
generally as well as for households receiving 
rent-geared-to-income assistance. It is worthwhile to note, 
however, that even the Section 56.1 programs serve such 
households to a much greater degree than they are 
represented in the population of all renter households. As 
shown in Chapter III, the incidence of core housing need 
among all renter households was 18.3 per cent in 1980 using 
the 30 per cent criterion. The incidence of Section 56.1 
households with insufficient income is 33 per cent. 

To this point, the incidence of insufficient income among 
social housing clients has been examined with households of 
all types grouped together. Yet there are likely to be 
differences in the extent to which different kinds of 
households have insufficient income. In order to provide 
more detail on the nature of the social housing clients with 
insufficient income, the incidence of insufficient income 
has been estimated for various household characteristics. 
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Table 5.2 shows the incidence of insufficient income among 
households according to the type of project in which they 
reside, the age of the household head, the type of household 
(i.e. individual, family), the region in which the household 
resides and the income quintile for all renter households 
into which the household falls. These data are presented in 
Table 5.2 using the 30 per cent rent-to-income ratio 
criterion to determine insufficient income. l 

With respect to project type, it is evident that senior 
citizen projects have a higher percentage of households with 
insufficient income than family projects under all programs, 
although the incidence is only marginally higher in public 
housing. Senior citizens generally have lower incomes than 
other age groups, reflecting their lower earning capacity 
and reliance on transfer payments. The largest difference 
between family and senior citizen projects occurs under the 
Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative programs. Senior 
citizen projects accounted for 40 per cent of all Section 
56.1 occupied units but the incidence of households with 
insufficient income was twice as great as in family 
projects. Among Section 56.1 Non-RGI (unassisted) 
households the incidence of insufficient income in senior 
projects was three times greater than in family projects. 

The higher incidence of insufficient income in senior 
citizen projects is reflected when the incidence figures are 
examined by age of household head. Under all programs, the 
incidence of households with insufficient income is highest 
for the oldest age group. To some extent this reflects 
lower incomes and higher incidences of core housing need 
among these age groups than among renter households 
generally. 

However, it is also apparent that the programs serve elderly 
households with insufficient income to a much greater degree 
than they are represented in the general population. The 
incidence of core housing need among renter households with 
household heads in the 65 and over age bracket is 31.5 per 
cent (see Table 3.5, Chapter III). Yet, even under the 
Section 56.1 program, the incidence of insufficient income 
in this age group is 58 per cent for all households and 78 
per cent among RGI households. 

1. The pattern of differences among household characteristics 
and programs does not change if the 25 per cent criterion is 
used. 
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With respect to household type, the incidence of 
insufficient income is highest among individual female-led 
households and single parent female-led households, when all 
programs are considered together. This pattern generally 
holds for each individual program as well. In contrast, 
families with and without children have the lowest incidence 
of insufficient income. The different incidence values are 
largely attributable to the incomes of these groups. As 
shown in Chapter IV, individual female-led households served 
by the social housing programs have lower average incomes 
than family households. This is due in part to the high 
concentration of such households in the oldest age 
categories and reliance on transfer payments as the main 
source of income. Similarly, female-led single parent 
households tend to have lower average incomes than family 
households and greater than average reliance on transfer 
payments. 

When the social housing programs are considered as a group 
within each region, the incidence of insufficient income is 
highest in British Columbia and the Atlantic provinces and 
lowest in Quebec. This pattern is directly related to the 
income levels of client households in these regions. The 
average incomes of client households in British Columbia and 
the Atlantic are lower than the average for client 
households over all regions and amount to less than one-half 
the average income of all renters in these regions (see 
Chapter IV, Table 4.6). In contrast, the average income of 
client households in Quebec is the highest of all regions 
thereby resulting in the lowest incidence of households who 
would have insufficient income to gain access to adequate 
housing in their area. It will be recalled, however, that 
the high average income of client households in Quebec 
reflects the lack of data on rent supplement households in 
this region. The other key component in the determination 
of households with insufficient income is the norm rent or 
average rent for an adequate, uncrowded dwelling unit. Norm 
rents are highest in British Columbia and this, combined 
with lower than average incomes, results in the highest 
incidence of households with insufficient income. Norm 
rents are lowest in Quebec and, when combined with high 
incomes (when estimated over all programs), this results in 
the lowest incidence of insufficient income. These regional 
patterns generally hold for each individual program as well 
as for all programs grouped together. l 

1. The exception is the Sections 15.1/34.18 non-profit and 
cooperative program. Under this program, the incidence of 
insufficient income is lowest in Ontario rather than Quebec 
and is higher in the Prairie region than in the Atlantic. 
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As expected, the incidence of insufficient income is highest 
in the lowest income quintile for renter households. 
Virtually all client households in each program with income 
equal to or less than $7,753 in 1981 had insufficient income 
to gain access to adequate housing in these areas without 
paying more than 30 per cent of their income for shelter. 
The programs were less successful in serving insufficient 
income households in the second quintile. Still, two-thirds 
of all client households in this quintile had insufficient 
income. The rent supplement program was most effective in 
serving insufficient income households in this quintile and 
the Section 56.1 program least effective. Most households 
in the third income quintile, which ranges from $14,626 to 
$21,500, would be expected to have sufficient income and 
this is the case for social housing clients. Only 11 per 
cent of client households in this quintile have insufficient 
income to gain access to adequate housing. 

B. AFFORDABILITY 

Although not explicitly stated, the social housing objective 
implies that the assistance provided should be enough to 
overcome the problem of insufficient income. That is, the 
housing provided should be affordable to the occupant. 
Support for the notion of affordability for social housing 
occupants can be found in the Graduated Rent Scale (GRS) 
which establishes rents to be paid by public housing 
clients. The GRS rental charges, established in 1970, range 
from a low of 16.7 per cent to a maximum of 25 per cent of 
income. Also, the program objectives for Sections 40 and 43 
public housing and for Section 56.1 non-profit and 
cooperative housing specify that the housing provided should 
be affordable. 

Housing is said to be affordable if households are required 
to pay no more than a certain percentage of gross income for 
shelter. Households paying more than this percentage are 
said to have an affordability problem. As indicated in the 
previous section, the choice of an appropriate percentage is 
essentially arbitrary. However, 25 per cent and 30 per cent 
are currently used in the administration of housing programs 
and both criteria are applied in this section. 

Unfortunately, the survey data ~re such that accurate 
estimates of the extent of affordability problems among 
social housing clients cannot be made. The main problem is 
that client incomes are reported for the year 1981 while 
rents are given for the second quarter of 1982. Use of the 
survey data will, therefore, over-estimate affordability 
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problems among client households since 1982 rents must be 
compared to 1981 incomes. l Moreover, incomes may change 
dramatically from year to year due to changing household 
composition and economic circumstances. In spite of this 
deficiency in the data, estimates of affordability problems 
are presented here to provide an indication of the relative 
performance of the programs with respect to the provision of 
affordable housing. 

Before presenting estimates of the incidence of 
affordability problems, it is useful to examine the level of 
income required by social housing clients to pay the monthly 
rent without experiencing an affordability problem. Based 
on the average monthly rent including utilities, as reported 
by occupants, the annual incomes required to achieve both 
the 25 per cent and 30 per cent rent-to-income ratios are 
shown in Table 5.3. For all programs, rents and required 
incomes are higher in family projects than in senior citizen 
projects. Even in family projects however the incomes 
required by social housing clients to avoid affordability 
problems at the 30 per cent rent-to-income ratio are quite 
low. Unassisted households in Sections 15.1/34.18 
non-profit and cooperative projects pay the highest rents 
but required incomes are still considerably lower than the 
upper boundary of the second income quintile for all renter 
households (i.e. $14,625). Of course, incomes required to 
achieve the more stringent 25 per cent ratio are higher. 
Nevertheless, with the exception of Sections 15.1/34.18 and 
Section 56.1 unassisted households, required incomes are 
well below the second quintile boundary for all renters. 

While the incomes required to avoid affordability problems 
are low relative to all renters, the actual incomes of 
social housing clients are also low. Examination of the 
average incomes of clients in relation to required incomes 
provides an indication of the likelihood of affordability 
problems among client households. As shown in Table 5.3, 
the average income of households in family projects is 
generally higher than the incomes required to pay average 
rents for either the 30 per cent or 25 per cent ratios. In 

1. Affordability problems are likely to be over-estimated as 
well due to under-reporting of income. Under-reporting of 
income is likely to occur in surveys of this type and there 
is evidence that some under-reporting has occurred among 
households relying on income transfers as their main source 
of income. 
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contrast, the average incomes of senior citizen project 
households is much closer to required incomes for the 30 per 
cent ratio and, with the exception of public housing, are 
lower than the incomes required to achieve the 25 per cent 
ratio. Thus, the data in Table 5.3 suggest that 
affordability problems are likely to be prevalent among 
senior citizen households but are probably experienced to a 
much lesser degree by households residing in family 
projects. 

Estimates of the incidence of affordability problems among 
social housing clients are presented for the various 
programs in Table 5.4. These estimates are based on 
individual households' reporting of income, rent and utility 
payments and, as indicated above, actually over-estimate the 
extent of affordability problems. Thus, the estimates in 
Table 5.4 are reviewed in terms of the relative performance 
of the programs rather than the magnitude of the incidence 
values. 

Table 5.4 Incidence of Client Households with Affordability 
Problems, by Social Housing Program 

Rent-to-Income Criteria 

Program 35 Eer cent 30 Eer cent 25 Eer cent 

Public Housing 40/43 9.5 20.1 45.5 

Rent Supplement 44(1)(a) 11.7 23.0 42.9 

Non-Profit/ 
Cooperative 15.1/34.18 20.9 33.5 51.8 

RGI Households 12.9 30.4 54.4 
Non-RGI Households 25.7 34.8 49.6 

Non-Profit/ 
Cooperative 56.1 20.6 29.2 43.0 

RGI Households 21.1 32.8 52.7 
Non-RGI Households 18.0 24.4 33.9 

Total Social Housing 13.1 23.8 46.5 
/ 

All Renters 16.3 21.6 29.8 

Note: RGI refers to households paying Rent-Geared-to-Income. 
See Note to Table 5.1. 

Sources: Social Housing Occupants Surveys, 
HIFE (1980) and Projections by CMHC (Appendix B). 
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Considering the 30 per cent rent-to-income ratio criterion, 
the incidence of affordability problems is highest among 
occupants served by the two non-profit and cooperative 
programs and lowest among public housing and rent supplement 
households. With respect to the more stringent 25 per cent 
criterion, however, the incidence of affordability problems 
is about the same for public housing and rent supplement 
households as for Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative 
households. For public housing, about one-quarter of all 
occupants reported paying more than 25 per cent of income 
for housing but less than 30 per cent. In contrast, the 
increase in the incidence of affordability problems under 
the 25 per cent criterion is least for the Section 56.1 
program (about 14 per cent). Under either criterion, the 
incidence of affordability problems is highest for 
households occupying units provided through the Sections 
15.1/34.18 non-profit and cooperative program. It is also 
apparent that the incidence of affordability problems is high 
for both assisted and unassisted households.l 

Using the 35 per cent rent-to-income ratio criterion, the 
incidence of affordability problems is about the same under 

1. The high incidence of affordability problems reported here 
for public housing and rent supplement households and for 
assisted households under Sections 15.1/34.18 reflects the 
problem of matching 1981 household income data to 1982 rent 
payments. The requirements for income testing of recipients 
and the use of federal and provincial rent scales to ensure 
that tenants pay no more than 25 per cent of income for rent 
suggest that the incidence of affordability problems should 
be low for the 25 per cent criterion and, even with some 
under-reporting of income, should be negligible at the 30 
per cent ratio. 

However, other studies have also found a high incidence of 
affordability problems among social housing occupants. A 
previous CMHC report on clients living in Sections 
15.1/34.18 non-profit and cooperative housing (1977) found 
that 27 per cent of households receiving rent supplements 
reported paying more than 30 per cent of income for rent. 
In addition, a recent survey of assisted housing in the City 
of Vancouver found that 62 per cent of family households in 
municipal non-profit projects were paying more than 25 per 
cent of income for rent. Thus, the incidence values shown 
in Table 5.4 are not inconsistent with those found in other 
studies. It is quite likely, however, that other studies 
are also subject to the problem of matching income data for 
the previous year to current year rent data. 
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the two non-profit/cooperative programs. Otherwise, the 
relative position of the programs does not change. Under 
this least stringent criterion, a smaller percentage of 
social housing tenants experience affordability problems 
than renter households generally. Considering the relative 
performance of the programs, it is evident that public 
housing and rent supplement are presently most effective in 
providing accommodation which is affordable to occupants. 
Under these programs, all tenants pay rents-geared-to-income 
(RGI) in accordance with a rental scale which requires them 
to pay no more than 25 per cent of gross household income 
for rent. In contrast, not all tenants receive RGI 
assistance under the two non-profit and cooperative 
programs. It is not surprising, therefore, that these 
programs are less effective in providing affordable 
housing. Under Sections 15.1/34.18, the guideline for the 
proportion of units in family projects permitted to receive 
RGI assistance is set at 25 per cent. While this can be 
exceeded in projects smaller than 80 units and may have been 
exceeded in other projects, there would remain a significant 
proportion of units not receiving RGI assistance. These 
unassisted tenants are required to pay the breakeven rent 
for the project after the 10 per cent capital subsidy and 
interest writedown to 8 per cent. Under Section 56.1, 
groups are not required to use a rental scale for assisted 
tenants. It appears that the subsidy available for RGI 
assistance is spread thinly among assisted tenants in order 
to assist as many tenants as possible. As a result, many of 
those receiving assistance are still required to pay in 
excess of 25 or 30 per cent of income. 

For tenants not receiving assistance, the high incidence of 
affordability problems suggests that groups are attempting 
to house significant numbers of tenants in non-RGI units who 
cannot afford to pay lower end of market rent or breakeven 
rents. This is particularly evident under the Section 
15.1/34.18 programs where the incidence of affordability 
problems among unassisted households is much greater than 
that for all renter households. The fact that many 
unassisted households under both non-profit/cooperative 
programs are willing to pay more than 30 per cent of income 
may reflect the quality of their housing. Physical 
adequacy, as well as occupants' satisfaction with their 
housing, is addressed next. 

C. ADEQUACY 

The third component of the social housing objective is the 
provision of adequate housing. However, the objective does 
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not specify what constitutes adequate housing. Thus the 
approach taken is to establish definitions and indicators of 
adequacy against which program performance can be measured. 
The adequacy of the housing provided is assessed with 
respect to: 

• physical adequacy (the physical condition of the 
dwelling) 

• adequacy of space (the amount of space provided in 
relation to occupant needs) 

• occupant satisfaction with the housing provided 

In the analysis that follows, total social housing figures 
are the combined results of the 1982 surveys of public 
housing, rent supplement and non-profit projects. The data 
for rural and Native ownership units were not comparable and 
were unweighted. They are, where possible, provided 
separately.l 

1. Physical Adequacy 

All dwellings newly constructed under the NHA must be 
built to meet or exceed the standards set under the 
National Building Code and the CMHC-initiated 
supplementary set of Residential Standards. Housing 
which is acquired and/or rehabilitated must meet the 
CMHC Minimum Property Standards for Existing Housing. 
These standards ensure that the physical condition of 
the units meets certain minimum requirements. By 
definition then, if standards were enforced when the 
units were provided under the programs, their physical 
condition was adequate. 

However, buildings do deteriorate over time and, even if 
originally constructed to standard, may no longer be in 
adequate physical condition. Unfortunately, objective 
information on the current physical condition of the 
social housing stock is not available. Inspections of 
the social housing stock by qualified inspectors were 
not undertaken as part of the evaluation study. 
Instead, more subjective but nevertheless useful 
information was obtained by asking occupants and 
managers/landlords to assess the need for repairs and to 
rate the general physical condition of the dwellings. 

1. Data for Section 40 Rural and Native Housing (RNH) clients 
were collected by means of a 1979 survey of 600 occupants. 
The cases were distributed as follows: 31.5 per cent in the 
Atlantic Provinces, 15.0 per cent in Ontario, 39.3 per cent 
in the Prairies and 14.2 per cent in British Columbia. 
There are no Section 40 RNH Units in Quebec. 
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i) Need for Repair 

To identify the need for repairs, social housing 
occupants were asked to specify whether their 
projects required major repairs, minor repairs or 
regular maintenance only. Table 5.5 summarizes 
the responses from the social housing surveys and 
presents the responses of all renter households to 
the identical question from the Household Income 
Facilities and Equipment survey of 1982. The 
distinction between major, minor and regular 
maintenance is explained in the note to Table 5.5. 

Eight per cent of all social housing tenant 
households indicated their units were in need of 
major repairs and an additional 21 per cent 
indicated the need for minor repairs. The need 
for major repairs to social housing units is less 
than that in the total private rental stock, but 
greater relative to the private rental stock built 
in more recent years. With respect to minor 
repairs, the need is higher for social housing 
than for the total rental stock, and considerably 
higher relative to the recently constructed rental 
stock. 

While the distinction between major and minor 
repairs is useful, there is some indication that 
occupant assessments of the need for repairs are 
more reliable when assessing whether repairs of 
any kind are needed rather than whether the 
required repairs are major or minor. l The 
remainder of this section, therefore, focusses on 
the overall need for repairs. 

Considering the need for major and minor repairs 
together, there is little difference between 
social housing and the total private rental 
stock. However, when social housing is compared 
to the private stock constructed since the social 
housing programs were initiated in 1949, it is 
apparent that the need for repairs is much higher 
for social housing than for the private rental 
stock. About 30 per cent of all social housing 
residents identified a need for major or minor 
repairs as apposed to only 20 per cent of all 
renter households in the rental stock constructed 
between 1950 and 1982. 

1. Ekos Research Associates Inc., "Pilot Study of Physical 
House Condition and Rehabilitation Need", report prepared 
for CMHC, June 1981. 



T
ab

le
 

5
.5

 
N

ee
d 

fo
r 

R
ep

ai
rs

 
a
s 

A
ss

es
se

d
 

by
 

S
o

c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

T
e
n

a
n

ts
, 

L
an

d
lo

rd
s 

o
r 

M
an

ag
er

s 
an

d
 
a
ll

 C
an

ad
ia

n
 

R
e
n

te
r 

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s 

(P
e
r 

C
en

t 
D

is
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
) 

T
en

an
ts

 

P
u

b
li

c
 

H
o

u
si

n
g

 
4

0
/4

3
 

M
aj

o
r 

re
p

a
ir

s 
n

ee
d

ed
 

7
.1

 
M

in
or

 
re

p
a
ir

s 
n

ee
d

ed
 

2
3

.0
 

R
eg

u
la

r 
m

ai
n

te
n

an
ce

 
o

n
ly

 
6

9
.9

 

T
o

ta
l 

P
e
r 

C
en

t 

L
an

d
lo

rd
s/

M
an

ag
er

s 
M

aj
o

r 
re

p
a
ir

s 
n

ee
d

ed
 

M
in

or
 

re
p

a
ir

s 
n

ee
d

ed
 

R
eg

u
la

r 
m

ai
n

te
n

an
ce

 
o

n
ly

 

T
o

ta
l 

P
e
r 

C
en

t 

A
ll

 
R

e
n

te
r 

H
o

u
se

h
o

ld
s 

M
aj

o
r 

re
p

a
ir

s 
n

ee
d

ed
 

M
in

or
 

re
p

a
ir

s 
n

ee
d

ed
 

R
eg

u
la

r 
m

ai
n

te
n

an
ce

 
o

n
ly

 

T
o

ta
l 

P
e
r 

C
en

t 

1
0

0
.0

 

A
ll

 
S

to
ck

 

1
0

.8
 

1
6

.5
 

7
2

.7
 

1
0

0
.0

 

R
en

t 
S

u
p

p
le

m
en

t 
4

4
(l

)(
a
) 

8
.5

 
2

1
.7

 
6

9
.8

 

1
0

0
.0

 

4
.9

 
8

.1
 

8
7

.0
 

1
0

0
.0

 

N
o

n
-P

ro
fi

t/
 

C
o

o
p

e
ra

ti
v

e
 

1
5

.1
/3

4
.1

8
 

(P
e
rc

e
n

ta
g

e
 

1
0

.3
 

1
7

.0
 

7
2

.8
 

1
0

0
.1

 

1
5

.8
 

2
3

.8
 

6
0

.4
 

1
0

0
.0

 

S
to

ck
 
B

u
il

t 
1

9
5

0
-8

2
 

6
.1

 
1

3
.8

 
8

0
.2

 

1
0

0
.1

 

N
o

n
-P

ro
fi

t/
 

C
o

o
p

e
ra

ti
v

e
 

5
6

.1
 

D
is

tr
ib

u
ti

o
n

) 

T
o

ta
l 

S
o

c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

R
u

ra
l 

an
d 

N
at

iv
e 

H
o

u
si

n
g

 

N
o

te
: 

S
o

c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

te
n

a
n

ts
 

w
er

e 
as

k
ed

 
to

 
a
ss

e
ss

 
th

e
 

n
ee

d
 

fo
r 

re
p

a
ir

s 
to

 
th

e
ir

 
u

n
it

, 
m

a
n

a
g

e
rs

/l
a
n

d
lo

rd
s 

fo
r 

th
e
 

n
ee

d
 

fo
r 

re
p

a
ir

s 
to

 
th

e
 
p

ro
je

c
t.

 
M

an
ag

er
s 

o
f 

p
u

h
li

c
 

h
o

u
si

n
g

 
p

ro
je

c
ts

 w
er

e 
n

o
t 

su
rv

e
y

e
d

. 
T

o
ta

ls
 

do
 

n
o

t 
in

c
lu

d
e
 

th
e
 

-n
o

 
re

sp
o

n
se

-
c
a
te

g
o

ry
 

an
d 

th
e
re

fo
re

 
th

ey
 
w

il
l 

v
ar

y
 

fr
om

 
o

th
e
r 

ta
b

le
s.

 
R

e
p

a
ir

s 
a
re

 
-m

aj
o

r-
if

 
th

e
 

u
n

it
 

o
r 

p
ro

je
c
t 

h
as

 
co

rr
o

d
ed

 
p

ip
e
s,

 
da

m
ag

ed
 
e
le

c
tr

ic
a
l 

w
ir

in
g

, 
sa

g
g

in
g

 
fl

o
o

rs
, 

b
u

lg
in

g
 
w

a
ll

s,
 

da
m

p 
w

a
ll

s 
an

d
 
c
e
il

in
g

s
, 

cr
u

m
b

li
n

g
 

fo
u

n
d

a
ti

o
n

s,
 

ro
tt

in
g

 
p

o
rc

h
es

 
an

d 
st

e
p

s.
 

R
e
p

a
ir

s 
a
re

 
-m

in
o

r-
if

 
th

e
 

u
n

it
 

o
r 

p
ro

je
c
t 

e
x

h
ib

it
s 

sm
a
ll

 
c
ra

c
k

s 
in

 
in

te
ri

o
r 

w
a
ll

s 
an

d 
c
e
il

in
g

s
, 

b
ro

k
en

 
li

g
h

t 
fi

x
tu

re
s 

an
d

 
sw

it
c
h

e
s,

 
a 

le
a
k

in
g

 
si

n
k

, 
cr

ac
k

ed
 
o

r 
b

ro
k

en
 

w
in

do
w

 
p

a
n

e
s,

 
so

m
e 

m
is

si
n

g
 

sh
in

g
le

s 
o

r 
si

d
in

g
, 

so
m

e 
p

e
e
li

n
g

 
p

a
in

t.
 

R
eg

u
la

r 
m

ai
n

te
n

an
ce

 
is

 
n

ee
d

ed
 

fo
r 

p
a
in

ti
n

g
, 

le
a
k

in
g

 
fa

u
c
e
ts

, 
cl

o
g

g
ed

 
g

u
tt

e
rs

 
o

r 
e
a
v

e
st

ro
u

g
h

s.
 

T
he

 
w

o
rd

in
g

 
o

f 
th

e
 

q
u

e
st

io
n

 
w

as
 

th
e 

sa
m

e 
fo

r 
th

e 
so

c
ia

l 
h

o
u

si
n

g
 

su
rv

ey
s 

an
d 

th
e
 

H
IF

E
 

su
rv

e
y

. 
RN

H 
c
li

e
n

ts
 

w
er

e 
as

k
ed

 
if

 
th

ey
 w

er
e 

h
av

in
g

 
an

y 
p

ro
b

le
m

s 
w

it
h

 
th

e
 

h
o

u
se

 
a
t 

th
e 

ti
m

e 
o

f 
th

e
 

su
rv

e
y

. 

S
o

u
rc

e:
 

S
u

rv
ey

s 
o

f 
S

o
c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 O

cc
u

p
an

ts
 

an
d 

L
an

d
lo

rd
s/

M
an

ag
er

s,
 

RN
H 

C
li

e
n

t 
S

u
rv

ey
, 

an
d 

19
82

 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

 
F

a
c
il

it
ie

s
 

an
d

 
E

q
u

ip
m

en
t 

S
u

rv
ey

. 



- 131 -

With the exception of the Rural and Native Housing 
(RNH) program, there is little difference among 
individual programs with respect to need for 
repairs. Over one-half the RNH clients surveyed 
indicated their dwellings needed repairs. This is 
almost twice the proportion of other social 
housing occupants or all renters indicating a need 
for repairs. Although the estimates for RNH 
dwellings are not strictly comparable and are not 
weighted, it seems clear that there is a serious 
problem with the condition of RNH units. 

Examination of the responses by region in relation 
to the national averages presented in Table 5.5 
indicates that public housing units in British 
Columbia, Sections 15.1 and 34.18 units in Ontario 
and Section 56.1 units in Qu~bec were more likely 
to need repairs. However, the incidence of need 
for repairs was much lower than the national 
average in British Columbia for both non-profit 
and cooperative programs. Non-profit and 
cooperative units under the Sections 15.1 and 
34.18 programs in the Atlantic and Qu~bec were 
also less likely to need repairs as were rent 
supplement units in the Atlantic and Prairie 
Regions. 

When interpreting the need for repairs data 
presented in Table 5.5, it should be recognized 
that occupants' perceptions of the need for 
repairs are likely to be less objective than 
assessments by trained inspectors. For example, 
social housing occupants may have higher 
expectations of government sponsored or assisted 
accommodation than market renters do of private 
rental housing. Also, if occupants have no 
expectation of being able to move from publicly 
subsidized housing, they may be more sensitive to 
the physical shortcomings of their accommodation. 
Private market renters, on the other hand, may be 
more tolerant if they feel that repairs will 
increase rents. 

To provide an alternative source of information, 
managers of non-profit and cooperative projects 
and rent supplement landlords were asked to assess 
the need for repairs to their projects (Table 
5.6). The largest discrepancy between occupants 
and manager/landlord assessments of need for 
repairs occurred for the rent supplement program. 
Only 13 per cent of rent supplement landlords 
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Table 5.6 Project Managers' Assessments of Need for Repairs, 
for New Construction and Existing Buildings 
(Per Cent Distribution) 

Non-Profit/Cooperative Non-Profit/Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 56.1 

New Existing New Existing 

Major repairs 10.3 17.9 4.2 12.7 

Minor repairs 15.6 31.0 20.9 26.4 

Maintenance only 74.1 51.1 74.9 60.9 

Total Per cent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Note: Public housing and rent supplement managers were not 
asked this question. 

Source: Survey of Social Housing Managers 

thought there was any need for repairs compared to 
30 per cent of their tenants. The discrepancy may 
be due to landlord reluctance to reveal the extent 
of repairs needed for fear of jeopardizing 
participation in the program. Alternatively, 
landlords may simply be unaware of their 
building's condition. 

Table 5.6 indicates a close correspondence between 
the assessment of need for repairs given by 
Section 56.1 project managers and occupants. 
However, a higher proportion of managers of 
Sections 15.1 and 34.18 projects felt that repairs 
were needed than did occupants. One possible 
explanation for this discrepancy between managers' 
and occupants' assessments is that projects built 
or acquired under the older Section 15.1 and 34.18 
programs require repairs related to structural, 
electrical, heating or plumbing defects which 
managers are able to assess but which are not as 
evident to occupants. Under the more recent 
Section 56.1 program, the types of repairs 
required may be more obvious to tenants. 
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Among the non-profit and cooperative programs, 
projects which were acquired as existing buildings 
rather than newly constructed are more likely to 
need major and minor repairs according to 
occupants assessments (Table 5.6). This reflects 
the older age of existing buildings and, perhaps, 
improved physical standards for recently 
constructed projects. 

With respect to new projects only, it is evident 
that the need for repairs is much greater for both 
programs than for comparable buildings in the 
private rental stock. New units produced under 
both non-profit and cooperative programs have a 
much higher incidence of need for repairs than the 
rental stock built between 1970 and 1982. 

ii) Physical Condition 

Another indication of the physical adequacy of 
social housing is provided by tenant assessments 
of the physical condition of the interior and 
exterior of their dwellings (Table 5.7). In 
general, social housing occupants were quite 
positive about the physical condition of their 
housing. Eighty-six per cent of all occupants 
considered their dwelling interiors to be in good, 
very good or excellent condition while only two 
per cent rated them as being in poor condition. 
Further, with the exception of rent supplement 
tenants, there was little variation in this rating 
among programs. About 78 per cent of rent 
supplement occupants gave good to excellent 
ratings to dwelling interiors while 4 per cent 
considered interiors to be in poor condition. 
Occupant ratings of the outside of their buildings 
were very similar to the ratings given to dwelling 
interiors: 85 per cent of all social housing 
occupants rated exteriors as good to excellent 
although rent supplement tenants gave somewhat 
less positive ratings. 

Examination of responses by region revealed little 
regional variation in the assessments of interiors 
and exteriors given by Section 56.1 occupants. 



T
ab

le
 

5
.7

· 
T

en
an

t 
an

d
 
P

ro
je

c
t 

M
an

ag
er

 
R

a
ti

n
g

s 
o

f 
th

e
 

P
h

y
si

c
a
l 

C
o

n
d

it
io

n
 

o
f 

th
e
 

D
w

e
ll

in
g

/P
ro

je
c
t 

In
te

ri
o

rs
 

an
d 

E
x

te
ri

o
rs

, 
by

 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

P
ro

g
ra

m
 

(P
er

 
C

en
t 

D
is

tr
ib

u
ti

o
n

) 

T
en

an
ts

 
M

an
ag

er
s 

P
u

b
li

c
 

R
en

t 
N

o
n

-P
ro

fi
 t
/
 

N
o

n
-P

ro
fi

 t
/
 

T
o

ta
l 

N
o

n
-P

ro
fi

t/
 

N
on

-P
ro

fi
 t
/
 

H
o

u
si

n
g

 
S

u
p

p
le

m
en

t 
C

o
o

p
er

at
iv

e 
C

o
o

p
e
ra

ti
v

e
 

S
o

c
ia

l 
C

o
o

p
e
ra

ti
v

e
 

C
o

o
p

e
ra

ti
v

e
 

4
0

/4
3

 
4

4
(1

)(
a
) 

1
5

.1
/3

4
.1

8
 

5
6

.1
 

H
o

u
si

n
g

 
1

5
.1

/3
4

.1
8

 
5

6
.1

 
In

te
ri

o
rs

 

E
x

c
e
ll

e
n

t 
2

6
.7

 
1

7
.2

 
2

8
.0

 
2

5
.1

 
2

6
.7

 
2

5
.1

 
2

2
.6

 
V

er
y

 G
oo

d 
3

3
.3

 
2

8
.3

 
3

2
.5

 
3

5
.2

 
3

3
.0

 
3

0
.3

 
4

3
.6

 
G

oo
d 

2
6

.4
 

3
2

.8
 

2
5

.5
 

2
8

.5
 

2
6

.5
 

2
9

.4
 

2
5

.7
 

F
a
ir

 
1

1
.4

 
17

 .6
 

1
2

.3
 

9
.7

 
1

1
.7

 
1

4
.4

 
7

.8
 

P
o

o
r 

2
.3

 
4

.2
 

1
.8

 
1

.6
 

2
.2

 
.8

 
.5

 

T
o

ta
l 

P
e
r 

c
e
n

t 
1

0
0

.1
 

1
0

0
.1

 
1

0
0

.1
 

1
0

0
.1

 
1

0
0

.1
 

1
0

0
.0

 
1

0
0

.2
 

E
x

te
ri

o
rs

 

E
x

c
e
ll

e
n

t 
2

5
.6

 
1

8
.4

 
2

8
.2

 
2

3
.4

 
2

5
.9

 
1

7
.4

 
1

8
.5

 
V

er
y

 G
oo

d 
3

0
.5

 
2

5
.4

 
3

1
.4

 
3

4
.8

 
3

0
.8

 
2

7
.3

 
4

5
.6

 
G

oo
d 

2
9

.0
 

3
5

.8
 

2
5

.0
 

2
8

.0
 

2
8

.2
 

3
9

.4
 

2
3

.7
 

F
a
ir

 
1

1
.7

 
1

6
.7

 
1

1
.5

 
1

1
.1

 
1

1
.8

 
1

2
.2

 
1

0
.9

 
P

o
o

r 
3

.2
 

3
.7

 
4

.0
 

2
.6

 
3

.4
 

3
.8

 
1

.3
 

T
o

ta
l 

P
e
r 

C
en

t 
1

0
0

.0
 

1
0

0
.0

 
1

0
0

.1
 

9
9

.9
 

1
0

0
.1

 
1

0
0

.1
 

1
0

0
.0

 

N
o

te
: 

T
en

an
ts

 
w

er
e 

as
k

ed
 

to
 
ra

te
 

th
e
 

p
h

y
si

c
a
l 

c
o

n
d

it
io

n
 

o
f 

th
e
ir

 
d

w
e
ll

in
g

 
in

te
ri

o
rs

 
an

d 
e
x

te
ri

o
rs

, 
m

an
ag

er
s 

w
er

e 
as

k
ed

 
to

 
ra

te
 
u

n
it

 
in

te
ri

o
rs

 
an

d 
b

u
il

d
in

g
 
e
x

te
ri

o
rs

. 
T

h
is

 
q

u
e
st

io
n

 
w

as
 

n
o

t 
as

k
ed

 
o

f 
p

u
b

li
c
 

h
o

u
si

n
g

 
m

an
ag

er
s 

o
r 

re
n

t 
su

p
p

le
m

en
t 

la
n

d
lo

rd
s 

as
 
it

 
w

as
 

as
su

m
ed

 
th

ey
 m

ig
h

t 
n

o
t 

li
v

e
 

in
 

th
e 

p
ro

je
c
t 

an
d 

w
ou

ld
 

n
o

t 
b

e 
s
u

ff
ic

ie
n

tl
y

 
fa

m
il

ia
r 

w
it

h
 
it

 
to

 
re

sp
o

n
d

 
to

 
th

is
 

q
u

e
st

io
n

. 

S
o

u
rc

e:
 

S
u

rv
ey

s 
o

f 
S

o
c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
 

O
cc

u
p

an
ts

 
an

d
 

M
an

ag
er

s.
 

I-
' 

IN
 .. 



- 135 -

However, public housing occupants in British 
Columbia gave less favourable ratings to both 
interiors and exteriors than public housing 
occupants nationally while rent supplement 
occupants in the Atlantic and Prairie regions gave 
ratings which were higher than the national 
values. With respect to Sections 15.1 and 34.18 
projects, occupants in Ontario rated interiors 
less favourably than the national rating while 
occupants in the Atlantic and Qu~bec gave higher 
ratings to the interiors of their dwellings. 

The assessments of physical condition given by 
managers of non-profit and cooperative projects 
under Section 56.1 and Sections 15.1 and 34.18 
closely reflect the tenants assessments for both 
interiors and exteriors. A slightly higher 
percentage of Section 56.1 managers gave good to 
excellent ratings than did managers of Sections 
15.1 and 34.18 projects. The more favourable 
ratings may reflect the younger age of the Section 
56.1 portfolio. 

2. Adequacy of Space 

The second dimension of adequacy is the extent to which 
the physical space provided meets the needs of the 
occupant households. Based on provincial program 
guidelines and CMHC criteria accepted as measures of 
crowding, the following guidelines for space 
requirements are used: 

• the number of rooms should be equal to or greater than 
the number of persons in the household (all rooms 
except the bathroom and hallways are included); and 

• the number of persons per bedroom should not exceed 
two. 

In addition to these measures of crowding, the inverse 
of crowding is also considered. The under-utilization 
or overconsumption of space by social housing occupants 
is measured by examining the incidence of households 
with more bedrooms than occupants. 

i) Crowding and Overconsumption 

Using the criterion that the number of persons 
should not exceed the number of rooms, social 
housing occupants experienced crowding to about 
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the same extent as renter households generally. 
Moreover, the incidence of crowding, at 2.6 per 
cent, is very low (Table 5.8). 

With respect to individual programs, it is evident 
that RNH households have a very high incidence of 
crowding although the quality of this data is 
questionable. Among the other social housing 
programs, public housing and Section 56.1 
households were more likely to be crowded. These 
programs serve a higher proportion of families 
with children than other programs. In contrast, 
the Section 15.1 and 34.18 programs, which serve 
the highest proportion of senior citizen 
households, were least likely to have crowded 
units. 

Use of the number of persons per room as an 
indication of crowding ignores the fact that 
certain rooms such as the kitchen and living room 
or dining room are usually supplied irrespective 
of the number of occupants. Thus, a three person 
household with three rooms would be considered to 
have sufficient space by this measure even if 
there was only one bedroom. 

An alternative criterion for determining the 
adequacy of space in a dwelling unit is that the 
number of persons per bedroom should not be more 
than two. This criterion is considered to yield a 
more precise indication of the extent of crowding 
but it too is limited since requirements based on 
the sex, age and relationships of household 
members are not taken into account. According to 
this second criterion, households served by the 
social housing programs experience crowding to a 
much lesser extent than renter households 
generally. Less than one per cent of all social 
housing households had more than 2 persons per 
bedroom as opposed to three per cent of all renter 
households. With the exception of RNH households, 
there was little variation among the individual 
social housing programs in this regard. Using 
either criterion, there appears to be a very high 
incidence of crowding among RNH households. 

With respect to overconsumption or under
utilization of space, social housing programs as a 
group perform much better than the rental market 
as a whole. Fifteen per cent of all renter 
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households had more bedrooms than household 
members as opposed to only 6 per cent of social 
housing households. Among the social housing 
programs, the extent of overconsumption is least 
among households served by the rent supplement and 
Sections 15.1 and 34.18 programs. Overconsumption 
among RNH and Section 56.1 households is about the 
same as that for all renter households. However, 
within the Section 56.1 program, only 13 per cent 
of those households paying rents-geared-to-income 
(RGI) had more bedrooms than household members 
while 17 per cent of non-RGI households were 
overconsuming space according to this criterion. 

Cases of overconsumption under the social housing 
programs may be due to recent changes in household 
composition which have not been reflected in a 
change in the unit. Also, RGI households may be 
assigned units with more bedrooms than necessary 
if there is a shortage of available, appropriate
sized units. 

Both these reasons for overconsumption are more 
relevant to larger sized households and this 
provides at least a partial explanation for 
differences in the extent of overconsumption among 
the different programs. That is, the incidence of 
overconsumption is directly related to the 
incidence of families with children and inversely 
related to the incidence of individual households 
and elderly households. The program with the 
highest incidence of overconsumption, Section 
56.1, has the highest incidence of families with 
children and the lowest incidences of individual 
households and elderly households (see Chapter 
III, Table 3.1 and 3.2). The rent supplement 
program, with the lowest incidence of 
overconsumption, has the lowest incidence of 
families with children and the second highest 
incidence of both individual and elderly 
households. 

Examination of the overcrowding and over
consumption measures by program and region 
indicates some regional variation within each 
program. Under the public housing and rent 
supplement programs there is a higher than average 
frequency of crowding in the Atlantic region. 
Under Sections 15.1/34.18, crowding occurs with 
greater frequency in Ontario and under Section 
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56.1 in Qu~bec. Less crowding than the program 
average occurs in public housing units in Ontario 
and Qu~bec. 

Overconsumption occurs with greater frequency in 
the Atlantic region under both the public housing 
and rent supplement programs. Under Sections 
15.1/34.81, higher than average overconsumption 
occurs in Ontario. The frequency of 
overconsumption is less than average for public 
housing in Ontario and Qu~bec. Overconsumption 
also occurs with less than average frequency in 
rent supplement units in Ontario and in Section 
56.1 units in Qu~bec and British Columbia. 

ii) Tenant Assessments of Space 

The final indicator related to crowding is based 
on assessments by occupants of the adequacy of the 
space provided. Tenants were asked to rate the 
available space in their dwelling units in 
relation to their needs for space. These are 
subjective assessments which reflect tenant 
expectations and lifestyles. 

Eighty per cent of all social housing occupants 
rated the availability of space within their unit 
relative to their needs as good to excellent 
(Table 5.9). Occupants of Section 56.1 non-profit 
and cooperative projects were most satisfied with 
the space provided, perhaps because their units 
are newer and average floor areas have been 
increasing over time. Occupants of Sections 15.1 
and 34.18 projects were least satisfied. 

Ratings of space availability by managers of 
non-profit and cooperative projects supported the 
favourable ratings of the occupants. The 
managers' ratings were also consistent with the 
relative assessments of individual programs by 
occupants. That is, Section 56.1 project managers 
gave higher ratings to the space available within 
individual dwelling units than did managers of 
Section 15.1 and 34.18 projects. 

Examination of tenant assessments of the 
availability of space by region reveals some 
variation within individual programs. Relative to 
the national rating for public housing 
accommodation, public housing occupants in Qu~bec 
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gave more favourable assessments of the space 
available while British Columbia residents gave 
less favourable assessments. Rent supplement 
tenants in British Columbia were less likely to 
rate the available space as good to excellent. On 
average, Sections 15.1 and 34.18 tenants in Qu~bec 
and the Prairies were more satisfied with the 
amount of space provided and Ontario tenants less 
so in relation to the national rating for those 
programs. Section 56.1 tenants in British 
Columbia were less likely to rate the space 
provided as good to excellent. 

3. Satisfaction with the Project 

The third dimension of adequacy considers the extent to 
which occupants are satisfied with their housing project. 
The underlying assumption is that occupant satisfaction is, 
at least in part, a reflection of the adequacy of the 
housing provided. In addition to their satisfaction with 
the housing project, occupants were asked to rate their 
projects with respect to general maintenance and 
management. These ratings are considered to reflect 
occupants perceptions of the adequacy of their housing. 

i) Tenant Satisfaction 

Social housing occupants appear to be generally 
satisfied with their housing projects. Almost three 
quarters of all respondents expressed satisfaction 
with their project and more than 60 per cent were 
highly satisfied (Table 5.10). Only 12 per cent 
expressed dissatisfaction with their project. With 
respect to individual programs, rent supplement 
clients indicated somewhat less satisfaction with 
their projects and Sections 15.1 and 34.18 clients 
more satisfaction than all social housing occupants. 

While not directly comparable to the data shown in 
Table 5.10, 88 per cent of rural and native clients 
surveyed in 1979 indicated that they were happy or 
very happy with their units. The high level of 
satisfaction expressed by RNH clients is 
surprising given the extent of crowding and need for 
re~airs. One explanation is that their current 
accommodation, regardless of its shortcomings, is 
much superior to their previous accommodation. This 
is suggested by the 1979 survey in which 78 per cent 
of RNH clients indicated their unit offered more 
space and rooms than their previous accommodation. 
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Within each program, there was little regional 
variation in the extent to which occupants expressed 
satisfaction with their projects. However, a higher 
proportion of rent supplement occupants in the 
Atlantic expressed satisfaction than rent supplement 
households elsewhere. Also, residents of Sections 
15.1 and 34.18 projects were more likely to be 
satisfied in the Atlantic and British Columbia. 

ii) Ratings of Maintenance and Management 

Both the maintenance and management of social 
housing projects received high ratings from 
occupants (Table 5.11). Seventy-nine per cent of 
all social housing tenants rated general maintenance 
of project common areas as good, very good or 
excellent and 82 per cent gave these ratings to the 
management of their projects. Only 7 per cent of 
occupants gave a poor rating to maintenance and only 
5 per cent rated project management as poor. With 
the exception of rent supplement, there was little 
variation among programs in the ratings given to 
maintenance and management. Rent supplement 
occupants gave lower ratings to both maintenance and 
management although more than 70 per cent rated 
these items as good to excellent. 

Managers of non-profit and cooperative projects were 
also asked to rate maintenance and management (Table 
5.12). With regard to maintenance, managers were 
asked to distinguish between maintenance of common 
areas and maintenance within individual units. 
Table 5.12 indicates that for both programs 
managers' assessments of these items were generally 
consistent with those provided by the occupants, 
although Section 56.1 managers were more positive 
about both project maintenance and management than 
occupants. Not surprisingly, managers under both 
programs rated project management more positively 
than occupants. 

Among public housing occupants, residents of Qu~bec 
gave higher than average ratings to project 
maintenance and management while tenants in the 
Prairies and British Columbia gave lower ratings. 
Among rent supplement tenants, higher ratings were 
evident in the Atlantic and the Prairies. This was 
consistent with the higher than average ratings 
given to the physical condition of rent supplement 
projects in these regions. Tenants in Atlantic, 
Quebec and British Columbia Sections 15.1 and 34.18 
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Tenant Ratings of Project Maintenance and Management by 
Housing Program (Per Cent Distribution) 

Public 
Housing 
40/43 

Rent 
Supplement 
44(1)(a) 

Non-Profit/ 
Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 

Non-Profit/ 
Cooperative 

56.1 

General Maintenance 

Excellent 24.3 15.6 26.0 22.6 
Very Good 27.1 22.8 27.9 30.7 
Good 27.0 32.6 25.8 26.4 
Fair 14.7 20.6 13.8 13.7 
Poor 6.8 8.5 6.5 6.6 

Total % 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.0 

Management 
Excellent 26.5 17.9 28.8 24.7 
Very Good 29.1 21.1 27.6 29.9 
Good 27.1 32.8 26.0 26.8 
Fair 12.6 20.4 12.3 12.1 
Poor 4.5 7.8 5.3 6.5 

Total % 99.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants 

Total 
Social 
Housing 

24.3 
27.3 
26.9 
14.7 

6.8 

100.0 

26.6 
28.5 
27.0 
12.9 

5.0 

100.0 
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Table 5.12 Ratings by Project Managers of Project and Unit 
Maintenance and Project Management, Distribution 
by Housing Program 

Non-Profit and Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 56.1 

General Maintenance of Common Areas 

Excellent 16.0 17.5 
Very Good 31.9 40.3 
Good 30.0 31.2 
Fair 20.1 10.3 
Poor 2.0 .7 

Total Per Cent 100.0 100.0 

General Maintenance Within Individual Units 

Excellent 
Very Good 
Good 
Fair 
Poor 

Total Per Cent 

Project Management 

Excellent 
Very Good 
Good 
Fair 
Poor 

Total Per Cent 

14.9 
35.3 
34.9 
13.6 

1.3 

100.0 

28.9 
36.8 
24.9 
4.7 
4.7 

100.0 

13.7 
45.6 
30.8 

9.6 
.3 

100.0 

20.3 
49.1 
25.2 

5.2 
0.3 

100.1 

Note: This question was not asked of public housing managers 
or rent supplement landlords. 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Managers 
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projects gave somewhat better ratings of project 
maintenance and management~ the reverse was true in 
Ontario projects. These assessments were also 
correlated with assessments of project physical 
condition (less need for repairs and better 
interiors and exteriors appeared with higher levels 
of management and maintenance and vice versa). 

Residents of Section 56.1 projects in the Prairies 
gave somewhat lower ratings of project maintenance 
although the physical condition ratings were average 
or better. British Columbia tenants gave somewhat 
higher ratings of maintenance. 

4. Summary 

The adequacy of the housing provided through the social 
programs was reviewed using a series of indicators based 
primarily on occupants' assessments of their housing. 
As a group, the programs are providing housing which 
occupants feel is in good physical condition. Only 2 
per cent of social housing occupants rated the physical 
condition of their dwelling interiors as poor 
although rent supplement households gave somewhat less 
favourable ratings. Further, the need for major repairs 
to dwellings was identified by only 8 per cent of social 
housing occupants as opposed to 12 per cent of all 
renter households. However, the incidence of need for 
repairs, both major and minor, was higher for social 
housing units than for buildings of comparable age in 
the overall rental stock. 

Among the social housing programs, the available 
evidence suggests that much of the housing provided 
through the RNH program is not physically adequate. 
Over one-half the RNH clients surveyed indicated their 
units needed repairs. . 

With regard to adequacy of space, the programs are 
generally providing suitable, uncrowded dwellings 
although the incidence of crowding among rural and 
native households is very high. The extent of 
over-consumption of space among social housing clients 
is lower than among renter households generally. 

The final indication that the programs are providing 
adequate housing is the generally high levels of 
satisfaction which occupants expressed concerning their 
projects and the maintenance and management of them. 
Rent supplement tenants were somewhat less satisfied 
than other occupants although two-thirds indicated 
moderate or high levels of satisfaction with their 
housing. 



C~ER ~ 

THE ACHIEVEMENT OF SOCIAL POLICY PRIORITIES 

The social housing programs are one means whereby the federal 
government can address broad social policy priorities. The 
programs can contribute to social priorities in the following 
ways: by providing assistance on an equitable basisi by 
directing assistance to those most in needi by giving priority 
to disadvantaged groups. This chapter examines the achievement 
of the social housing programs in promoting social policy 
principles and priorities. 

The principle of providing assistance on an equitable basis is 
considered in terms of both horizontal and vertical equity. 
Horizontal equity is concerned with the provision of assistance 
such that households in similar circumstances are treated 
equally. The key issue here is the extent to which all 
households in need are able to benefit from the programs. 
Vertical equity is concerned with the provision of assistance on 
an equitable basis among those in different income groups. The 
intent is to determine whether the programs have had a 
progressive, neutral or regressive effect on the distribution of 
income among program recipients. 

The extent to which the social housing programs support the 
principle of assisting those most in need is also assessed. 
Households with very low incomes are considered to be those most 
in need. Finally, the programs are examined to determine the 
extent to which priority attention has been given to those in 
special groups. 

A. EQUITY 

1. Horizontal Equity 

The target group identified in the social housing 
objective is "those with insufficient income to gain 
access to adequate housing". This group includes all 
households in core housing need and, in 1980, amounted 
to some 520,000 households or 18 per cent of all 
renters. Moreover, this estimate of core need is net of 
the assistance provided through the social housing 
programs and all other sources of housing assistance 
such as provincial shelter allowance programs. That is, 
there remain over one-half million households in core 
need despite the large number of households (roughly 
400,000 in 1984) which receive assistance annually 
through the social housing portfolio and the 
undetermined number of households receiving shelter 
allowances. 



- 148 -

Given the large number of households that remain in core 
housing need, it is clear that the programs are not 
serving all those who are eligible (by virtue of being in 
core need) to receive program benefits. There is, then, 
a problem of horizontal equity. However, it is also the 
case that the programs are limited in the extent to which 
they can provide benefits by the level of annual 
allocations for social housing subsidy units. 

The annual allocation of social housing units/beds has 
been set at 25,000 units. Of these, about 15 per cent 
are normally committed for hostel bed accommodation under 
Section 56.1, leaving 21,250 commitments for 
self-contained units. Thus, about 21,000 additional 
units are committed each year to assist those in core 
housing need. However, as shown in Chapter V, not all 
these commitments will be utilized to serve those in core 
housing need. The programs vary significantly with 
respect to the incidence of households with insufficient 
income (i.e. in core housing need). Moreover, the 
present mix of new program activity is dominated by 
commitments under Section 56.1. 

To identify the additional core need households served 
each year by the programs, the percentage of core need 
households served by each program (Chapter V, Table 5.1) 
is applied to the annual unit commitments under each 
program given the present mix of program activity for new 
commitments. Results of these calculations indicate that 
about 9,700 units or 39 per cent of the annual allocation 
would go to those in core housing need. This represents 
only 1.9 per cent of all renter households estimated to 
be in core housing need in 19801 • Each year, only a 
small proportion of households in need are able to 
benefit from the programs. Stated alternatively, a large 
number of households who are eligible to receive program 
benefits are unable to participate in the programs. 
There is a serious problem of horizontal equity. 

1. As indicated in Chapter V, social housing clients are 
distributed among urban size groups in much the same way as 
renter households generally. In effect, there is no 
downward bias in the estimates of core need among social 
housing households relative to core need among renters 
generally due to higher concentrations of social housing 
clients in large cities. 
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It is possible that the effectiveness of the social 
~ousing programs in serving households in core need may 
lncrease over time. The design of the Section 56.1 
programs is such that the subsidies available for RGI or 
assisted household can increase as the projects mature. 
If these increased subsidies are in fact utilized by 
non-profit and cooperative groups to serve additional 
core need households, the proportion of all core need met 
annually by the programs would increase from the 1.9 per 
cent indicated in the previous paragraph. 

Even if the programs were 100 per cent effective in 
serving those with core housing need, only 4.8 per cent 
of all renter households in core need would be served 
each year at the present level of annual subsidy unit 
allocations (25,000 per year). Of course, with each 
successive year a larger proportion of core need 
households could benefit from the programs and horizontal 
equity would be approached over time. However, more than 
20 years would be required to service the backlog of 
households in core need even with 100 per cent 
effectiveness. 

Finally, the problem of horizontal equity was also 
evident in views on the programs submitted by various 
groups and organizations. In response to the question 
"how do you feel the programs are serving your areas?", 
about three-quarters of those responding indicated that 
the programs were not meeting all needs. Moreover, over 
one-half of the respondents indicated that a constraint 
to meeting needs was the lack of budget or unit 
allocations. 

2. Vertical Equity 

The social housing programs are intended to assist those 
with insufficient income and, hence, are consistent with 
government efforts to effect a more equitable 
distribution of income and to promote individual 
welfare. The programs affect the income of client 
households by providing benefits in the form of lower 
rents than would otherwise be paid for similar 
accommodation. It should be noted that program benefits, 
interpreted in this way, are not the same as the amount 
of subsidy actually paid out under the programs. 

The purpose of this section is to estimate the extent to 
which the programs have affected the income distribution 
of recipients and the more general income distribution of 
the population at large. More specifically, the 
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issue is whether the programs have had a progressive, 
regressive or neutral effect on the income distribution 
of participants and of donors (i.e. tax-payers). An 
income redistribution measure is considered to be 
progressive if it provides relatively greater benefits 
to those in lower income groups than to those in higher 
income groups. Progressive measures are consistent with 
efforts to promote greater equality in the distribution 
of income. Regressive measures would promote greater 
inequality in the distribution of income, while neutral 
measures would have no effect on the distribution, with 
lower and higher income groups benefitting to the same 
degree. 

Income Distribution Effects on Program Participants 

Estimation of the income distribution effects of the 
programs follows the method developed by G. Fallis at 
the Ontario Economic Council.l The basic approach is to 
compare the program benefits received by participating 
households in each income class to the benefits that 
would be received if the programs were replaced by a 
program which benefits participants in proportion to 
their income. The hypothetical replacement program is 
neutral in terms of its effect on the distribution of 
income among program participants and, as such, provides 
a norm or benchmark against which to measure the 
progressive/regressive effects of the social housing 
programs. 

Fallis refers to this approach as a differential 
incidence approach. Essentially, the analysis compares 
the influence of a program on household income (i.e., 
the expenditure incidence of the program) to the 
incidence of a substitute or replacement program of 

1. Fallis, G. Housing Programs and Income Distribution in 
Ontario, Ontario Economic Council, University of Toronto 
Press, Toronto, 1980. 
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equal cost. Because the hypothetical substitute program 
is of equal cost, government expenditures, revenues and 
borrowings would remain the same so that macroeconomic 
effects need not be considered. l 

To implement the differential incidence approach the 
benefits received by households participating in the 
program must be estimated. Benefits accrue to 
households since they receive rental housing for a lower 

1. It is important to note that this approach deals only with 
the direct beneficiaries of the program (i.e., the program 
participants). However, it is clear that the initiation of 
a housing program would affect the income of many people 
other than the direct beneficiaries. Price, wage and output 
changes could be expected in housing and related sectors 
which in turn would influence the returns to labour, land 
and capital in these sectors and in sectors seemingly 
unrelated to the housing program. While it would be 
preferable to be able to measure the redistribution which 
occurred after the initiation of each social housing 
program, the research tools to do so are not available. A 
very detailed model of the housing sector and the economy 
would be required. Under the differential incidence 
approach, however, the broad income effects of initiating a 
program can be ignored. This is because the existing 
program is assumed to be replaced by an equal cost program 
which involves no change in government expenditures and 
under which the program participants remain the same. The 
income levels of non-participants would be affected very 
little, if at all. 



- 152 -

price (rent) than its market value. Thus, one measure 
of the benefit to a household of participating in the 
programs is the market value measure. l It is the 
difference between the market rent for comparable 
housing and the actual rent paid. 

It is important to recognize that the market value 
measure of benefits used in this analysis may be quite 
different from the amount each household receives in 
subsidies 2 • Under the Section 56.1 programs all house
holds receive a subsidy to reduce the economic rent to 
the lower end of market rent. The remaining subsidy 
funds are then used to assist a percentage of tenants to 
pay rent on a geared-to-income basis. 3 Because economic 
rent is usually much higher than market rent, the amount 
of subsidy received is greater than the market value 
measure of benefits which comprises only the difference 
between the market rent and the actual rent paid. 
Under the Private Landlords Rent Supplement program 
(Section 44 (l)(a» all households pay rent on a geared 
to income basis. The subsidy received is the difference 
between the actual rent paid and the rent negotiated 
with the landlord by the province. To the extent that 
the negotiated rent is close to the market rent, the 
amount of the subsidy will approach the market value 
measure of benefits. 

1. In his study, Fallis also uses a second measure of program 
benefits. The consumer surplus measure represents the in
come equivalent of the program to the household. It is the 
cash transfer which would leave the household just as well 
off if the program were stopped. The difference between the 
market value and consumer surplus measures is a measure of 
the inefficiency of the program. Inefficiency arises be
cause the program benefit is tied to housing so that parti
cipants are not free to spend the subsidy as they choose. 
As a result of this restriction on consumer choice, partici
pants require more subsidy to make them as well off as under 
a program of unrestricted cash transfer which would allow 
participants full freedom of choice in how they spend their 
subsidy. 

2. See Chapter VIII, Cost Effectiveness, for an illustration of 
the per unit subsidy costs associated with each program. 

3. For an assumed mortgage interest rate of 14 per cent, 41 per 
cent of the total subsidy available over the life of a 
Section 56.1 non-profit project is used to bridge the gap 
between economic and market rent leaving about 60 per cent 
of the available subsidy to assist rent-geared-to-income 
households. See Chapter VIII, Cost Effectiveness. 
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Data on rent paid by program households are available 
from the social housing occupants surveys and market 
rent data are available for selected cities from 
Statistical Services Division, CMHC.l However, because 
the market rent data are only available for selected 
cities, it was not possible to implement the 
differential incidence approach for each of the social 
housing programs. Only the Section 56.1 non-profit and 
cooperative programs and the rent supplement program 
provided a sufficient number of observations in the 
selected cities to permit estimates of the market value 
measure of benefits to participating households. 

Given the rent paid and market rent data, benefits for 
each Section 56.1 and rent supplement household included 
in the analysis are calculated. Benefits for each 
household within an income class are then added and 
divided by the number of households in the income class 
to obtain the average benefit by income class. As shown 
in Table 6.1, average benefits are highest for the 
lowest income groups and decrease as income increases up 
to the highest income bracket ($25,000 and over) for 
both programs. However, the average program benefit is 
higher for rent supplement households. This is 
consistent with the finding of Chapter V which indicated 
that Section 56.1 households have a higher incidence of 
affordability problems than rent supplement households. 
The amount of assistance available to rent-geared-to
income tenants under Section 56.1 appears to be spread 
thinly among recipients so that many receive a smaller 
benefit than required to enable them to overcome 
affordability problems. 

The next step in the differential incidence analysis is 
to estimate the average benefit which would accrue to 
each income group if each program were replaced by an 
equal cost program which distributes benefits to program 
participants in proportion to their household income. 
This is accomplished by summing the benefits received by 
households in all income classes and allocating the 
total benefits among the income groups in proportion to 
the percentage of income accounted for by each group. 
The average benefit is obtained by dividing total 
program benefits for each income group by the number of 
households in the income group. The average benefits 
under the distributionally neutral, equal cost, 
alternative program are also shown in Table 6.1. 

1. See Appendix E for a description of the rent data used in 
this analysis. 
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Table 6.1 Average Benefits for Section 56.1 and Rent 
Supplement Households, Market Value Measure, by 
Income Group 

Income Group 

o - $4,999 
5,000 - 9,999 

10,000 - 14,999 
15,000 - 19,999 
20,000 - 24,999 
25,000 and over 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 
56.1 

Average Average 
Program Benefit 
Benefit Neutral 

Alternative 

$ $ 

1,535 82 
652 143 
341 245 
174 343 
130 441 

57 649 

Rent Supplement 
44(1) (a) 

Average Average 
Program Benefit 
Benefit Neutral 

Alternative 

$ $ 

2,514 1,075 
2,096 1,848 
1,583 3,115 
1,070 4,508 

Source: Social Housing Occupant Surveys, CMHC unpublished rent 
data. 

Under the neutral alternative programs, the pattern of 
benefits is the opposite of the pattern obtained for 
each program. Average benefits are lowest for the 
lowest income group, and increase steadily with income. 

The change in income for each group which results from 
the sUbstitution of the distributionally neutral 
alternative for each program is referred to as the 
average differential benefit (Table 6.2). In both 
cases, households in the lowest income groups would 
suffer a loss if the program were replaced by a 
distributionally neutral program of equal cost, and 
households in the highest income groups would gain. 
Thus, in relation to the distributionally neutral 
alternative program, the distribution of benefits under 
the Section 56.1 and rent supplement programs is 
progressive. 

Examination of Table 6.2 indicates that the loss to the 
lowest income group due to the substitution of the 
neutral alternative is about the same under each 
program. Under both programs the loss declines and 
becomes a gain as income rises. However, this occurs 
more rapidly under the rent supplement program since 
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only households in the four lowest income groups are 
involved. The Section 56.1 program, which includes 
households from all six income groups, displays a more 
gradual transition from loss to gain. In effect, both 
programs are progressive according to this measure but 
the rent supplement program is progressing over a more 
limited, lower range of incomes while Section 56.1 is 
progressive over a wider income range. 

The differential incidence measure shown in Table 6.2 is 
the ratio of the average differential benefit to the 
average income within each income class. This measure 
yields a more precise indication of income distribution 
effects by providing a measure of the incidence of the 
housing programs on the average income of participants 
in each income class. If either of the programs were 
replaced with an equal cost, neutral alternative 
program, the ratio of differential benefits to income 
would rise with income. Section 56.1 households in the 
three lowest income groups would experience a decline in 
income with those in the lowest income group 
experiencing the largest relative decline. In contrast, 
the differential benefits to income ratio is positive 
for Section 56.1 households in the four highest income 
groups indicating that households in these groups would 
be better off if total program benefits were distributed 
among program participants in proportion to their 
income. Rent supplement households in the two lowest 
income groups would experience a decline in income while 
the next two income groups would be better off. Again 
the decline in income is about the same for the lowest 
income group under each program but this changes to a 
relative increase more rapidly under the rent supplement 
program. 

To summarize, the Section 56.1 and rent supplement 
programs appear to have distributed benefits among 
participating households in a progressive manner 
relative to a distributionally neutral alternative 
program. By providing relatively greater benefits to 
low income households, the programs are consistent with 
efforts to promote vertical equity in the distribution 
of income. 

'General Income Distribution 

The above analysis indicates that the Section 56.1 and 
rent supplement programs distribute benefits 
progressively among program participants. However, in 
order to determine whether the programs are consistent 
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with efforts to redistribute income among groups in 
society generally, it is necessary to consider the 
extent to which the various income groups pay for the 
programs through their taxes. While a detailed analysis 
of tax and expenditure incidence for the federal 
government is beyond the scope of this review,l a rough 
indication of the redistributive aspects of the programs 
can be obtained by examining the distribution of Section 
56.1 and rent supplement benefits (expenditures) among 
income groups in relation to the distribution of all 
taxes among income groups. The distribution of benefits 
among program households is as follows: 

Income Group 

o - $4,999 
5,000 - 9,999 

10,000 - 14,999 
15,000 - 19,999 
20,000 - 24,999 
25,000 and over 

Distribution 
Non-Profit/ 
Cooperative 

56.1 

18.4 
52.0 
12.0 

8.7 
5.5 
3.4 

of Benefits 
Rent 

Supplement 
44(1)(a) 

22.5 
64.1 
11.8 
1.6 

Information on the decile distribution of all taxes 
(i.e. income taxes, sales and excise taxes, property 
taxes, etc., by all levels of government) is available 
for 1978 from the Fraser Institute.2 

Income Decile 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 
5th 
6th 
7th 
8th 
9th 

10th 

Distribution of Taxes 

0.7 
2.2 
4.2 
6.2 
7.7 
8.8 

10.8 
13.0 
16.6 
30.0 

1. Such an analysis has been conducted for the three l~vels of 
government by Gillespie. See Gillespie, W.I., "On the 
Redistriburtion of Income in Canada", Canadian Tax Journal. 
Vol. XXIV, No.4, July-August, 1976. 

2. Pipes, S. and Walker, M., Tax Facts 3, The Fraser Institute, 
Vancouver, 1982. 
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While the income groups do not match for the two sets of 
data, it is clear that the lowest income groups receive 
most of the benefits under both programs while 
accounting for the smallest proportion of taxes. In 
contrast, the highest income groups account for most 
taxes and receive a much lower share of benefits. It 
would appear, therefore, that both programs are 
consistent with efforts to redistribute income from 
higher to lower income groups.l However, since a higher 
proportion of benefits accrues to lower income groups 
under the rent supplement program, this program has a 
greater redistributive effect than Section 56.1. 

B. PRIORITY TARGET GROUPS 

The purpose of this section is to examine the extent to 
which the programs have assisted households most in need and 
those in special, priority groups. 

1. Households Most in Need 

For purposes of this study, households most in need are 
considered to be those with the lowest incomes. This 
criterion is consistent with income characteristics of 
households experiencing affordability problems: over 90 
per cent of all renters in core housing need are 
situated in the lowest income quintile (see Chapter IV, 
Table 4.5). 

Examination of the income distribution of social housing 
occupants indicates that the programs as a group are 
serving those in the lowest income categories to a much 
larger extent than they are represented in the 
population at large (Table 6.3). Over 60 per cent of 
program recipients had incomes less than $10,000 in 1981 
and almost 80 per cent had incomes less than $15,000. 
Among renter households generally, it is estimated that 
only 27 per cent had incomes less than $10,000 and 41 
per cent received less than $15,000 in 1981. There is, 
however, considerable variation among the individual 
programs in the extent to which the lowest income groups 
are served. 

1. Although this conclusion is based on a cur~ory examination 
of the distribution of benefits and taxes among income 
groups, it is consistent with the results of Gillespie's 
rigorous fiscal incidence analysis for federal taxes and 
expenditures. Gillespie found that the federal sector was 
broadly redistributive from higher income classes to lower 
income classes. (See Gillespie, op.cit. pp. 430-431). 
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The rent supplement and public housing programs serve 
much higher proportions of those with $10,000 income or 
less than the two non-profit and cooperative programs. 
This is to be expected since the rent supplement and 
public housing programs focus on low income groups with 
all clients undergoing income testing while the 
non-profit and cooperative programs focus on low and 
moderate income households with only a portion of those 
served paying rents-geared-to-income (RGI)l. 

Considering only RGI tenants under the Sections 
15.1/34.18 programs, the concentration of households in 
the under $10,000 category is about the same as under 
the public housing programs. RGI tenants served through 
the Sections 15.1/34.18 programs are income tested 
according to federal or provincial rental scales in the 
same manner as public housing and rent supplement 
tenants. The subsidy to RGI tenants is provided 
separately (under Section 44(1)(b» from the project 
subsidy funds provided under Sections 15.1/34.18. Under 
the Section 56.1 program, however, the subsidy for RGI 
tenants is that amount remaining from the project 
subsidy after the gap between economic rent and lower 
end of market rent has been eliminated. Under those 
circumstances it appears that the limited subsidy 
available for RGI tenants is not sufficient to permit 
groups to assist a high proportion of those in the 
lowest income groups. Rather, Section 56.1 non-profit 
and cooperative groups may be providing a more shallow 
subsidy to those in higher income groups who are never
theless in need of assistance. In effect, groups can 
assist a larger number of RGI tenants by spreading the 
subsidy thinly among households with a larger range of 
incomes rather than concentrating on those with the 
lowest incomes. 

Examination of the income distribution data for each 
program on a regional basis indicates that, with one 
exception, the national pattern holds. That is, the 
highest proportions of households in the lowest income 
categories are served by the rent supplement program 
followed by public housing, Sections 15.1/34.18 and 
Section 56.1. British Columbia is the exception to this 
pattern. In this region the Sections 15.1/34.18 
non-profit and cooperative programs serve the highest 

1. A discussion of differences in program objectives, design 
and operation and the implications for the income levels of 
households served under the various programs is contained in 
Chapter v. 
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proportion of very low income households. In British 
Columbia almost three quarters of the households served 
under this program are elderly, single person 
households, a group which generally has very low incomes 
relative to other household types. 

One shortcoming of income distribution data as an 
indication of the extent to which the programs assist 
those most in need is that no account is taken of the 
expenditure requirements of individual households. 
Large households located in major cities will have 
greater requirements than small households located in 
rural areas. To take account of these variations, the 
percentages of households lying below the Statistics 
Canada 1981 Low Income Cut-offs, which vary by household 
and settlement size, have been estimated and are 
presented in Table 6.4.1 

About one-half of all households served by the programs 
have low incomes using these criteria. This is about 
twice the incidence of low income among renter 
households generally. Thus, when household size and 
location are taken into account the programs are serving 
those most in need to a much larger extent than they are 
represented in the population at large. Nevertheless, 
it is also the case that 50 percent of all social 
housing households are not among those most in need. 

The performance of the individual programs in serving 
those most in need follows the same pattern as that 
identified above using the income distribution data. 
The rent supplement program is most effective, followed 
by public housing and the two non-profit and cooperative 
programs. As explained above, the non-profit and 
cooperative programs focus on low and moderate income 
households while the rent supplement and public housing 
programs are intended to serve those with low incomes. 
Nevertheless, the Section 56.1 program only serves 
households most in need to about the same extent as such 
households are represented among renter households 
generally. 

1. The low income cut-offs are calculated for seven family size 
categories ranging from 1 to 7 or more for six settlement 
size groups: 500,000 or more population; 100,000 to 
499,999; 30,000 to 99,999; small urban areas; and rural 
areas. 
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It should be noted that the ability of Section 56.1 
projects to serve those most in need can increase 
over time. The design of the programs is such that the 
subsidy funds available for RGI tenants should increase 
as projects mature. However, the extent to which 
non-profit and cooperative groups will utilize the 
increased subsidy funds to serve increased numbers of 
low income households is not known. In effect, there is 
a potential for improved performance in serving low 
income households but the extent to which it will be 
fulfilled is unknown. 

As shown in Table 6.4, the incidence of low income for 
the total social housing population is highest among 
family households with children. While senior citizen 
households tend to have lower incomes on average than 
family households, the incidence of low income is less 
among seniors when household size (i.e., expenditure 
requirements) is taken into account. The exception to 
this statement is the Sections 15.1/34.18 non-profit and 
cooperative program which serves the highest proportion 
of senior citizen tenants. 

Table 6.4 Incidence of Low Income Among Social Housing 
Households Using Low-Income Cutoff Criteria 
(Per Cent) 

Senior 
Family Citizen Other Total 

Households Households Households 

Public Housing 63.2 44.8 58.5 55.7 
40/43 

Rent Supplement 73.9 66.6 82.0 71.8 
44(1)(a) 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 32.6 38.1 24.8 32.9 
15.1/34.18 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 24.7 23.9 13.2 21.1 
56.1 

Total Social Housing 56.9 43.8 43.0 49.2 

All Renter Households 23.0 

Note: 'Other' households include persons living alone, 
couples, two or more unrelated persons and 'others' 
with no dependent children. 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants. 
HIFE (1980) and Projections by CMHC (Appendix B). 
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The incidence of low income, using income cut-off cri
teria, also varies by region. While approximately 40 -
per cent of households in the Prairies and British Colu
mbia fall into this category, 55 per cent of those in 
the Atlantic region have low incomes. Within each re
gion, the low incomes performance of the individual pro
grams in serving those with low incomes reflects the 
national pattern. 

2. Special Groups 

Special groups identified for priority attention by the 
federal government include the elderly, the disabled, 
native peoples and women. This section briefly des
cribes the nature of housing problems experienced by 
each of these groups. The extent to which the programs 
have given priority attention to special groups is 
assessed initially by examining the proportion of social 
housing households included in each special group in 
relation to each group's representation in the popula
tion. The intent is to see whether the programs are 
serving such groups to a larger extent than their repre
sentation in the population alone would warrant. If so, 
the programs can be said to have given priority atten
tion to the special group. The extent to which the 
groups have received attention in the form of rent
geared-to-income assistance is also noted. 

The second, and more appropriate, approach to assessing 
the extent of priority attention to special groups is to 
examine the treatment of the groups in relation to the 
housing problems they experience. Lack of comprehensive 
data on housing problems experienced by natives and the 
disabled prevents such an assessment for these house
holds. However, the attention given to both the elderly 
and women through housing programs is examined in 
relation to the core housing problems they experience. 

i) The Elderly 

In 1980, a total of 1.3 million households, or 
about 16.3 per cent of all Canadian households 

1. The data on special groups as reported in the tables in this 
section do not include households in special purpose pro
jects provided under Section 56.1. However, where the inci
dence of special groups differs due to the inclusion of 
Section 56.1 special purpose projects, this is noted in the 
text. Information on the incidence of special groups in 
Section 56.1 special purpose projects can be found in: 
CMHC, Section 56.1 Non-Profit and Cooperative Housing 
Program Evaluation, November, 1983, pp. 221-232. 
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were headed by individuals aged 65 years and 
over. About one-third of these are renters (16 
per cent of renter households in 1980). The 
incidence of housing problems among elderly 
households generally is greater than for all 
households in the population, and it is particu
larly high among elderly renters. About 31 per 
cent of these households experienced core housing 
problems in 1980 as opposed to 20 per cent of all· 
renter households. Such households were unable to 
afford the norm rent for a standard housing unit 
without paying more than 30 per cent of their 
income. The high incidence of housing problems 
among elderly renters reflects their relatively 
low incomes. In 1980, the average income of 
elderly renters was $12,481, or about 62 per cent 
of the average income for all renter households. 

The surveys of social housing occupants indicate 
that 47 per cent of household heads are 65 years 
of age or older (Table 6.5). This proportion 
ranges from a low of 27 per cent of Section 56.1 
household heads to a high of 56 per cent of those 
occupying Sections 15.1/34.18 units. The 
incidence of elderly households also varies by 
region, from a low of 41 per cent of households in 
Ontario to 56 per cent in British Columbia. Since 
elderly renter households account for 16 per cent 
of all renter households they are receiving high 
priority in relation to their representation in 
the population. 

Priority is also given to the elderly relative to 
the housing problems they experience. Twenty
seven per cent of all renter households in core 
housing need are headed by elderly persons. The 
Section 56.1 programs, with 27 per cent of all 
households in the elderly category, are serving 
this group in proportion to the core housing need 
which they experience. All other programs serve a 
substantially larger proportion. 

Social housing programs may also serve the elderly 
through the provision of units which are specially 
designed to accommodate the physical limitations 
which often accompany old age. Design features 
such as non-skid flooring, grab-bars and raised 
electrical sockets are included in some units 
intended for occupancy by the elderly. Such 
features are important to many elderly people. 
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Among elderly households surveyed, 54 per cent 
cited the lack of special facilities required due 
to age or disability as the reason for moving from 
their previous accommodation (Table 6.6). 

The social housing programs provide a considerable 
amount of specially designed accommodation. 
Thirty-six per cent of rent supplement units, 38 
per cent of Sections 15.1/34.18 units and 24 per 
cent of Section 56.1 units were specially designed 
for the elderly according to managers and 
landlords. While these percentages are somewhat 
lower than the proportion of elderly households 
occupying program units, it must be recognized 
that not all elderly persons require special 
design features. In fact, the accommodation 
provided ~o the elderly appears to be consistent 
with their needs. Only 3 per cent of elderly 
households intended to move from their 
accommodation and of these, about one half 
identified the lack of special facilities as an 
important reason for wanting to move (Table 6.6). 
The intent to move due to the lack of special 
facilities was considerably more widespread among 
elderly households in rent supplement units and 
somewhat more widespread among elderly households 
in Section 56.1 units. 

Table 6.6 Relocation of Elderly Households due to the Lack of 
Required Special Facilities, Incidence by 
Housing Program (Per Cent) 

Social 
Housing 
Program 

Public Housing 

Rent Supplement 
44(1)(a) 

Moved In Due 
to Lack of 

Special Facilities 

40/43 
55.7 

41.8 
Non-Profit/Cooperative 

15.1/34.18 57.8 
Non-Profit/Cooperative 

56.1 55.8 

Total 54.3 

Will Moving Out Due 
Move to Lack of 
Out Special Facilities 

2.5 1.1 

7.9 4.8 

3.3 1.5 

5.0 2.8 

3.1 1.5 

Note: Lack of facilities was indicated as being of importance 
to the household's decision to move. 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants. 
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ii) The Disabled 

Estimates from the Canada Health Survey, 1978, 
indicate approximately 2.7 million Canadians or 
11.2 per cent of the population are disabled to 
some extent and about 2.2 million are moderately 
to severely disabledl. About 70 per cent of this 
latter group are 45 years of age or older. While 
data on the housing problems of thedisabled are 
not available, one can get an indication of the 
types of housing problems likely to be experienced 
by examining the income and mobility 
characteristics of the disabled. 

Incomes of disabled persons tend to be much lower 
than average. About 19 per cent of all Canadian 
households had incomes equal to or less than 
$11,000 in 1978. In contrast, about 30 per cent 
of households with one or more moderately to 
severely disabled persons were in this income 
group. According to a study carried out by the 
Ontario Ministry of Health, about 61 per cent of 
disabled persons had family income of $10,000 or 
less. The variance is likely due to different 
definitions of disability and different 
geographical areas and time periods for the two 
studies. In any case the implication is that the 
disabled are more likely to experience afford
ability problems than the population as a whole. 

The disabled are also likely to experience housing 
adequacy problems related to the nature of their 
disabilities. Severely disabled persons with 
mobility, sight or hearing impairments often 
require special design features to accommodate 
these disabilities. The mobility impaired 
especially require modifications to kitchens and 
bathrooms to accommodate the wheelchair. The 
sight and hearing impaired require special 
features for safety and signalling. 

1. Estimates are based on the 1978 Canada Health Survey as 
compiled by Medicus Canada for the Data Handbook on Disabled 
Persons in Canada submitted to CMHC in 1981. 
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Among the moderately to severely disabled 
population, the Canadian survey found that 285,000 
persons or 1.2 per cent of Canadians needed 
assistance to move and 44,000 to 61,000 persons or 
0.3 per cent of the total population were confined 
to wheelchairs. This latter figure might serve as 
the minimum number of persons requiring accessible 
housing. As an upper limit, Medicus Canada 
suggests the 1.1 million Canadians with disability 
problems that might require a housing design 
response, or the 730,000 persons experiencing 
difficulties with mobility. 

There are some 110,000 Canadians who suffer a 
sensory deficit (loss of sight or hearing) so 
severe as to be the main cause preventing them 
from pursuing their major activity (work, 
housekeeping, etc.). It is not possible to 
estimate how many of these require special housing 
design features. However, it is reasonable to 
expect that a high proportion will have housing 
problems because of their low incomes. 

The survey of social housing occupants revealed 
that nearly 15 per cent of households had disabled 
persons (Table 6.7). Among the social housing 
programs, the percentage of households with 
disabled persons is highest under the rent 
supplement program and lowest for the Section 56.1 
non-profit and cooperative program. However, when 
Section 56.1 special purpose projects are 
included, the incidence of disabled households 
under Section 56.1 increases from 8.5 to 12.8 per 
cent. The incidence varies somewhat by region, 
with highs of 19 per cent of households in British 
Columbia and 18 per cent in the Atlantic region, 
and a low of 10 per cent in Qu~bec. 

With respect to the types of households served by 
the programs, disabled persons are more likely to 
be found among individuals aged 64 years or less. 
Approximately 13 per cent of both senior citizen 
and family households have disabled members while 
twenty-six per cent of single member, non-elderly 
households are disabled. 

It should also be noted that disabled persons are 
more likely to receive rent-to-income assistance 
than households generally under the two non-profit 
and cooperative programs. Approximately 58 per 
cent of households with disabled persons in 
Sections 15.1/34.18 projects and 50 per cent of 
those in Section 56.1 projects receive 
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rent-to-income assistance, compared to 45 and 42 
per cent of all households served by these two 
programs. 

In comparison with the estimated 11.2 per cent of 
the population who are disabled to some extent it 
appears that the programs taken as a whole are 
giving priority to the handicapped, although not a 
high priority. In relation to the estimated 
percentage of severely disabled people in the 
population, however, the programs may be giving 
strong priority attention to the handicapped. 
Unfortunately, it is not possible to determine 
whether this is in fact the case as respondents 
were not asked to indicate the severity of their 
disabilities. 

Social housing programs also provide units 
specifically designed for the handicapped. Such 
units may have the same features as provided in 
units specifically designed for the elderly but, 
in addition, have design features to accommodate 
persons with mobility impairments such as three 
foot wide doors and lower kitchen and bathroom 
shelves. 

According to landlords and managers surveyed, 2 
per cent of rent supplement units, 21 per cent of 
the Sections 15.1/34.18 non-profit and cooperative 
units and 11 per cent of Section 56.1 units 
contain special features designed for the 
handicapped. These percentages differ markedly 
from the percentages of households indicating a 
disabled household member as shown in Table 6.7, 
particularly for the rent supplement program. 
This suggests that many disabled persons served 
through the rent supplement program are not 
occupying units with special features which they 
require. However, this may not be the case since 
the severity of the disability and the extent to 
which special design features are required is 
unknown. Moreover, other evidence suggests that 
the housing provided is, to a large extent, 
appropriate for the disabled. Only 3 per cent of 
all households with disabled persons intended to 
move from social housing units due to a lack of 
special facilities (Table 6.8). While this figure 
is slightly higher for the rent supplement 
program, it indicates that few households are 
occupying units without the special facilities 
they require. 
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Table 6.8 Relocation of Disabled Households due to the Lack of 
Special Facilities, Incidence by Housing Program 

Housing 
Program 

Public Housing 
40/43 

Moved In Due 
to Lack of 

Special Facilities 

18.8 

Will Moving Out Due 
Move to Lack of 
Out Special Facilities 

6.6 3.0 

Rent Supplement 
44(1)(a) 22.4 9.8 4.9 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 16.1 9.2 2.8 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 
56.1 15.5 19.5 6.7 

Total 18.4 8.1 3.3 

Note: Lack of facilities was indicated as being important to 
the household's decision to move. 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants. 

iii) Native People 

Native peoples experience higher unemployment 
rates and have lower incomes than non-natives. In 
1981, forty-three per cent of native households 
had incomes of less than $13,000 as opposed to 
twenty-eight per cent of non-native households. 
Moreover, natives were more reliant on government 
income, had less employment income and less access 
to other income sources than did non-natives al
though these disparities tend to be smaller in 
urban than in rural areas. While data on housing 
affordability problems experienced by natives are 
not yet available, the much lower levels of native 
incomes suggest that the incidence of afforda
bility problems among natives is greater than that 
for non-natives. 

With regard to housing adequacy, it is clear that 
native peoples experience more severe problems 
than non-natives, particularly in rural areas and 
small communities. Information from the 1981 
Census indicates that one-quarter of the dwellings 
occupied by native households required major 
repairs as opposed to only 7 per cent of dwellings 
generally. Among native households the percentage 
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of dwellings requlrlng either major or minor 
repairs is higher on reserves (53 per cent) and 
rural areas (44 per cent) than in settlements 
greater than 2,500 in population (35 per cent). 

In 1981 native peoples comprised 2.0 per cent of 
the population of Canada. Excluding the Rural and 
Native Housing Program, the incidence of native 
households among social housing occupants was only 
1.3 per cent (Table 6.9). Thus, as a group, the 
social housing programs do not appear to be giving 
priority attention to native peoples. This is 
mostly due to the influence of the public housing 
and rent supplement programs which operate 

Incidence of Native Households by Social Housing 
Program (Per Cent) 

Program 

Public Housing 
40/43 

Rent Supplement 
44(1)(a) 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 

Non-Profit/Cooperative 
56.1 

Rural and Native Housing 

Total Social Housing 

Incidence of 
Native Households 

0.9 

1.2 

2.6 

2.1 

25.9 

1.3 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants 

primarily in large urban areas and have no special 
program features aimed at native peoples. In 
contrast, the two non-profit and cooperative 
programs do give priority attention to native 
households, although not a high priority. 
However, the non-profit and cooperative programs 
do provide substantial assistance to the native 
households which they serve. About 80 per cent of 
the native households surveyed under the two 
programs pay rents geared to their incomes. 
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The extent to which Section 56.1 serves native 
peoples is likely to increase considerably in the 
future because of the special focus of this 
program on native peoples and because Section 56.1 
is now the main program for providing social 
housing. Under Section 56.1, assistance is 
specifically directed toward native people in two 
ways. Rental accommodation is assisted in 
conjunction with the Indian and Northern Affairs 
Canada subsidy program and a special urban native 
component is available. The creation of a 
separate native budget allocation permits units to 
be set aside to serve the native population. 
Since 1980, allocations for native units have 
amounted to 5.1 per cent of all subsidy units 
allocated with the majority (60 per cent) 
allocated for on-reserve rental housing. 

Allocation For Section 56.1 Subsidy Units 

1980 1981 1982 Total 

Sec. 56.1 OlAND 624 631 949 2,204 

Sec. 56.1 Urban 489 526 418 1,433 

Total Subsidy 
Units Allocated 24,524 22,900 24,117 71,541 

The main program directed toward native peoples is 
the Rural and Native Housing (RNH) Program. Over 
one-quarter of those receiving assistance to 
attain homeownership in rural areas and 
settlements of 2,500 or less population are of 
native origin. A large but unknown percentage of 
native households are also assisted through the 
rehabilitation components of the program. Under 
the RNH program it is clear that native peoples 
are receiving a high priority.1 

iv) Women 

The extent to which priority attention is given to 
women is assessed by examining the proportion of 
two household types served by the programs: 
unattached female individuals and single-parent 
households headed by females. These household 
types represent 23.5 per cent and 9.2 per cent, 

1. Under the new RNH program, native people will receive an 
even higher priority. Fifty per cent of unit allocations 
are to be targetted to native households. 
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respectively, of all renter households. Both 
unattached and single-parent female renter 
households have lower incomes than renter 
households generally and experience a much higher 
incidence of housing problems. Moreover, both 
female-led household types have lower incomes and 
experience housing problems to a greater extent 
than their male counterparts. (Table 6.10). 

Average Incomes and Core Housing Need for 
Unattached Individuals and Single-Parent 
Family Renter Households 

Average Incidence 
Income Core Need 

($ ) (% ) 

All Renter Households 20,226 18.3 

Unattached 
Indi vidual( s) 
(female) 13,023 30.6 

Single-Parent 
(female) 13,175 35.2 

Unattached 
Individual(s) 
(male) 18,878 19.7 

Single-Parent 
(male) 22,561 17.7 

Source: HIFE, (1980) and Projections by CMHC 
(Appendix B) 

of 

The social housing programs are serving unattached 
female households to a larger extent than their 
representation in the population would warrant. 
This household type accounts for 38 per cent of 
all households occupying social housing units 
(Table 6.11) but comprises only 24 per cent of all 
renter households. However, unattached female 
households account for 39 per cent of all core 
housing need experienced by renter households. 
Thus, the programs as a group are accurately 
focussed on female individuals in relation to the 
housing problems they experience. However, there 
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is variation among the individual programs in the 
extent to which they serve this household type. 
The Section 15.1/34.18 non-profit and cooperative 
programs give priority attention to individual 
female households in relation their housing 
problems as does the rent supplement program 
although to a lesser extent. On the other hand, 
the public housing and, particularly, the Section 
56.1 programs accord less attention to this 
household type than is warranted by the housing 
problems they experience. 

Table 6.11 indicates that most female individuals 
served by the programs are senior citizens. About 
80 per cent are 65 years of age or more although 
this proportion ranges from 60 per cent in rent 
supplement and Section 56.1 projects to 86 per 
cent in public housing. It should also be noted 
that under the two non-profit and cooperative 
programs, unattached female households receive 
rent-geared-to-income assistance in about the same 
proportion as all households served by these 
programs. 

With regard to female-led single parent 
households, the social housing programs are giving 
priority to this family type in relation to its 
representation among renter households generally. 
About 21 per cent of social housing units are 
occupied by single parent females (Table 6.11), 
while these housholds comprise only 9 per cent of 
all renter households. The programs also serve 
single parent females to a slightly greater extent 
than the proportion of core housing problems they 
account for. Female-led single parent families 
account for 17 per cent of all renters with core 
housing needs (see Table 4.5) but make up 21 per 
cent of all program households. 

The degree to which the individual programs serve 
single parent females varies considerably by 
program. Both the public housing and rent 
supplement programs accord priority attention to 
such families relative to their representation 
in the population and relative to the core housing 
needs they represent. In contrast, neither the 
Sections 15.1/34.18 nor the Section 56.1 
non-profit and cooperative programs serve 
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single parent female-led households adequately in 
terms of the core housing need they experience. 
However, it should be noted that a high proportion 
of these households receive rent-geared-to-income 
assistance under the two non-profit and 
cooperative programs. Almost 71 per cent of 
female single parents in Sections 15.1/34.18 and 
63 per cent in Section 56.1 accommodation pay 
rents geared to income as opposed to 45 and 42 per 
cent respectively of all households served by 
these programs. 

Finally, it should be recognized that core housing 
problems do not fully reflect the housing needs of 
women. Battered and abused women as well as 
young, never-married mothers often require 
temporary, emergency accommodation and emotional 
support. Currently, the Section 56.1 program 
provides assistance for special purpose projects, 
including transition houses. Over the period 1978 
to 1981 about 11,000 hostel beds or 17 per cent of 
all Section 56.1 commitments were for special 
purpose projects which provide beds for ~are 
facilities, half-way houses and hostels. 
Unfortunately the extent to which women with 
special needs were served by the program cannot be 
determined since program data is not collected 
according to the type of special needs client. 

v) Summary 

The extent to which the social housing programs 
serve priority target groups is summarized in 
Table 6.12. 
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Table 6.12 Representation of Priority Target Groups Among All 
Renters, Renters in Need and the Social Housing 
Programs (Per Cent) 

All Renters 

Renters in 
Core Housing 
Need 

All Social 
Housing 
• Public 

Housing 
• Rent 

Supplement 
• Old Non

Profit/Co-op 
• Section 56.1 

Non-Profit/ 
Co-op 

Elderly Disabled 

15.9 

27.3 

46.8 

45.7 

46.0 

56.4 

26.8 

11.2* 

14.9 

15.3 

29.0 

11.7 

8.5** 

Women 
Unat- Single 
tached Parents 

23.6 

39.4 

39.9 

36.3 

46.4 

51.2 

26.9 

9.0 

17.4 

20.9 

25.8 

25.4 

8.3 

13.8 

Natives 

2.0*· 

1.3 

0.9 

1.2 

2.6 

2.1 

* Refers to the incidence of the disabled and natives in the 
total population. 

** When special purpose projects are included, the incidence of 
the disabled under Section 56.1 increases to 12.8 per cent. 

With the exception of native peoples, the programs 
are giving priority attention to each of these 
groups in relation to their representation in the 
renter population. This is particularly the case 
for the elderly. Households headed by individuals 
aged 65 and over accounted for 47 per cent of all 
social housing households but represent only 16 
per cent of all renter households. Moreover the 
programs also serve the elderly to a larger extent 
than the proportion of core housing need they 
represent. The highest proportion of elderly 
households is found under the Sections 15.1/34.18 
programs while the Section 56.1 program has the 
smallest percentage of elderly clients. 
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The rent supplement program is most effective in 
serving households with disabled persons while the 
non-profit and cooperative programs are least 
effective. 

The programs as a group serve the two types of 
women-led households in proportion to the core 
housing problems they experience. The highest 
proportion of unattached women is found in Section 
15.1/34.18 accommodation while the Section 56.1 
program serves the lowest percentage of this 
household type. With respect to female-led single 
parent households, the public housing and rent 
supplement households are most effective and the 
Sections 15.1/34.18 programs least effective in 
serving this type of family. The Section 56.1 
program does not adequately serve either 
unattached women or single parent mothers in terms 
of the core housing need they experience. 

While the social housing programs as a group do 
not serve native peoples in proportion to their 
representation in the population, this is not the 
case for the two non-profit and cooperative 
programs. Moreover, the proportion of native 
people served by the Section 56.1 program can be 
expected to increase. Under Section 56.1, a 
special allocation of subsidy units is set aside 
for natives including on-reserve rental 
accommodation and a special urban native 
allocation. Further, the extent to which the 
programs serve native peoples is understated in 
Table 6.12 since the rural and native housing 
program is not included. The RNH program directs 
priority assistance to native households in rural 
areas with over one-quarter of the units provided 
going to those of native origin. 

Finally, it can be noted that the social housing 
programs also provide specially designed units to 
accommodate the elderly and the disabled. In 
addition, under the non-profit and cooperative 
programs, each of the priority groups, with one 
exception, receives rent-geared-to-income 
assistance to a greater extent than program 
households generally. The exception is unattached 
female households which receive such assistance to 
about the same extent as all other households 
served by these programs. 



CHAPTER VII 

OTHER EFFECTS 

This chapter considers those impacts and effects of the social 
housing programs which have not already been addressed in 
connection with the achievement of the CMHC social housing 
objective. The programs have a broad range of impacts and 
effects on individuals, housing markets and on other government 
programs and priorities. The well-being of individuals can be 
affected through changes to their housing conditions, incomes 
and social milieu as a result of receiving subsidized housing. 
This is the subject of Part A, Social Impacts. Housing markets 
can be affected by program activity. New unit construction adds 
to the total housing stock, can influence vacancy rates and 
provide employment. These impacts are considered in Part B, 
Effects on Housing Markets. The programs also affect and are 
affected by other shelter and income assistance programs, both 
provincial and federal. This latter aspect is treated in Part 
C, Effects on Related Programs. 

A. SOCIAL IMPACTS 

It might be expected that a social housing program would 
result in improvements in social well-being for .those who 
participate. However, the available evidence to establish a 
causal link between housing and social well-being is 
inconclusive. There is considerable variation in the 
results of studies which have attempted to draw causal links 
between housing and health and behavior. 1 National Health 
Survey data from the u.S. related overcrowding, the absence 
of basic facilities and low rental value to the incidence of 
particular diseases and disabling accidents. However, this 
and other studies suffer methodological weaknesses which do 
not permit conclusive results to be drawn. Other research 
has shown that an improvement in housing condition 
associated with moving to a new dwelling may actually be 
harmful to the health of the occupants because of the stress 
generated by a major life change. A major study of the 
effects of "rehousing" found improvements in health only for 
the period 16 to 36 months after the move. The same study 
identified no differences in personal and family relations 
although an increase in neighbourly activity among 
households which had moved was detected. 

1. An extensive literature review is contained in "The Effects 
of the Residential Environment on Health and Behaviour: A 
Review" by S.V. Kasl in The Effect of the Manmade 
Environment on Health and Behaviour by L.E. Hinkle and w.e. 
Loring (eds) u.S. Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare. 
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A definitive study of the social effects on residents of the 
social housing programs is beyond the scope of this 
review. The indicators which will be used to assess the 
potential impacts of the programs on the well-being of 
residents rely on the subjective perceptions of residents 
themselves rather than on objective measures of actual 
improvements in physical or emotional health, family 
relationship, financial situation, etc. 

Three indications of the effects of the programs on the 
social well-being of recipients are considered in this 
section: client satisfaction with their housing and 
environment; client assessments of the effect of living in 
social housing on the quality of their lives; and the extent 
of social interaction which clients experience. Each of 
these indicators is based on the subjective perceptions of 
the residents themselves. 

1. Client Satisfaction 

The first indication of the impact of the housing 
programs on client social well-being is found in their 
assessments of general satisfaction with the 
accommodation provided. Satisfaction may be attributed 
to the physical characteristics of the dwelling unit 
itself, as was examined in Chapter V.C, but it may also 
be linked to features in the broader environment.l For 
this reason, questions concerning the condition, 
accessibility and frequency of use of a number of 
services and facilities external to the housing itself 
are examined and related to the overall measure of 
satisfaction. A further possible indication of general 
satisfaction is the extent to which tenants are willing 
to remain in their accommodation. Such a decision is, 
of course, subject to other constraints, such as 
disposable income and employment possibilities but the 
reasons given for intended moves can indicate the 
importance of the programs to a sense of well-being. 
The potential turnover of the social housing population 
is also compared to available private rental market 
data. 

1. For a discussion of the impact of various environmental 
attributes on resident satisfaction see, for example, CMHC, 
Public Priorities in Urban Canada: A Survey of Community 
Concerns, 1979. 
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Almost three-quarters of all social housing occupants 
were satisfied with their accommodation. This 
proportion varied somewhat among the individual 
programs, from a low of 67 per cent of occupants of rent 
supplement accommodation to a high of 80 per cent of 
those occupying Sections 15.1/34.18 units. (See Table 
5.10.) 

The proportion of satisfied occupants also varied by 
household type, (Table 7.1.) Senior citizen households 
were most likely to be satisfied with their 
accommodation and family households least likely. Among 
family households, single parent families were more 
likely to be dissatisfied than two parent families. 
Since the Sections 15.1/34.18 programs serve the highest 
proportion of senior citizens, this helps account for 
the higher overall satisfaction under that program. 
Conversely, public housing and Section 56.1 projects 
have the largest proportions of family households (and 
in the case of the former, nearly 50 per cent of these 
are single parent) and lower levels of general 
satisfaction. 

Table 7.1 Occupant Satisfaction with Accommodation, by 
Household Type (Per Cost Distribution) 

Satisfaction with 
Accommodation 

Dissatisfied 
Neutral 
Satisfied 

Distribution of 
Household Types 

Senior 
Citizen 

7.8 
11.1 
81.1 

47.1 

Family 

19.5 
16.3 
64.2 

36.0 

All 
Other Households 

9.6 12.5 
14.8 14.0 
75.6 73.5 

16.9 100.0 

Note: Senior citizen households include all those with age of 
respondent greater than or equal to 65 years. Families 
include single parents and those headed by married or 
common-law couples with dependent children. Other 
includes persons living alone, couples, two or more 
unrelated persons and 'others' with no dependent 
children. 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants. 
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It is interesting to note that overall satisfaction 
dropped only marginally with the length of occupancy in 
the project; 73 per cent of recent arrivals expressed 
satisfaction compared to 67 per cent of households who 
had lived in the projects for eight or more years. 
Also, there was no consistent relationship between 
project size and tenant satisfaction. Satisfaction 
dropped slightly as project size rose for public housing 
tenants, whereas households in large projects under the 
Sections 15.1/34.18 programs and medium size projects 
under Section 56.1 were most satisfied. 

Overall satisfaction with one's accommodation can be 
related not only to physical attributes of the dwelling 
unit itself, but also to features of the environment 
external to the unit. Tenant perceptions of the 
quality and accessibility of a number of services and 
facilities in the environment are presented in Tables 
7.2 and 7.3. These have been determined for both 
satisfied and dissatisfied segments of the population. 
A comparison of the ratings of these two groups provides 
an indication of the relative importance of these 
services and facilities to a sense of well-being. 

Over eighty per cent of respondents gave positive 
ratings to both the quality of and ease of access to the 
services and facilities listed. Less favourable ratings 
were given to accessibility of childrens' day care, 
libraries and seniors' day centres and the quality of 
childrens' day care, playgrounds, air and safety from 
crime. These ratings varied little by social housing 
program with the exception of safety from crime. 
Negative responses to this neighbourhood characteristic 
ranged from 11 per cent of Section 56.1 and 12 per cent 
of Sections 15.1/34.18 populations to a high of 19 per 
cent of households in public housing. 

Ratings of quality and accessibility may reflect 
problems with the projects themselves, however, it is 
difficult to fault the social housing programs for 
apparent inadequacies without considering comparable 
ratings by urban populations as a whole. 
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Table 7.2 Proportion of Social Housing Occupants Rating Ease 
of Access to Facility as Convenient (Per Cent) 

Service/Facility 

Parks 
Recreational Facilities 
Playgrounds 
Schools 
Childrens' Day Care 
Seniors' Day Centre 
Libraries 
Shopping Facilities 
Medical Facilities 
Public Transportation 

All 
Respondents 

88.9 
89.3 
91.1 
93.6 
84.9 
86.1 
85.8 
89.6 
88.6 
94.0 

Satisfied 
Respondents 

89.5 
91. 7 
92.5 
95.1 
87.2 
89.1 
87.4 
91.0 
90.7 
94.4 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants 

Dissatisfied 
Respondents 

87.0 
78.2 
84.2 
89.0 
76.8 
76.3 
82.6 
85.7 
81.2 
92.1 

Table 7.3 Proportion of Social Housing Occupants Rating 
Quality of Facility as Fair to Excellent (Per Cent) 

Service/Facility 

Parks 
Recreational Facilities 
Playgrounds 
Schools 
Childrens' Day Care 
Seniors' Day Centre 
Libraries 
Shopping Facilities 
Medical Facilities 
Public Transportation 
Neighbourhood Buildings 
Air Quality 
Safety from Crime 
Neighbourhood as a Whole 

All 
Respondents 

92.1 
91.9 
90.7 
96.4 
90.2 
91.3 
94.2 
94.2 
95.2 
93.5 
95.7 
89.0 
83.7 
94.3 

Satisfied 
Respondents 

94.7 
93.9 
94.7 
97.6 
92.0 
93.5 
95.7 
95.2 
96.4 
93.7 
97.7 
92.6 
90.0 
97.3 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants 

Dissatisfied 
Respondents 

84.4 
84.7 
77.5 
93.3 
84.6 
83.7 
88.4 
90.4 
89.6 
92.6 
86.5 
74.3 
60.0 
79.3 
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Households that expressed dissatisfaction (13 per cent 
of all households) with their accommodation tended to 
give less favourable ratings to the services and 
facilities listed than those who were satisfied. 
Differences between the two groups occurred in the 
assessment of the ease of access to seniors' day 
centres, childrens' day care, and recreational and 
medical facilities. With regard to quality, the 
neighbourhood as a whole, safety from crime, air and 
playgrounds were assessed as poor by larger proportions 
of the dissatisfied population. In general, the 
differences between satisfied and dissatisfied 
populations in the assessment of quality were greater 
than in the assessment of accessibility. 

Certain of the services discussed above are used 
frequently by all segments of the social housing 
population. Ninety-three per cent of respondents use 
shopping facilities and 67 per cent use public 
transportation at least weekly. As could be expected, 
the use of some services is largely confined to one 
segment of the population. Seventy-four per cent of 
family households use neighbourhood schools and 61 per 
cent use playgrounds, compared to four and nine per cent 
respectively, of the senior population. Seniors' day 
centres are used by 27 per cent of the elderly but only 
two per cent of families. With the exception of senior 
centres, all facilities are used most frequently by 
families and, secondly by 'other household' types. This 
may reflect less physical mobility among senior citizens 
and explain, in part, the greater satisfaction of this 
group, regardless of the quality or accessibility of 
local facilities. 

An individual's satisfaction with his or her 
accommodation may be reflected in a willingness to 
remain there. However, a serious constraint on the 
ability to move, regardless of the level of 
satisfaction, is household income. This would be true, 
to a greater or lesser extent, in both social and market 
housing. The numbers and characteristics of social 
housing clients intending to move from their present 
accommodation are presented below in Table 7.4. 
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Table 7.4 Proportion of Social Housing Population Intending to 
Move by Reason for Doing So 

Per cent 
planning to 
move 

Reason for 
Moving 

Dislike of 
project 
Dislike of 
of areal 
neighbourhood 
Present rent 
too high 
Dissatisfied 
with unit 
facilities 

Plan to buy 
a house 

Public Rent Non-Profit/ Non-Profit/ Total 
Housing Supplement Cooperative Cooperative Social 
40/43 44(1)(a) 15.1/34.18 56.1 Housing 

10.6 

54.3 

50.0 

38.8 

31.9 

28.6 

10.3 

43.3 

37.5 

25.9 

28.7 

5.1 

10.7 

44.0 

49.9 

39.8 

48.2 

19.4 

17.0 

44.4 

40.4 

37.9 

39.1 

32.7 

10.9 

50.3 

48.3 

38.1 

36.1 

24.2 

Notes: Responses include those, stating they would 
'definitely' or 'probably' move in the next two years. 
Proportions are based on the assessment of reasons as 
being 'very' 'fairly' or 'somewhat' important. 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants. 

Approximately eleven per cent of respondents in social 
housing programs stated that they plan to move in the 
next two years. Seventeen per cent were unsure and 
72 per cent planned to remain in their current 
accommodation (Table 7.4). Responses were similar 
across housing programs with the exception of Section 
56.1 in which seventeen per cent of households expressed 
an intention to move. A comparison of responses by 
region shows that proportions of program households 
planning to move are consistently higher in the Prairies 
and lower in Quebec and the Atlantic region. 



- 187 -

Social housing tenants are less inclined to move than 
private sector renters. When tenants in private rental 
accommodation were asked a similar question, 14 per cent 
intended to move, 82 per cent would remain where they 
were, and four per cent were unsure. 1 The lower 
percentage of social housing clients intending to move 
can be attributed in part to their lower incomes 
relative to private renters (see Table 3.3). 

Among social housing clients the intention to move is 
closely associated with the level of household income 
(Table 7.5). Social housing households falling into the 
lowest two income quinti1es (comprising nearly eighty 
per cent of the population as a whole) show the least 
likelihood of either moving or of purchasing a home. 
Since the Section 56.1 program has the lowest 
concentration of households in the first five quintiles, 
the percentage of households intending to move would be 
expected to be higher than under the other programs. 
Approximately half of the Section 56.1 population falls 
into the two lowest quinti1es compared to 68 per cent of 
Sections 15.1/34.18, 84 per cent of public housing and 
96 per cent of rent supplement households. 

The impact of income level on the decision to move can 
also be seen in a comparison of rent-geared-to-income 
and market rent respondents in the non-profit and 
cooperative housing programs. Eight per cent of 
Sections 15.1/34.18 and 14 per cent of Section 56.1 
tenants paying rents-geared-to-income intend to move, 
compared to 13 and 18 per cent respectively, of those 
paying market rents. 

1. A CROP survey conducted in April 1982 asked private market 
clients the following question: Does the household head 
plan to change dwellings in the next 12 months? The Sample 
was 1,964 households or .02 per cent of 8,281,530 Canadian 
households in 1981. 
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Table 7.5 

Income 
Quintile 
(Renters) 

Lowest 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

Highest 
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Social Housing Occupants Planning to Move/ 
Considering Home Purchase, Incidence by 
Income Quintile 

Distribution Per Cent 
of Social Per Cent Planning 

Housing Planning Home 
Households to Move Purchase 
(Per Cent) 

48.8 7.1 0.1 

29.9 11.0 2.3 

13.2 17.1 7.2 

6.0 24.3 10.5 

2.1 36.1 17.5 

Income quintiles are estimated for all renter households 
in 1981. The income boundaries separating the quintiles 
are presented on p. 63. 

Source: Social Housing Occupant Surveys. 
HIFE (1980) and Projections by CMHC (Appendix B). 

Social housing occupants intending to move were asked to 
indicate the importance of a number of reasons for doing 
so (Table 7.4). Reasons most often cited included 
dislike of the project, the neighbourhood and unit 
facilities. High rental charges were also indicated by 
38 per cent of respondents as a reason for moving. 
Approximately 24 per cent of those intending to move 
indicated they were planning to purchase a home. As 
expected, the intent to purchase a home is closely 
associated with the level of income (Table 7.5). The 
variation in household income among programs also 
reflects the variation in proportions of household 
planning to purchase a home. Only 5 per cent of rent 
supplement households planning to move intended to 
purchase a home as opposed to 33 per cent of the Section 
56.1 households. 

Summary 

This section has attempted to provide an indication of 
the effects of the programs on social well-being by 
examining the extent of client satisfaction with the 
accommodation provided. Since nearly three quarters of 
all occupants were satisfied with their accommodations, 
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the programs appear to be contributing to the social 
well-being of participating households. Rent supplement 
households were somewhat less likely to be satisfied 
with their accommodation while occupants of Sections 
15.1/34.18 projects were most likely to be satisfied. 
Further, a higher percentage of senior citizen 
households expressed satisfaction with their 
accommodation than did family households. 

It appears that the quality of, and access to, various 
facilities and services may affect client satisfaction. 
Only 13 per cent of all occupants were dissatisfied with 
their accommodation. However, dissatisfied clients 
tended to give less favourable ratings to services and 
facilities than those who were satisfied with their 
accommodation. 

Another possible indicator of dissatisfaction is the 
extent to which clients intend to move from their 
accommodation. Only 11 per cent of social housing 
occupants intended to move within the next two years and 
of these about one-half indicated that an important 
reason was a dislike of the project. In comparison, 14 
per cent of private renter households intended to move 
within a year. For social housing occupants, the 
intention to move is closely related to the level of 
household income and, hence, is probably not a useful 
indicator of dissatisfaction. 

2. Quality of Life 

A second general indication of the impact of the housing 
programs on the social well-being of clients can be 
found in their assessments of the effects of their 
housing, their present accommodation on various aspects 
of the quality of life. Quality of life is assessed 
along a number of dimensions: housing, financial 
situation, health, marriage, family relationships and 
life as a whole. Residents were asked if the quality of 
their lives had changed since moving into their housing 
project. Table 7.6 identifies the responses of all 
social housing occupants. 

In general, a high proportion of occupants indicated 
that living in their housing project had no effect on 
the various quality of life factors. This was 
particularly the case for health, marriage and family 
relationships. At the same time, it is clear that a 
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Table 7.6 perceptions of Social Housing Occupants of 
Effects of Current Accommodation 
on Quality of Life (Percentage Distribution) 

Aspect of Quality No 
of Life ImEroved Effect Worsened 

Housing 56.2 38.4 5.4 

Financial Situation 44.4 48.5 7.1 

Health 33.0 59.7 7.3 

Marriage 16.5 78.7 4.8 

Family Relationship 24.0 69.9 6.1 

Life as a Whole 50.6 42.9 6.5 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants. 

very small proportion of respondents felt that their 
quality of life had worsened since moving into social 
housing.l The quality of housing, financial situation 
and life as a whole were most frequently cited as being 
improved as a result of living in social housing while 
marriage, family relationships and health were least 
likely to be perceived as improved. 

As indicated in Table 7.7, tenant perceptions of the 
effects of program participation on the quality of life 
varied by housing program. Occupants of public housing 
and rent geared to income tenants in non-profit and 
cooperative projects felt most positive about the 
effects of their accommodation on the various aspects of 
quality of life. RGI tenants in non-profit and 
cooperative housing were more likely to feel that 
quality of life had improved than market rent tenants. 
The assessments of rent supplement tenants on most 
dimensions of quality of life tended to mirror those of 
market-rent tenants in non-profit and cooperative 
projects. However, rent supplement tenants were much 
more likely to feel that their financial situation had 
improved than market rent tenants. This is to be 
expected since occupants of rent supplement units pay 
rents geared to income. 

1. An even smaller percentage of occupants who expressed general 
satisfaction with their housing indicated their quality of 
life had worsened. This suggests that respondents were 
consistent in their responses since satisfied residents would 
be expected to experience fewer instances of negative effects 
on the quality of their lives. 
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Table 7.7 Improvements in Quality of Life Perceived by Social 
Housing Occupants, Incidence by Housing Program 
(Per Cent) 

Aspect of 
Quality 
of Life 

Public Rent 
Housing Supplement 
40/43 44(1)(a) 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 

56.1 Total 
Social 

Non-RGI Housing RGI Non-RGI RGI 

Housing 57.5 47.5 59.6 48.5 64.9 52.1 56.2 

Financial 
Situation 48.6 

32.2 

17.2 

41.7 

25.3 

47.2 27.9 

32.1 26.5 

44.3 27.0 44.4 

Health 29.8 20.8 33.0 

Marriage 9.1 20.4 14.1 19.6 17.8 16.5 

Family 
Relation
ships 22.9 27.7 30.2 20.2 31.4 22.0 24.0 

Life as 
a Whole 49.0 42.6 58.0 54.0 57.4 46.5 50.6 

Note: RGI refers to that segment of the population for whom 
rental charges are determined by their income. All 
public housing and rent supplement tenants pay RGI 
rents. 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants. 

Summary 

Subjective perceptions by occupants of the effects of 
living in social housing on ~arious aspects of the 
quality of life were examined. A high proportion of 
occupants under all programs indicated that the housing 
provided had no effect on the quality of life. Only a 
very small percentage perceived negative effects from 
living in social housing. Positive effects on the 
quality of life were most frequently identified for 
quality of housing, financial situation and life as a 
whole. Public housing occupants and rent geared to 
income tenants in the two non-profit and cooperative 
programs were more likely to feel that quality of life 
improved than market rent tenants or rent supplement 
households. Rent supplement tenants, however, were more 
likely to indicate their financial situation had 
improved than market rent tenants. 
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3. Social Interaction 

The third indication of the effects of the programs on 
social well-being concerns the extent of social 
interaction and participation which clients experience. 
The project-oriented nature of the programs provide 
opportunities for social interaction on an informal 
basis with other households. In addition, the social 
housing programs provide opportunities for more formal 
interaction through occupant participation in project 
management and decision making. To the extent that 
social benefits are derived from formal and informal 
interaction promoted by the programs, the programs can 
be said to contribute to the social well-being of 
recipients. 

With respect to participation in project management and 
decision making, there have been numerous studies 
directed at determining the links between citizen 
participation and social development benefits. These 
benefits may be in terms of specific skills acquired by 
citizens involved in self-help activities, including 
management, financial, communication and organizational 
skills. There may also be benefits associated with the 
personal growth or psychological development of the 
individual. In several studies of self-help programs, 
social benefits are subjectively reported but there is 
no consensus in the literature based on objective 
measures of increases in either skills or psychological 
growth. 

While conclusive evidence on the benefits derived 
through resident participation in project management and 
decision is not available, this is not to say that such 
benefits do not exist. The extent to which resident 
participation occurs in social housing projects is 
summarized in Table 7.8. For the social housing 
programs togetherl, about one-half of all respondents 
indicated that there were project meetings and occupant 
committees in their projects. However, the extent to 
which these opportunities for participation are 
available is much greater under the non-profit and 
cooperative programs than under the public housing 

1. The rent supplement program is excluded since tenants reside 
in private market accommodation which is not associated with 
social housing projects. 
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Table 7.8 Measures of Client Participation and Perception of 
Impact on Decision Making, Incidence by Housing 
Program (Per Cent) 

Public Non-Profit/Cooperative Social 
Housing Housing Housing 

40/43 15.1/34.18 56.1 Total 
Project Management 
Meetings Occur 36.0 71.9 67.9 49.5 

Project Management 
Meetings Attended 
(where held) 37.1 66.0 71.4 50.4 

Planning/Management 
Committees Exist 42.6 67.3 68.6 52.8 

Planning/Management 
Committees Attended 
(where exist) 11.8 32.2 42.3 23.5 

Tenant Suggestions 
Considered by Project 
Committee 49.3 69.5 70.4 56.4 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants. 

program. Further, for those cases where project 
meetings are held and occupant committees exist, the 
proportion of residents who participate in them is much 
higher under the non-profit and cooperative programs. 
This is not surprising since non-profit and cooperative 
housing have been promoted, in part at least, because of 
the opportunities provided for resident participation 
and involvement. 

Occupants were also asked to give their impressions of 
the extent to which their ideas for improving the way 
the project is run would be seriously considered and 
carried out if possible. Again, occupants of non-profit 
and cooperative projects were more positive concerning 
their potential impact on project management. However, 
a relatively high proportion (about one-half) of public 
housing responsdents felt their suggestions would be 
seriously considered. 

As indicated above, evidence on the social benefits 
derived through resident participation is inconclusive. 
In this context, it is interesting to note that among 
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social housing occupants, there appears to be a positive 
relationship between occupant participation and 
satisfaction, (Table 7.9). A higher proportion of those 
clients who were satisfied with their accommodation 
indicated the occurrence of and attendance at management 
meetings and committees. Further, satisfied clients 
were much more likely to feel that their suggestions for 
improving the operation of the project would receive 
serious consideration. The association between 
satisfaction and occupant participation suggests that 
participation may contribute to tenant social 
well-being. 

Table 7.9 Measures of Client Participation and Perception 
of Impact on Decision Making for Satisfied and 
Dissatisfied Social Housing Occupants, Incidence 
(Per Cent) 

Project Management 
Meetings Occur 

Project Management 
Meetings Attended 

Planning/Management 
Committees Exist 

Planning/Management 
Committees Attended 

Suggestions Considered/ 
Implemented by 
Committee 

All Social 
Housing 

49.5 

50.4 

52.8 

23.5 

56.4 

Satisfied 
Occupants 

53.8 

52.5 

55.4 

24.6 

65.0 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants 

Dissatisfied 
Occupants 

35.9 

45.3 

45.9 

19.2 

28.1 

The project-oriented nature of social housing programs 
may also influence the social well-being of residents by 
providing opportunities for informal social 
interaction. However, the related literature does not 
provide conclusive evidence on the degree to which 
social interaction is influenced by physical proximity 
nor on the social benefits derived from informal social 
interaction. While it is beyond the scope of this study 
to provide evidence on issues, it is possible to examine 
the extent to which occupants interact socially in their 
present accommodation. 
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Occupants were asked to identify the number of 
households within their project and within their 
neighbourhood that they know well enough to visit in 
their homes (Table 7.10). Under all programs, the 
largest proportion of households knows between one and 
five other households in the project and the 
neighbourhood. However, rent supplement tenants appear 
to experience less interaction than clients served under 
the other programs. In relation to the other programs, . 
a larger proportion of rent supplement clients know no 
other households in their project or neighbourhood and a 
smaller proportion knows six or more households. 

Table 7.10 Number of Households Known in Project/Neighbourhood, 
Per Cent Distribution 

Number of Public Rent Non-Profit/ Social 
Households Housing Supplement Cooperative Housing Housing 
Known 40/43 44(1)(a) 15.1/34.18 56.1 Total 

Housing Project 

None 18.5 31. 2 15.1 21. 4 18.4 
1 to 5 55.5 57.7 44.9 51.8 52.6 
6 or more 26.0 11.1 40.0 26.8 29.0 

Neighbourhood 

None 24.8 41.6 24.6 25.4 25.4 
1 to 5 48.6 43.6 41.1 44.4 46.1 
6 or more 26.6 14.8 34.3 30.2 28.5 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants 

As might be expected, length of occupancy has a positive 
effect on the number of families known in the project 
and neighbourhood. Across all programs, the percentage 
of households knowing no other families dropped as the 
number of years in the project increased although this 
effect was not noticeable in Section 56.1 projects. The 
effect of project size on number of project families 
known was less consistent. In public housing projects 
size was negatively correlated with families known: as 
size increased, households were more likely to know no 
other families in the project and neighbourhood and less 
likely to know six or more. In Sections 15.1/34.18 
housing, tenants are more likely to know other project 
families if projects have 30 or more units. In Section 
56.1 projects, size had no effect on the number of 
families known. 



- 196 -

A comparison of the degree of social interaction among 
household types reveals that relatively more senior 
citizens than other types of households know others in 
their projects. Households composed of single 
persons, childless couples and unrelated persons, 
interact least. This pattern is consistent across all 
social housing programs. Interaction within 
neighbourhoods differs, however, with a greater 
proportion of family households knowing other 
households. Senior citizens interact only slightly more 
frequently than other households, perhaps due to lower 
senior citizen mobility within the neighbourhood as 
compared to within the building. 

It is also interesting to note that the responses of 
social housing clients suggest a positive relationship 
between occupant participation and the extent of 
informal social interaction. As shown in Table 7.11, 
the incidence of occupants knowing no other households 
in their project is almost three times as great for 
those who attend no project management meetings compared 
to those who attend some or all meetings. Further, 
those who attend meetings are much more likely to know 
six or more other households in their project. 

Table 7.11 Incidence of Attendance at Management 
Meetings by number of Households Known in 
Project (Per Cent) 

Number of Households Known 
Attendance at 6 or 
Management Meetings None 1 to 5 more Total 

No meetings held 18.1 55.3 26.6 43.7 
Attends no meetings 25.5 53.7 20.8 28.1 
Attends some meetings 9.3 54.1 36.6 13.3 
Attends all meetings 9.4 42.9 47.7 14.9 
Total 17.7 52.9 29.4 100.0 

Source: Surveys of Social Housing Occupants. 

In addition to possible improvements in the well-being of 
residents stemming from social interaction, social 
benefits may result from a mix of income groups within 
projects. Unfortunately, the literature does not provide 
conclusive evidence on the benefits derived from income 
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integration in projects. Moreover, several researchers 
have emphasized that residential proximity affects social 
interaction only if there is social homogeneity among the 
neighbours. 1 This means that social interaction is more 
likely to occur among residents of the same socio
economic status and life cycle position. Another study 
which involved a review of Canadian and international 
literature on social mix concluded that the social 
networks of lower class communities may be threatened by 
a policy of social mix.2 This was seen to be manifested 
in marriage problems, disruption of kinship patterns, 
reduced rates of friendship formation and higher levels 
of community tension. 

As indicated in Chapter II, one rationale for introducing 
the Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative programs was 
to achieve a mix of income growth within projects. While 
it is beyond the scope of this study to provide evidence 
on the benefits associated with income mixing, it is 
possible to note differences in the extent of social 
interaction on the part of rent-geared-to-income (RGI) 
tenants and market rent tenants. For Section 56.1 
occupants, only 14 per cent of RGI tenants knew no other 
households in their projects as opposed to 23 per cent of 
market rent tenants. Although not by any means 
conclusive, this may be interpreted to indicate a higher 
degree of social interaction among RGI tenants than among 
market rent tenants. 

Summary 

The well-being of social housing occupants may be improved by 
the opportunities provided for participation in management of 
projects and for informal social interaction with other 
households. While evidence and research on the nature and 
size of social benefits stemming from participation and 
interaction is lacking, it is possible to examine the extent 
to which resident participation and social interaction occurs 
in social housing projects. 

1. Ibid, p. 79 

2. "A Review of the Social Interaction Effects of'Social Mix, 
with particular reference to Housing and the Ontario Rent 
Supplement Program" by Morris Saldov, University of Toronto, 
Spring, 1981. 
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Among the social housing programs, there are more 
opportunities for, and greater participation in, project 
management and decision-making under the non-profit and 
cooperative housing programs. Moreover, participation is 
greater among satisfied tenants which suggests a positive 
relationship between occupant participation and personal 
well-being. 

Under all programs, the majority of social housing clients 
interact socially with other households in their projects and 
neighbourhoods. However, rent supplement clients interact to 
a lesser degree than clients served under the other 
programs. Finally, in Section 56.1 projects, there is more 
interaction on the part of rent- geared-to-income tenants 
than market rent tenants. 

B. EFFECTS ON HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT 

This section examines some effects of social housing 
activity on the housing sector and employment. First, the 
contribution of the programs to the total housing stock is 
reviewed. Second, the consistency of social housing 
activity with rental market conditions is examined. Third, 
the extent to which the programs have provided construction 
and related employment is estimated. 

1. Contribution to the Housing Stock 

The social housing programs have been contributing to 
Canada's housing stock since 1950 when 
federal-provincial rental housing projects were first 
produced under Section 40 of the NHA. Since that time, 
the rate of housing production under the social housing 
programs has increased remarkably. The accumulation of 
new housing generated by these programs represents the 
contribution they have made to the Canadian housing 
stock. 

The preferred approach to determine the contributions of 
the various programs to the housing stock would be to 
accumulate annual dwelling unit completions. 
Unfortunately, completions data are not available by 
type of program. 

Dwe 1 ling starts data are somewhat less desirable than 
completions since starts identified in one year may not 
result in completed units in that year so that the 
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timing of contributions to the stock would be 
distorted. However, dwelling starts are available by 
housing program and are used here as the basic data 
source, along with loan approvals, to establish the 
contribution of the programs to the housing stock. l 

Dwelling Starts 

The changing roles of the social housing programs in 
contributing to the housing stock are illustrated in 
Table 7.13. Since the inception of the programs in 
1950, public housing has accounted for almost 70 per 
cent of total social housing starts. Prior to 1973, the 
Section 40 and Section 43 public housing programs were 
the dominant programs providing social housing. Since 
1973, however, non-profit and cooperative housing has 
become increasingly important. By 1982, dwelling starts 
under the Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative 
housing program accounted for 88 per cent of total 
social housing starts. 

During the 1970s, dwelling starts under the social 
housing programs peaked at 17,850 in 1976. However, 
starts declined over the next 5 years mainly due to 
decreasing public housing activity but also due to the 
introduction of a new non-profit and cooperative housing 
program (Section 56.1) in 1978. Commitments under the 
new program were low at first but increased rapidly as 
groups developed expertise and involvement grew. 
Commitments under Section 56.1 are reflected as dwelling 
starts in subsequent years and, by 1982, social housing 
starts exceeded 18,000. 

1. The dwelling starts data are not without problems. For 
example, the starts data are not always available on a 
consistent basis over time. Also, starts data for a given 
program may be included in a single figure for a group of 
programs. To overcome these difficulties, adjustments have 
been made to the dwelling starts data using the more 
detailed information available on loan approvals for new 
housing units under the various programq. A detailed 
description of the data adjustment procedure is contained in 
Appendix F. 
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The contribution of the social housing programs to the 
Canadian housing stock is shown in Table 7.14 which pre
sents accumulated starts for selected census years. At 
the end of 1971, dwelling starts generated by the social 
housing programs accounted for one per cent of the total 
housing stock. Up to this time all new social housing 
units were public housing rental stock provided under 
Sections 40 and 43 of the NHA. By 1971 these programs 
had provided 3 per cent of the total rental stock. 
Between 1971 and 1976 the number of social housing 
starts doubled. On average, 14,900 new social housing 
units were added each year to the Canadian rental 
housing stock during this period. Over the 1977 to 1981 
period, the average annual contribution from these 
rental programs fell to about 11,500 units. Despite 
this decline, social housing rental units as a 
proportion of total rental stock rose from 6 per cent in 
1976 to 7 per cent in 1981. 

The declining contribution to the housing stock over the 
decade of the 1970s stems from generally lower activity 
under the social housing programs but also reflects an 
increasing emphasis on the acquisition of existing units 
rather than new construction (Table 7.15). Average 
annual loan approvals under the social housing programs 
stood at 18,730 units between 1972 and 1976 but declined 
to 14,380 units between 1977 and 1981. At the same time 
the proportion of activity for existing units increased 
sharply in the most recent period. 

Prior to 1979, housing provided under the social housing 
programs involved the direct use of public funds under 
the NHA. With the introduction of the Section 56.1 
programs, non-profit and cooperative groups were 
encouraged to obtain funds from private lenders. These 
two sources of funding are distinguished in Table 7.16. 
As can be seen, social housing units were all funded by 
direct CMHC loans (or investments in the case of Section 
40 public housing and RNH) until the 1978 program 
changes took effect. However, approved lenders, rapidly 
became the main source of financing, accounting for 88 
per cent of social housing starts by 1982. The 
remaining 12 per cent were financed directly by CMHC 
primarily under the Section 40 public housing and rural 
and native housing programs. 

Table 7.16 also indicates that social housing as a 
percentage of all housing starts (CMHC direct, NHA 
insured and non-NHA) was relatively stable between 1973 
to 1981. In 1982, however, social housing starts 
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Table 7.14 Contribution of the Social Housing Programs 
to the Canadian Housing Stock 

Dwelling Units (Cumulative) 
1971 1976 1981 

All Dwelling Units 

Total Housing Stockl 6,021,836 7 149,581 8,262,413 
% Increase N/A 18.7 15.6 

Social Housing Programs 2 74,727 150,891 217,381 
% Increase N/A 101.9 44.1 
% of Total Stock 1.2 2.1 2.6 

Rental Units 

Total Rental Stock3 2,389,340 2,724,050 3,127,085 
% Increase N/A 14.0 14.1 

Social Housing Programs4 74,727 149,206 206,897 
% Increase N/A 99.7 38.7 
% of Total Stock 3.1 5.5 6.6 

Notes: 1. Occupied rental and ownership private dwellings. 
2. Includes RNH units, both ownership and rental. 
3. Occupied rental private dwellings. 
4. Excludes RNH units, both ownership and rental. 

Sources: 1971, 1976 and 1981 Census, and Table 7.13. 
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Table 7.15 NHA Loan Approvals for New and Existing 
Social Housing Program Rental Units, 1971-1981 

1972-1976 1977-1981 
Units Per Cent Units Per Cent 

Public Housing 
New 69,090 98.9 19,136 96.7 
Existing 751 1.1 653 3.3 

Totals 69,841 100.0 19,789 100.0 

Non-Profit and 
Cooperative 

New 19,825 83.2 34,092 65.4 
Existing 3,997 16.8 18,031 34.6 

Totals 23,822 100.0 52,123 100.0 

Total Rental 
New 88,915 94.9 53,228 74.0 
Existing 4,748 5.1 18,684 26.0 

Totals 93,663 100.0 71,912 100.0 

Source: Loan Approvals Data File, Statistical Services. 

accounted for 14 per cent of all housing starts. 
Difficult economic conditions, characterized by 
historically high interest rates, resulted in a large 
decline in total housing starts in 1982. Social housing 
starts, in contrast, were effectively insulated from 
high interest rates and activity from previous years 
commitments came on stream as dwelling starts in 1982. 

Table 7.17 illustrates the rapid growth of the social 
housing stock in the 1970s and the importance of social 
housing in relation to both the rental and total housing 
stock in each province. The data on cumulative social 
housing starts show that the number of new social 
housing units constructed almost tripled between 1971 
and 1981 while the total housing stock increased by 37 
per cent and the rental stock by 31 per cent. In 
relation to the total housing stock, social housing 
increased most rapidly in Newfoundland, Prince Edward 
Island, the Prairie region and British Columbia. 

Presently, social housing is most important as a 
percentage of the total stock in Manitoba, Newfoundland, 
Nova Scotia, Ontario and Saskatchewan. 
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Rental accommodation produced under the social housing 
programs amounts to about 7 per cent of the rental stock 
in Canada. In Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Newfoundland and 
Nova Scotia, social housing units account for at least 
10 per cent of the rental stock. Ontario has the 
largest stock of social housing, amounting to 9 per cent 
of the rental stock in that province. Finally, it is 
evident that the contribution of the programs to the 
stock of rental housing is much less than the national 
average in Quebec and in Alberta. To a large extent 
this reflects the use of provincial programs in these 
provinces. 

Hostel Beds 

In addition to contributing to Canada's housing stock, 
the social housing programs also assist in the provision 
of hostel beds, both with and without care facilities. 
Group homes and hostels are required to address a 
variety of social concerns including delinquency, mental 
retardation, addiction, physical abuse, physical 
disability and old age. Hostel accommodation is usually 
associated with the provision of treatment, protection, 
integration of the client into a community, 
rehabilitation, or the maintenance of the client at his 
or her current level of functioning (as in the case of 
nursing homes). While comprehensive data on the need 
for special purpose housing is not available, there are 
indications that it is in short supply.l 

To the end of 1981, about 33,000 hostel beds had been 
committed under the social housing programs (Table 
7.18). Moreover, the programs are becoming increasingly 
important in the provision of special care 
accommodation. In relation to the total stock of 
special care beds, the proportion accounted for by the 
social housing programs increased from 9 per cent in 
1976 to 15 per cent in 1981. 2 Between 1976 and 1981 the 

1. For example, the recent Standing Committee on Health, Welfare 
and Social Affairs Parliamentary Report on Battered Women, 
indicated that shelter for battered women is in very short 
supply. There are an estimated 50,000 battered women who 
could benefit from part time shelter during the course of a 
year. 

2. An estimated 34,500 hostel beds were also provided under 
Section 15 of the NHA prior to the introduction of the 1973 
non-profit program. If this activity is included, the 
proportion of all special care beds assisted under CMHC 
programs increases to 30 per cent. 
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number of hostel beds provided increased by 85 per 
cent. Over the five-year period beds were provided at a 
rate of about 3,000 beds per year. 

More than three-quarters of the beds were provided 
through the construction of new buildings with the 
remainder provided by acquiring existing buildings 
(Table 7.19). 

Table 7.19 Loan Approvals for Hostel Beds, by Social Housing 
Program, 1954 - 1981 

Public Housing 

Section 40 
Section 43 

Non-Profit and 
CooEerative 

Section 15.1 
Section 34.18 

Section 56.1 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 

Totals 

New 
Construction 
No. Row 

Per Cent 

297 100.0 
1,214 98.4 

14,921 76.3 

5,704 76.3 
6 6.7 

22,142 77.1 

Acquisition 
of Existing 
No. Row 

Per Cent 

20 1.6 

4,644 23.7 
73 100.0 

1,769 23.7 
83 93.3 

6,589 22.9 

Total 
Hostel Beds 
No. Col. 

Per Cent 

297 1.0 
1,234 4.3 

19,565 68.1 
73 .3 

7,473 26.0 
89 .1 

28,731 100.0 

Note: Section 15.1 excludes non-profit activity prior to 1973 
under the assumption that most loan approvals in and 
subsequent to 1973 would be under the new program. This 
will slightly overstate Section 15.1 approvals. Loan 
approvals after 1976 are gross and therefore will over
estimate the actual number of commitments. 

Source: CMHC Loan Approvals Data File, Statistical Services. 
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Even when existing buildings are acquired, conversions 
to the buildings are often carried out to provide 
hostel-type accommodation. Thus, it is likely that beds 
provided under the programs represent net additions to 
the stock of special care beds. 

Non-profit corporations, mostly private community 
groups, played the dominant role in this activity, 
accounting for 95 per cent of all hostel beds (Table 
7.19). The public housing programs have provided most 
of the remaining hostel beds while cooperative groups 
have accounted for less than one per cent of all 
activity. 

The main client group for hostel bed accommodation 
provided through the social housing programs is the 
elderly. About 63 per cent of all beds committed under 
the social housing programs are for elderly persons 
while the remainder are designated for special purpose 
groups such as the disabled, transients, former 
alcoholics and drug addicts, victims of family violence 
and parolees. 

Summary 

While the social housing programs accounted for only 7 
per cent of the rental stock in 1981, they are becoming 
an increasingly important component of the rental 
sector. Between 1971 and 1981 the total rental stock 
increased by 31 per cent. In contrast, the stock 
generated under the social housing programs increased by 
almost three times. The programs' contribution to the 
rental stock is most important in Manitoba, 
Saskatchewan, Newfoundland and Nova Scotia and least 
important in Qu~bec and Alberta. 

The programs have also made a significant contribution 
to the stock of special care accommodation by assisting 
in the provision of some 33,000 hostel beds or 15 per 
cent of the stock of special care beds. 

2. Impact on Rental Markets 

The social housing proqrams influence rental markets 
through the construction of new rental accommodation and 
by acquiring existing rental units. In periods of low 
vacancy rates, social housing activity can contribute to 
an increase in the rental stock by providing new rental 
housing. Conversely, when vacancy rates are high, 
acquisition of existing units, rather than new 
construction, can facilitate market adjustment by 



- 210 -

absorbing existing vacant units. 
the consistency of social housing 
market conditions for Canada as a 
of individual Census Metropolitan 

This section examines 
activity with rental 
whole and at the level 
Areas. 

i) Rental Market Conditions in Canada 

Over the period 1973 to 1982, the average vacancy 
rate across metropolitan areas varied between 1.2 
and 3.2 per cent but generally remained at 
relatively low levels (Table 7.20). Only in 1978 
and 1979 did the vacancy rate approach or exceed 
the 3.0 per cent level often considered to be 
indicative of a "normal" rental market. 

The aggregate social housing commitments data 
presented in table 7.20 suggest that social 
housing activity over this period was generally 
consistent with rental market conditions as 
depicted by national average vacancy rates (Figure 
7.1 provides a graphic representation of the data 
in Table 2.20). Between 1973 and 1976, for 
example, the number of new units committed 
annually increased by more than 70 per cent in 
response to tight rental markets. The increased 
numbers of new units committed reflected the 
increase in total units committed and a continued 
high percentage of all units being devoted to new 
construction. As vacancy rates rose between 1977 
and 1979, the percentage of these units designated 
for new construction declined. This resulted in a 
decrease of about 40 per cent in the number of new 
units committed between 1976 and 1977. The 
smaller number of new units committed annually 
over the 1977-1979 period was consistent with the 
higher vacancy rates experienced in a more normal 
rental market. The national average vacancy rate 
fell in 1980 and 1981 and remained relatively low 
in 1982. Again, social housing activity was 
consistent with these market conditions as the 
number of units to be provided through new 
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Table 7.20 Vacancy Rates and Social Housing Unit Commitments, 
Canada 1973-82 

Social Housing 
Vacancy Commitments 

Rate Total Per Cent New 
Year (Per Cent) Units New Units 

& Beds 

1973 2.2 19,840 99.0 19,642 

1974 1.2 28,130 94.0 26,442 

1975 1.2 31,552 95.5 30,132 

1976 1.3 37,185 93.3 34,694 

1977 2.3 23,573 89.1 21,004 

1978 3.2 25,370 90.8 23,036 

1979 2.9 30,269 76.4 23,126 

1980 2.2 31,260 62.1 19,412 

1981 1.2 28,983 75.1 21,766 

1982 2.1 28,045 83.1 23,305 

Notes: Average vacancy rates are in metropolitan areas for 
privately initiated apartment structures of six units 
or more, based on the vacancy survey for October of 
each year. Commitments include the Territories. 

Sources: Social housing commitment data from Table 2.3. Per 
cent new social housing units from Canadian Housing 
Statistics 1982 and 1983. New unit totals were 
calculated using these percentages and the total unit 
and bed commitments. 
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construction increased in 1980, 1981 and 1982.1 

The commitments data presented in Table 7.20 
suggest general consistency between social housing 
activity and rental market conditions. However, 
these findings must be considered tentative, 
because commitments for new construction units in 
a given year may not have an impact on rental 
market conditions in that year. A considerable 
time lag may occur between commitment approval and 
start of construction and, further, between the 
registration of a dwelling start and completion of 
the units to the point where they are ready for 
occupancy. Further, commitments may have been 
disrupted in some years due to the introduction of 
new programs and the phasing out of old programs. 

1. These increases in new construction commitments partly 
reflect increased total commitments under Section 56.1 
between 1979 and 1980. In 1980 a special additional 
allocation of 5,000 new dwelling units was made to alleviate 
tight rental market conditions. An additional 2,500 units 
were also authorized in 1981 to counteract continuing tight 
rental market conditions in many areas and, most recently, 
in June of 1982, another 2,500 additional units were 
authorized for non-profit and cooperative housing. The 
additional allocations in 1981 and 1982 were also to be 
utilized for the construction of new units. As a result of 
the lower level of additional units authorized in 1981 total 
commitments declined by almost 2,100 units or 10 per cent 
from the 1980 level. However, the percentage of total 
commitments designated for units to be provided through new 
construction increased from 67 per cent to 78.3 per cent. 
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The importance of social housing activity to 
rental markets in recent years is illustrated in 
Table 7.21. With the exception of 19811 , social 
housing starts have accounted for an increasing 
proportion of starts intended for the rental 
market. Over the period 1980 to 1982 when vacancy 
rates were well below 3 per cent, social housing 
starts accounted for 21 per cent of all startS 
intended for the rental market. However, in some 
metropolitan areas, social housing activity has 
been particularly important in increasing the 
rental stock in the face of extremely low vacancy. 

The national level vacancy rates depicted in Table 
7.20 and figure 7.1 represent an artificial 
construct based on weighted vacancy rates for 
metropolitan areas. As such, it obscures 
variations among individual market areas. 
Further, the data on social housing activity are 
totals for the nation as a whole rather than for 
metropolitan areas only. For these reasons the 
above analysis should be considered as suggestive 
of general trends only. A more precise indication 
of the consistency and importance of social 
housing activity with respect to rental markets is 
provided by examining individual metropolitan 
areas. 

1. In 1981 total rental starts increased substantially over 
1980 due to the re-introduction of the Multiple Unit 
Residential Building (MURB) program. At the same time, 
however, social housing starts had declined to their lowest 
level in ten years as a result of the time lag between 
commitments for new units and starts. 



- 215 -

Table 7.21 - Dwelling Starts Intended for the Rental Market, 
1978-82 

Total Social Proportion of 
Rental Housing Social Housing 
Starts Starts1 to Total Rental 

Year (Units) (Units) Starts 

1978 88,842 12,149 13.7 

1979 65,896 11,058 16.8 

1980 54,264 10,280 18.9 

1981 69,258 9,731 14.1 

1982 51,198 16,821 32.9 

1 Social housing starts do not include starts 
under the Rural and Native Housing Program. See Table 7.13 
for sources. 

Note: Estimates of rental starts are based on assumptions 
regarding the proportion of starts for each housing type 
intended for rental accommodation. 

ii) Metropolitan Area Rental Markets 

Table 7.22 presents annual data on social housing 
commitments and vacancy rates in individual 
metropolitan areas for the years 1973 to 1982. 
With the exception of 1978 and 1979 the average 
vacancy rate for all Census Metropolitan Areas 
(CMA) remained well below three per cent over the 
ten year period. Social housing activity in 
individual metropolitan areas was generally, but 
not always, consistent with these tight rental 
market conditions. That is, when vacancy rates 
were low, the proportion of commitments for new 
units was high. In almost three-quarters of those 
instances where vacancy rates in individual CMAs 
were less than 3 per cent, the percentage of total 
commitments designated for new units was greater 
than 80 per cent. Over the ten year period, 
vacancy rates of 3 per cent or greater occurred 
with much less frequency in metropolitan areas. 
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However, social housing activity tended to be less 
consistent with high vacancy rate situations. The 
percentage of commitments designated for new units 
was less than 80 per cent in just over one-half of 
those instances where vacancy rates were 3 per 
cent or higher. 

In the Atlantic CMA's, new social housing activity 
as a percentage of total social housing activity 
generally has been high when vacancy rates are 
low, except in recent years in Halifax where only 
one-half the units committed involved new con
struction despite the low vacancy rate. In 
Montr~al and Qu~bec City the proportions of new 
activity dropped in the late 1970's when vacancy 
rates were high but they did not increase to 
counter lower vacancy rates in 1981. 

In Hamilton, the proportion of units involving new 
construction dropped steadily while the vacancy 
rate rose and fell until 1980, after which the 
proportion of new construction began to rise as 
the vacancy rate remained low. Activity in 
Kitchener, London, Ottawa-Hull, Sudbury, Thunder 
Bay and Windsor has been fairly consistent with 
vacancy rates, at least in later years. Vacancy 
rates in Toronto have remained low over the ten 
year period and the proportion of new social 
housing units has usually remained high. 

In Calgary, Edmonton and Saskatoon, vacancy rates 
have been low and most social housing activity, 
particularly in Calgary, has involved new con
struction. The relationship is less consistent in 
Regina and Winnipeg. Rental markets in Vancouver 
and Victoria have been tight over the past ten 
years. Most of the social housing units in these 
cities has been newly built although in recent 
years Victoria has been acquiring more existing 
units. 

It should be noted that complete consistency with 
rental market conditions is unlikely to be 
achieved. Vacancy rates can change dramatically 
from year to year or even within a given year. At 
the same time, the development stage for projects 
by proponent housing groups can be lengthy. As a 
result, a high proportion of projects at the com
mitment stage may be designated for the acquisi-
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tion of existing units in a year when vacancy 
rates are low or alternatively, for the 
construction of new units when vacancy rates are 
high. 

The importance of social housing in alleviating 
tight rental market conditions in metropolitan 
areas is illustrated in Table 7.23 which provides 
starts data under Section 56.1 in relation to 
total rental starts for 1980 and 1981. 1 
Considering the CMAs as a group, Section 56.1 
accounted for 16.5 per cent of all dwelling starts 
intended for the rental market in 1980 and 17.3 
percent in 1981. In certain metropolitan areas, 
however, non-profit and cooperative housing starts 
accounted for a much larger proportion of total 
rental market construction. In Hamilton, almost 
all rental starts were generated through Section 
56.1 programs in 1981 in the face of a lower than 
average vacancy rate while in Oshawa CMA, 86 per 
cent of all rental starts were accounted for by 
Section 56.1 activity in 1980. Although Hamilton 
and Oshawa portray extreme cases, Section 56.1 
programs represented more than one-third of all 
rental starts in seven CMAs in 1980 and six CMAs 
in 1981. The proportion of total rental starts 
accounted for by Section 56.1 programs in 
individual CMAs can change dramatically from year 
to year. However, even when dwelling starts data 
for the two years are combined, the importance of 
Section 56.1 activity in relation to overall 
rental construction in certain CMAs is apparent. 
For the years 1980 and 1981 together the 
non-profit and cooperative programs accounted for 
one-half or more of all rental starts in Oshawa, 
Hamilton, Chicoutimi-Jonqui~re and Winnipeg. In 
the Toronto CMA, where about 26 per cent of all 
Section 56.1 starts occurred in 1980 and 1981, the 
programs accounted for almost 38 per cent of total 
rental starts, while in Montreal the programs 
accounted for over 18 per cent of total rental 
starts. 

1. In 1980 and 1981 Section 56.1 was the main program providing 
social housing units, accounting for 77 per cent of all 
social housing commitments. The Section 56.1 starts data, 
therefore, provide a good proxy for social housing activity 
generally for these years. 
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Summary 

Social housing activity has been generally consistent with 
rental market conditions in terms of providing increased 
commitments for new units as vacancy rates have declined. 
This is evident at both the national level and at the level 
of individual metropolitan area housing markets. However, 
increased commitments for new units in a given year may not 
affect rental markets in the same year because of time lags 
which may occur between commitment approval and the 
construction of new units. Also, vacancy rates in 
individual market areas can change dramatically and 
unexpectedly from year to year or even within a given year 
so that complete consistency with rental market conditions 
is unlikely to be achieved. 

It is also apparent that social housing activity is becoming 
an increasingly important component of rental production. 
In 1982, it is estimated that social housing starts 
accounted for one-third of all starts intended for the 
rental market. In 1980 and 1981, starts under the Section 
56.1 non-profit and cooperative programs accounted for more 
than one-third of all rental activity in several 
metropolitan areas. 

3. Effect on Employment 

The housing sector has often been used as a 
counter-cyclical fiscal tool to combat unemployment and 
economic recession. It is well suited to this task 
since it can be stimulated quickly, it generates 
substantial economic spin-offs to other industries, and 
the resulting increase in economic activity is broadly 
distributed across the country. 

Housing construction and rehabilitation provides 
employment not only for construction workers but also in 
manufacturing, trade and service industries which 
produce the necessary inputs and in the economy 
generally as a result of expenditures of income by those 
directly and indirectly employed. Three rounds of 
employment impacts can be distinguished: 

• direct impacts or the j~bs created on the 
construction or rehabilitation site1 

indirect impacts or the jobs created in 
other industries which produce materials 
and other inputs necessary for the 
construction or rehabilitation work1 and 
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• induced impacts or the jobs resulting 
from the expenditure of income generated 
to households in the first two rounds. 

The indirect and induced impacts will not be confined to 
the immediate vicinity of the construction or rehabili
tation project. They will be spread across the host 
province and the rest of the country, and through 
imports, to other countries. The size and distribution 
of these impacts will depend on the size and nature of 
the construction or rehabilitation undertaken. 

In order to examine the employment effects associated 
with social housing, it is first necessary to 
distinguish between the employment impact of new 
construction and that of renovation/rehabilitation 
work. A report prepared by Clayton Research Associates 
for the Community Renewal Branch of the Ontario Ministry 
of Housing, assessed the relative impacts of new 
construction versus renovation. l On a dollar-for-dollar 
basis, the report concluded, residential renovation has 
a greater overall income and employment impact than does 
residential construction. 

The report argued that this is because the proportion of 
labour required in renovation work is higher than for 
new construction where a much higher proportion of 
materials and non-labour inputs is required. Renovation 
involves demolition or gutting, remodelling or repair of 
ori9inal construction materials, craft work and one-of
a-k1nd work rather than the all new materials, labour
saving methods and near production line conditions 
possible in new construction. 

Because of this, the direct impact of a given expendi
ture on renovation, in terms of jobs and income, could 
be expected to be greater than the same expenditure on 
new construction. The indirect employment impact of 
renovation would be lower because there is a smaller 
proportion of any given expenditure going for materials 
and other inputs. Clayton argued that although lower, 
they were not so low as to offset the higher number of 
direct jobs in renovation. Induced employment impacts 
depend on the total income generated in the first two 
rounds and so would be greater for renovation rather 

1. Clayton Research Associates, "Economic Impacts of Renovation 
Construction Activity", prepared for the Community Renewal 
Branch, Ontario Ministry of Housing, November, 1980. 
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than for new construction. The ratio of the overall 
(direct, indirect and induced) employment impact for 
total residential construction to that for renovation 
construction only, as determined in the Clayton study, 
was 0.84. 1 

A more recent study estimated that a $100 million 
expenditure on residential construction (in 1982 
dollars) would result in 4,420 person-years of 
employment. 2 Using the same ratio between employment 
generated by total residential construction and 
renovation from the earlier study would imply that $100 
million spent on renovation in 1982 would generate 5,235 
person-years of employment. 

Estimates of the employment impact of residential 
construction expenditures such as that provided by the 
Clayton study are generally not available on an annual 
basis. There are only a few estimates of the per dollar 
impacts, each done with slightly different methods. To 
estimate the effect of the social housing programs on 
employment since their inception would require 
consistent estimates of per dollar impacts over time. 
This is because the mix of inputs to housing production 
changes over time in response to changes in technology 
and relative input prices. Given the lack of consistent 

1. In this analysis, Clayton had to use total residential 
construction as a proxy for new construction, even though it 
also included renovation and repair work. The total 
residential construction statistics were based on a 1976 
Canadian input-output model which did not differentiate 
between types of work. The renovation statistics are based 
on a u.s. input-output model which did differentiate between 
new construction and renovation activity. It was adjusted 
to reflect overall differences between Canadian and American 
residential construction input structures. Although the 
employment effects of new construction cannot be easily 
quantified, it is reasonable to expect that the direct 
employment generated by an expenditure on new residential 
construction would be lower, the indirect employment higher 
and the induced impact lower, than for total residential 
construction. 

2. Clayton Research Associates, "The Use of the Housing 
Industry as a Short-Term Economic Stimulus", prepared for 
the Housing and Urban Development Association of Canada, 
January 1983. 
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data over time, it is beyond the scope of this study to 
estimate the historical effect on employment of the 
social housing programs. 

The approach taken here is to estimate the employment 
impacts of Section 56.1 activity in 1982 using the 1982 
employment/expenditure ratio derived by Clayton. 
Administrative data on Section 56.1 is readily available 
and distinguishes between new construction capital costs 
and expenditures on renovation. In 1982, Section 56.1 
accounted for 85 per cent of all social (rental) housing 
commitments. 

Under the Section 56.1 program in 1982, the estimated 
total capital cost associated with commitments for new 
units was $951.2 million. In addition, some $59.5 
million was committed for rehabilitation/conversion 
expenditures on existing buildings. This mixture of new 
construction and renovation would result in a total 
employment (direct, indirect or induced) impact of 
45,159 person years according to the expenditures/ 
employment relationship identified above. This level of 
employment represents about 0.4 per cent of total 
employment in the economy in 1982. 

While the employment impact of Section 56.1 activity is 
small in relation to employment in Canada, the program 
is quite significant as a generator of employment in the 
construction sector. Considering only the direct 
employment impact of section 56.1 construction 
expenditures l , about 14,240 person years construction 
employment would be generated by the capital commitments 
made in 1981. This amounts to 7.3 per cent of 
employment in residential construction 2 in 1982. 

1. Based on the 1980 study by Clayton Research Associates, 
direct employment effects account for 30.7 per cent of total 
direct/indirect (and induced) effects for total residential 
construction expenditures and 43.5 per cent for 
rehabilitation/conversion expenditures. 

2. Although national employment data is not published for 
residential construction, estimates are available from 
Statistics Canada. Residential construction employment was 
estimated to be 196,000 in 1982. 
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Finally, it should be noted that the social housing and 
rental programs generally have certain limitations as 
instruments of fiscal policy. To the extent that social 
housing involves a high proportion of multi-unit 
buildings, the employment impact will be less than would 
occur if all units were single-detached. It has been 
estimated that a 10,000 unit increase in single-detached 
starts in 1982 would increase employment by 25,148 
Person years. The same number of starts, but in the 
form of apartments, would increase employment by 16,661 
person-years. 1 Further, if the aim is to provide a 
quick impact on employment, one could argue that social 
(rental) housing programs are less well suited than 
homeownership programs. According to the paper "The use 
of the Housing Industry as a Short-Term Economic 
Stimulus" prepared for HUDAC by Clayton Research 
Associates, Ltd., January 1983, it has been estimated 
that in Toronto, the average amount of time required 
from approval to completion of construction ranges from 
four months for a single- detached unit to 18 months for 
an apartment. For social housing, the response may be 
affected by the need for negotiations with non-profit 
and cooperative groups prior to project approval. 

Summary 

The employment effects of the Section 56.1 non-profit and 
cooperative programs were estimated for 1982, taking into 
account the split between new construction and renovation 
and the different employment multipliers associated with 
these two types of residential construction activity. The 
programs were found to be important as generators of 
employment in residential construction, accounting for 7.3 
per cent of residential construction employment in 1982. 
However, social housing and rental housing programs 
generally are likely to be less effective than homeownership 
programs as generators of employment. This is because 
single-detached units provide a greater employment impact 
than multiple-unit buildings and have a more immediate 
effect since the time required for construction is shorter. 

1. Clayton Research Associates, "The Use of the Housing 
Industry as a Short-Term Economic Stimulus", January 1983. 
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C. RELATED PROGRAMS 

The federal government, through CMHC, has not been the only 
actor in the provision of social housing units. Over time, 
both provincial and municipal governments have been involved 
in the development of social housing projects. This may 
have been a financial involvement through the provision of 
land, pre-development support, capital costs or operating 
subsidies, or responsibility for the direct delivery of 
~rograms. In addition, the federal government has also been 
lnvolved in the subsidy of units through income transfer 
programs such as the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP). The 
purposes of this section are to examine the relationships 
between the various programs in the delivery and operation 
of social housing programs and to assess the implications of 
these relationships. 

Social housing program activity can be grouped into three 
types of programs based on the subsidy arrangements: cost
shared programs, subsidy stacked programs, and unilateral 
federal or provincial programs. The roles of each level of 
government, the level of activity and the costs incurred for 
each will be examined. Also, an analysis of the interaction 
of other income transfers andfederal/provincial social 
housing is provided. 

1. Federal/Provincial Agreements 

(i) Cost-Shared Programs 

The present federal cost-shared programs covered 
by agreements are: the Section 40 F/P Public 
Housing Programs~ the Section 43/44 Public 
Housing Program1 the Section 44(1)(a) Private 
Landlord Rent Supplement Program1 and the Section 
40 F/P Rural and Native Housing Program. The 
application of the programs varies across 
provinces and is detailed in Chapter II. Program 
descriptions and subsidy arrangements for each 
program are also described in Chapter II. 
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Provincial programs which are cost-shared are 
provincially financed public housing programs. 
These programs presently operate in Qu~bec, 
Ontario and Alberta. Federal operating subsidies 
are provided under Section 44(1)(a) of the NHA. 

The Section 44(1)(b) rent supplement program for 
non-profit and cooperative housing projects is 
also a cost-shared program. This program is used 
as the mechanism to provide rent-geared-to-income 
units within Sections 15.1/34.18 non-profit and 
cooperative housing. With the introduction of 
Section 56.1, the provisions of Section 44(1)(b) 
have been retained, but used only after the 
provincial government has matched the federal 
Section 56.1 subsidy. It is presently only 
active for Section 56.1 urban native projects in 
Saskatchewan. 

(ii) Subsidy Stacking 

Subsidy stacking refers to the provision of 
additional subsidies by provincial governments on 
top of subsidies already provided by federal 
programs. 1 Subsidies can be provided through 
capital financing and grants, land grants, 
pre-development funds or operating subsidies. 
Prior to 1978, the Sections 15.1/34.18 programs 
relied heavily on provincially stacked subsidies 
in the form of land or capital grants to be 
viable. The Section 56.1 programs decreased the 
requirements for these programs. This is evident 
from Table 7.24 which provides a summary of 
stacked programs which were available in 1977 
compared to the stacked programs which are active 
in 1983. The number of provincial programs 
providing capital grants has decreased markedly, 
with many provinces now providing stacked 
assistance in the form of operating subsidies. 

2. Unilateral Programs 

Unilateral programs are those which are introduced by 
federal or provincial governments with sufficient levels 
of subsidies to achieve their objectives. 

1. There are no federal programs which stack assistance on to 
provincial programs. 
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(i) Unilateral Federal Programs 

The Section 56.1 program was introduced as a 
unilateral federal program with a subsidy level 
intended to be sufficient to meet its 
objectives. Subsidy stacking provisions were not 
excluded from use but were not a requirement of 
the program. Some subsidy stacking does take 
place through land grants, pre-development 
funding and capital funding. In addition, 
operating subsidies are provided, primarily to 
public non-profit projects, to achieve higher 
levels at RGI units. However, the majority of 
units produced under this program receive only 
federal subsidies. 

Section 56.1 is the only federal unilateral 
program in operation. Sections 15.1/34.18, 
initially introduced as unilateral programs, have 
in fact relied heavily on provincially-stacked or 
cost-shared subsidies to meet their objectives. 

(ii) Unilateral Provincial Programs 

Unilateral provincial social housing programs are 
almost exclusively shelter allowance programs. 
The exception is Alberta which operates a series 
of programs in addition to the federal programs. 

Shelter allowance programs, operating in five 
provinces, are examined in this section. 
Although different in principle and operation 
from the social housing programs, shelter 
allowance programs provide assistance to the same 
target group. They represent a provincial 
priority to provide assistance directly to 
renters rather than to rental units. 
Descriptions of the programs in each province are 
contained in Table 7.25. 

Shelter allowance programs provide monthly 
payments to individual renters (and owners in 
Qu~bec) which cover a portion of shelter costs. 
The payments are based upon a housing gap formula 
which relates the amount of the shelter a1lowan~a 
to income and actual rent. The provinces set the 
eligibility criteria and parameters for recipient 
contribution, maximum allowable rent and amount 
of the gap to be paid. 
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All of the programs are open only to senior 
citizens over sixty-five, with the exception of 
Manitoba's SAFER, where the age was lowered in 
1981 to fifty-five, and SAFFR, available to low
income family households. In all cases, 
residents of subsidized housing units (public 
housing, rent supplement or personal care) are 
not eligible as assistance is already provided 
through social housing subsidies or CAP programs. 
In both Manitoba and New Brunswick, residents of 
Section 56.1 projects can receive shelter 
allowances subject to the same eligibility rules 
as other renters. 

In each province, the recipient is expected to 
contribute a portion of income towards shelter 
costs. In British Columbia, Quebec, New 
Brunswick and Nova Scotia, this is uniformly 30 
per cent. In Manitoba, the contribution rate is 
25 per cent. The programs provide a portion of 
the gap between eligible shelter cost and the 
income contribution. In British Columbia and 
Quebec, this portion is 75 per cent. In 
Manitoba, New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, the 
portion varies according to income, 60 per cent 
at the high end of income to 90 per cent at the 
low end in Manitoba and 50 per cent to 75 per 
cent in New Brunswick and Nova Scotia. 

Maximum allowable rents, set by the province, 
correspond to average rents for adequate rental 
units. The rent includes heat and other 
services. Rent costs above the maximum are 
allowed but the difference must be paid by the 
individual renter. 

It is evident from the formulae used to determine 
assistance that the depth of subsidy under the 
provincial shelter allowance programs is lower 
than that provided under the social housing 
programs. The social housing programs generally 
require assisted households to pay 25 per cent of 
income for shelter. In contrast, the shelter 
allowance programs provide only a percentage of 
the difference (gap) between maximum allowable 
rents and a given percentage of income. 
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Summary 

In 1978 there was a dramatic shift in the type of 
programs offered by federal and provincial governments. 
Prior to 1978, the provincial involvement in social 
housing was through either cost-shared federal public 
housing programs or programs stacked on to the federal 
Sections 15.1/34.18 program. After the introduction of 
Section 56.1 as the federal government's main social 
housing vehicle, provinces introduced their own public 
housing programs and shelter allowance programs. The 
effects of these program changes, in terms of level of 
activity and government expenditures, are examined in 
the next two sections. 

3. Activity 

The number of units subsidized under unilateral federal 
and cost-shared programs was reported in Section II.C, 
Program Activity. The purpose of this section is to 
present estimates of activity under provincial 
unilateral programs (Table 7.26). 

In relation to the more than 300,000 units assisted 
under federal unilateral and cost-shared programs, 
unilateral provincial activity represents a small but 
important component of social housing assistance in 
Canada. 

In 1982/83, about 39,000 households received assistance 
through unilateral provincial programs. With the 
exception of Alberta, all of this assistance is provided 
by shelter allowance programs. Shelter allowance 
programs in Qu~bec and British Columbia account for 
one-half and one-quarter respectively, of all provincial 
unilateral activity. 
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Table 7.26 unilateral Provincial Activity, (Estimates for 
1982/1983) 

Number of 
Recipients/ Percentage 

Units Distribution 

Nova Scotia 1,600 4.1 

New Brunswick 1,013 2.6 

Quebec 19,060 49.1 

Manitoba 4,031 10.4 

Alberta1 2,351 6.1 

British Columbia 10,697 27.6 

Totals 38,752 99.9 

Source: Program Planning and Coordination Group, CMHC. 

1 Estimates are for 1982. 

4. Social Housing Expenditures 

This section, examines the level of federal and 
provincial expenditures on social housing since 1973. 
Expenditures have been broken down between capital costs 
and subsidy costs. The purpose is to determine if the 
change in programs which occurred in 1978 is reflected 
in changes in the level of expenditures by federal and 
provincial governments. 

(i) Capital Costs 

In 1978, the federal government shifted its 
social housing programs from capital and subsidy 
intensive public housing and non- profit and 
cooperative programs to subsidy intensive 
non-profit and cooperative housing programs. 
This shift in programs is reflected in the level 
of capital expenditures by the federal 
government. Table 7.27 presents federal capital 
expenditures by province. 

Federal capital expenditures on social housing 
programs began decreasing in 1977. The initial 
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decrease was caused by the reduction in public 
housing activity. Rapid declines in capital 
expenditures are apparent after 1978 when the 
Section 56.1 programs were introduced. In 
provinces where the Section 40 programs were 
maintained, federal capital expenditures fell 
only slightly. The federal share of capital 
costs in these provincies was about 85 to 90 per 
cent in 1973. By 1981, this had decreased to 75 
per cent, reflecting the funding arrangements of 
the programs. 

Provincial capital expenditures on social housing 
programs are provided in Table 7.28. The level 
of provinical expenditures has increased both in 
terms of dollar value and as a per cent of total 
federal and provincial social housing capital 
expenditures. This was partly due to the 
introduction of provincial public housing 
programs and the capital funding of non-profit 
projects by provincial governments. However, the 
main reason for the increase in the provincial 
share of capital expenditures on social housing 
programs was the introduction by the federal 
government of the Section 56.1 program and the 
termination of the Section 43 public housing 
program. Since Section 56.1 activity is financed 
by the private sector, the total 
federal/provincial capital expenditures on social 
housing have declined since 1978, except in 
Saskatchewan and Alberta. 
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(ii) Subsidy Costs 

Subsidy expenditures by the federal and 
provincial governments have continually increased 
since 1973. Included in subsidy costs are 
grants, contributions and subsidies l , referred to 
as budgetary expenditures. Table 7.29 provides a 
breakdown by province of the federal government's 
budgetary expenditures on social housing. 
Federal expenditures as a portion of total 
expenditures remained constant at about 50 to 60 
per cent up to 1979. After this, new commitments 
under Section 56.1 began to increase the federal 
portion of total subsidy expenditures. 

On a province-by-province basis, the subsidy 
share reflects the relative levels of activity 
under the different programs and additional 
provincial subsidy stacking in Ontario, 
Saskatchewan and Alberta. Table 7.30 shows 
provincial subsidy expenditures and share of 
total subsidy expenditures. Where the use of 
Section 43 and Section 44 predominates, (Alberta, 
Manitoba and New Brunswick) the provincial 
subsidy share is greater than 40 per cent due to 
the 50/50 split of these subsidy costs. The 
predominance of Section 43 units in Quebec and 
private rent supplement units in Ontario pushed 
the subsidy share of these provinces to between 
45 and 50 per cent. 

In Prince Edward Island, New Brunswick and 
Manitoba, the provincial share has dropped since 
1978 due to new commitments of Section 40 units 
(25 per cent subsidy share). In British 
Columbia, although Section 44 subsidies 
predominate, the additional federal subsidies 
under Section 56.1 have reduced the provincial 
share to less than 30 per cent in 1981. 

The continued use of Section 40 to provide units 
has kept the provincial share of subsidy costs 
close to 30% in Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, and 
Saskatchewan. 

1. A contribution is a conditional payment of assistance 
subject to performance on achievement of some agreed 
results. A grant is an unconditional transfer or gift which 
does not depend on achieving results. The term subsidy is 
used to describe CMHC assistance which does not directly 
involve an explicit transfer to recipients, for example, 
federal/provincial public housing subsidies. 
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The provincial budgetary expenditure share 
has remained highest in Alberta as a result of 
provincial stacking on senior citizen units from 
1977 to 1979 and the exclusive use of Section 44 
subsidies on provincially-funded units. 

In addition to those already mentioned, there are 
also subsidies under the provincial shelter 
allowance programs. These subsidies have not 
been included in Table 7.30 as only rough 
estimates of shelter allowance expenditures are 
available. Table 7.31 provides a breakdown of 
these subsidies by province. 

In Quebec and British Columbia, the provincial 
shelter allowance programs are a significant 
proportion of total provincial subsidy 
expenditures. However, they would not have a 
large effect on the proportion of total 
subsidies accounted for by all provinces due to 
the high level of federal subsidies required 
under Section 56.1. As has been seen in Section 
II.C, the Section 56.1 budgetary requirements are 
expected to grow over time if current activity 
levels are maintained. 



T
a
b

le
 

7
.3

0
 

P
ro

v
in

c
ia

l 
S

u
b

si
d

y
 

an
d

 
G

ra
n

t 
E

x
p

e
n

d
it

u
re

s 
an

d
 

P
ro

v
in

c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
o

f 
T

o
ta

l 
S

u
b

si
d

y
 

an
d

 
G

ra
n

t 
E

x
p

e
n

d
it

u
re

s 
fo

r 
S

o
c
ia

l 
H

o
u

si
n

g
, 

b
y

 
P

ro
v

in
c
e
, 

1
9

7
3

-1
9

8
1

 
($

M
il

li
o

n
s)

 

N
ew

fo
u

n
d

la
n

d
 

$ 
P

ro
v

in
c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

P
.E

.I
. 

$ 
P

ro
v

in
c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

N
o

v
a 

S
c
o

ti
a
 

$ 
P

ro
v

in
c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

N
ew

 
B

ru
n

sw
ic

k
 

$ 
P

ro
v

in
c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

Q
u
~
b
e
c
 

$ 
P

ro
v

in
c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

O
n

ta
ri

o
 

$ 
P

ro
v

in
c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

M
a
n

it
o

b
a
 

$ 
P

ro
v

in
c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

S
a
sk

a
tc

h
e
w

a
n

 
$ 

P
ro

v
in

c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

A
lb

e
rt

a
 

$ 
P

ro
v

in
c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

B
.C

. 
$ 

P
ro

v
in

c
ia

l 
S

h
a
re

 
%

 

1
9

7
3

 

0
.6

 
2

7
.0

 

0
.2

 
4

0
.0

 

1
.3

 
3

9
.0

 

5
.2

 
4

6
.0

 

2
7

.9
 

4
6

.0
 

0
.3

 
1

5
.8

 

1
.3

 
3

9
.4

 

1
.0

 
1

9
.0

 

1
9

7
4

 

0
.8

 
3

2
.0

 

0
.4

 
4

4
.4

 

1
.5

 
3

9
.5

 

4
.7

 
3

1
.0

 

4
1

. 
0 

4
4

.3
 

1
.0

 
2

7
.8

 

1
.9

 
3

9
.6

 

1
.2

 
1

2
.0

 

1
9

7
5

 

1
.0

 
2

7
.8

 

0
.4

 
4

0
.0

 

N
O

T 2
.7

 
5

3
.0

 

9
.8

 
4

2
.6

 

6
8

.4
 

5
1

.7
 

N
O

T 0
.6

 
1

5
.8

 

2
.2

 
4

0
.0

 

2
.6

 
1

6
.8

 

1
9

7
6

 

1
.5

 
3

1
. 9

 

0
.4

 
4

4
.4

 

3
.2

 
5

2
.0

 

1
5

.4
 

4
2

.5
 

9
1

. 
6 

5
1

.3
 

1
.9

 
3

8
.0

 

3
.6

 
4

0
.0

 

5
.7

 
2

6
.8

 

1
9

7
7

 

2
.1

 
3

5
.6

 

0
.6

 
4

3
.0

 

4
.0

 
4

9
.0

 

1
8

.5
 

4
5

.7
 

9
3

.1
 

4
7

.4
 

1
.9

 
3

3
.9

 

5
.0

 
5

0
.0

 

7
.0

 
3

0
.8

 

1
9

7
8

 

2
.7

 
3

6
.5

 

0
.5

 
4

2
.0

 

1
9

7
9

 

3
.6

 
3

6
.7

 

0
.6

 
4

0
.0

 

A
V

A
IL

A
B

L
E

 

5
.1

 
5

1
.0

 

2
3

.5
 

5
0

.3
 

5
.2

 
4

4
.8

 

2
9

.0
 

4
6

.0
 

9
7

.6
 

1
0

5
.3

 
4

5
.0

 
3

7
.0

 

A
V

A
IL

A
B

L
E

 

2
.3

 
3

2
.4

 

1
0

.3
 

6
8

.0
 

9
.5

 
3

3
.5

 

4
.3

 
4

1
.0

 

1
3

.7
 

5
6

.0
 

9
.8

 
3

4
.5

 

1
9

8
0

 

4
.5

 
3

4
.1

 

0
.5

 
3

3
.3

 

6
.9

 
4

7
.0

 

n
/a

 
4

6
.0

 

1
1

5
.8

 
3

3
.7

 

1
3

.4
 

4
7

.0
 

7
.2

 
2

8
.9

 

1
8

.9
 

4
6

.0
 

1
0

.5
 

3
0

.7
 

1
9

8
1

 

5
.4

 
3

2
.5

 

0
.7

 
3

2
.0

 

7
.7

 
4

5
.0

 

n
/a

 
4

3
.0

 

1
2

6
.3

 
3

3
.3

 

1
5

.1
 

4
5

.0
 

5
.9

 
3

0
.1

 

2
4

.3
 

4
4

.0
 

1
1

. 2
 

2
7

.9
 

S
u

b
si

d
y

 
an

d
 
g

ra
n

t 
e
x

p
e
n

d
it

u
re

s
 

a
re

 
fo

r 
p

u
b

li
c
 

h
o

u
si

n
g

 
(S

e
c
ti

o
n

s 
4

0
 

an
d

 
4

4
),

 
re

n
t 

su
p

p
le

m
e
n

t 
(S

e
c
ti

o
n

 
4

4
(1

)(
a
»

 
p

ro
v

in
c
ia

l 
s
ta

c
k

in
g

 
s
u

b
s
id

ie
s
 

in
 
O

n
ta

ri
o

, 
S

a
sk

a
tc

h
e
w

a
n

 
an

d
 

A
lb

e
rt

a
, 

an
d

 
p

ro
v

in
c
ia

ll
y

 
fu

n
d

e
d

 
s
o

c
ia

l 
h

o
u

si
n

g
 

p
ro

g
ra

m
s.

 
S

u
b

si
d

y
 

e
x

p
e
n

d
it

u
re

s 
a
lo

n
e
 

w
er

e 
a
v

a
il

a
b

le
 

in
 

N
ew

 
B

ru
n

sw
ic

k
. 

S
o

u
rc

e
: 

F
u

tu
re

 
F

is
c
a
l 

A
rr

a
n

g
e
m

e
n

ts
 

fo
r 

H
o

u
si

n
g

 
in

 
C

a
n

a
d

a
, 

1
9

8
0

. 

N
 .c:
. 

o 



- 241 -

Table 7.31 Expenditures for Shelter Allowance Programs, 1982/83 

Nova Scotia 
Rental Assistance 
Program 

New Brunswick 
Rental Assistance 
for the Elderly 
(RATE) 

Qu~bec 

Logirente 

Manitoba 
Shelter Allowance 
for Elderly 
Renters (SAFER) 

Shelter Allowance 
for Family 
Renters (SAFFR) 

British Columbia 
Shelter Aid for 
Elderly Renters 
(SAFER) 

Number 

1,600 

1,013 

19,060 

3,082 

949 

10,697 

Total 
Expenditure (est.) 

($Millions) 

1.1 

0.5 

7.8 

2.5 

1.0 

8.5 

Source: Program Planning and Coordination Group, CMHC 

Summary 

The provincial share of capital costs has increased 
since the introduction of the Section 56.1 programs by 
the federal government. However, the provincial share 
of subsidies has decreased and will continue to decrease 
if the same level of activity is maintained under both 
federal and provincial programs. Only in Alberta, will 
the provincial share of total social housing costs 
increase. 
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5. Interaction with Other Income Transfers 

There exist across Canada a great many income support 
programs. One of the most important of these is the 
welfare payments provided to needy individuals and 
families under the Canada Assistance Plan. 
Approximately 14 per cent of social housing occupants 
have welfare as a major source of income. Since welfare 
payments are taken into account in the calculation of 
social housing shelter charges using rent-to-income 
scales, there is considerable interaction between the 
two forms of assistance. 

This section of the report examines two issues which 
arise from the interaction of rent-geared-to-income 
scales with income transfers. First, the extent to 
which costs may be shifted between levels of government 
is assessed. This occurs because of different 
cost-sharing arrangements under CAP and the Section 40 
public housing program. The second issue is the effect 
of rent-to-income scales on individual social housing 
tenant households taking into account the system of 
income transfers. This involves the contribution of the 
programs to the level of support provided by the system 
of income transfers. The rent-to-income scale also 
interacts with the income support system to affect the 
rate at which benefits are reduced or taxed back as 
income increases. This is an important consideration 
since the tax rate on increased earnings can affect the 
incentive for tenants to work. 

Social Housing Subsidies and Welfare Payments: 

Under Sections 40 and 44 of the NHA, the federal 
government cost shares with the provinces the difference 
between the actual costs of operating the units and the 
rental revenues generated from tenants. For purposes of 
establishing rental charges, a federal graduated rental 
scale (GRS) was developed and approved by the Cabinet 
Committee on Social Policy, 25 March 1970. The GRS 
rental charges range from a low of 16.7 per cent to a 
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high of 25.0 per cent of income, depending on the 
adjusted income of the household. The rent scale and 
the formula for calculating adjusted income are 
presented in Appendix G. 

The Cabinet decision of March 1970 implementing the 
federal graduated rental scale (GRS) did not discuss the 
treatment of public housing or rent supplement tenants 
in receipt of social assistance. The Corporation, 
however, adopted a policy for establishing rents for 
these clients which reflected the intent of the Cabinet 
decision regarding non-welfare households. The master 
agreements between the federal government and provincial 
and territorial governments state that the amount of 
rent to be charged to individuals or families in receipt 
of provincial, territorial or municipal welfare, should 
be the greater of the shelter component of welfare or 
the rent required by the federal graduated rental 
sca1e. 2 

The shelter component of welfare is a concept used when 
calculating the benefit level for each applicant. 
Usually it is equal to the actual rent paid by the 
applicant subject to certain maxima. In the case 

1. Each province or territory has the option of using the 
federal GRS or a rental scale of its own. New Brunswick and 
Quebec have never used the federal GRS. In the absence of 
changes to this scale in the 1970's, most other provinces 
and the territories have made either minor adjustments in 
their application of it and/or the federal income 
calculation formula or, after a period of using the GRS, 
have developed a scale of their own. However, agreements on 
the cost-sharing of subsidies for the public housing program 
stipulate that federal contributions are to be made on the 
basis of whichever scale generates the lower losses. 

2. There are two exceptions to this. The master agreement with 
British Columbia allows them to charge, as a minimum, the 
provincial scale rent, which is set at 25 per cent of gross 
income for persons in receipt of social assistance. The 
master agreement with Newfoundland allows the minimum rent 
to be the greater of the shelter component of welfare or 
that required by the provincial scale. This is presently 
the same as the federal GRS. 
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of public housing tenants receiving welfare, most 
provinces use neither the shelter component of welfare 
nor the federal rental scale. Rather, they use a third 
scale specifically developed for public housing social 
assistance recipients which results in revenues 
approximating those due under the federal GRSI. 

It makes no difference, from a financial perspective, to 
the welfare recipients occupying social housing which 
scale is used inasmuch as the payment is, in essence, a 
user charge paid by the welfare agencies to CMHC and the 
provincial housing agency involved. However, the scale 
used does have implications for federal/provincial 
transfers. If a charge of less than the shelter compo
nent of welfare is levied, it results in an overstate
ment of housing subsidy and understatement of welfare 
payment1 • Moreover, as welfare expenditures are shared 
on a SO/50 basis under the Canada Assistance Plan and 
Section 40 public housing on a 75/25 basis, a user 
charge for welfare clients which is less than the shel
ter component of welfare payment results in an uninten
ded transfer from federal to provincial governments. 
This transfer does not occur with Section 44 stibsidies 
as costs under that program are split on a SO/50 basis. 

Estimates of the size of the potential cost shift 
between federal and provincial governments are not 
available. However, analyses of public housing rental 
revenues indicate that it is not large. 2 

1. There is a circularity problem inherent in the determination 
of the GRS rent for welfare recipients. While the social 
assistance benefit is based, in part, on the actual rent 
charged, the rent-to-income formula sets the rent at a 
percentage of tenant income which includes social assistance 
payments. There are at the present time, two basic methods 
for resolving this problem: either the rent is set before 
the welfare benefit level is set, or the rent and social 
assistance guarantee are determined simultaneously. 

2. Internal analysis conducted by CMHC Program Evaluation 
Division. Based on public housing tenant data collected 
between 1978 and 1981, it was estimated that failure to 
charge the maximum of the shelter component of welfare on 
rent due under the federal GRS results in an increase in the 
CMHC subsidy of $5.1 million annually (about 2 per cent of 
the public housing subsidy in 1981). A separate estimate of 
the unintended transfer from federal to provincial 
governments when rents charged to welfare clients are less 
than what the welfare agency would be willing to pay for 
accommodation in the private sector (i.e., the shelter 
component of welfare) could not be made. However, it is 
likely to be less than $5 million. 
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Interaction of Rent-to-Income Scales with Income 
Transfers: 

Social housing rent subsidies, interacting with other 
forms of income transfers, can affect an individual's 
need or desire to obtain income through work. The 
incentive to work is generally assumed to depend upon 
two basic aspects of the system of income transfers: 
the support level and the effective tax rate. If the 
benefits derived from the system of transfers are 
comfortably high when no income is earned, then the 
individual is assumed to be less motivated to work. If 
the individual gains little by working and would forego 
benefits and incur tax liabilities by doing so, then the 
desire to work is presumably weakened. 

It should be noted that the effects of income transfers 
formulae and rent-to-income formula on the incentive to 
work are not relevant for a large percentage of social 
housing tenants. Fourteen per cent of social housing 
tenants in public housing, rent supplement and 
rent-geared-to-income units in non-profit and 
cooperative projects have welfare as a major source of 
income. As a proportion of the total welfare caseload, 
unemployed employables are estimated to account for 20 
to 30 per cent. At most then, the effect of income 
transfers and the rent-to-income scale on the decision 
to work would likely apply to only four per cent the 
social housing population. The impact of the system on 
the decision to work longer or harder might affect, at 
maximum, the twenty-one per cent of the social housing 
population paying rents-geared-to-incomes who are 
employed. 

The net effects of the rent-to-income formulae on the 
individual social housing tenant household within the 
context of the system of income transfers (welfare, 
income tax, Child Tax Credits, etc.) are determined with 
simulation models l developed for New Brunswick, Quebec, 
Ontario and British Columbia. Only single parent 
families with two young children are considered.2 

1. These models are based on the standard MAPSIT simulation 
model developed by Health and Welfare Canada. 

2. Single parent families make up about one quarter of the 
social housing population. Analysis of other household 
types was beyond the scope and resources available for this 
study. 
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Guaranteed Support Level: 

To assess the contribution of social housing subsidies 
to the level of support of the system of income 
transfers, the support guaranteed to a family in social 
housing was compared to that guaranteed to the same 
family when subsidized housing is not available. As the 
value of the housing subsidy could not be directly 
measured, the available income after rent as a 
percentage of the non-shelter costs of two living 
standards were compared for the same household in social 
housing and on the private market in comparable 
accommodation. The difference between the two 
percentages gives some indication of the difference 
social housing makes to the family's ability to attain 
an adequate standard of living with respect to both 
shelter and non-shelter needs. 

Rents were calculated for social housing using the 
federal GRS formula. For private market housing, the 
market rent was calculated for an adequate two bedroom 
fully serviced unit in a metropolitan area in each 
province. 1 

Two living standards were calculated for each province 
based on the Family Budgeting Guide published by the 
Social Planning Council of Metropolitan Toronto. The 
lower standard includes only the costs of items such as 
food, clothing and household operation for which 
purchase cannot be postponed. The higher standard, 
representing a modest lifestyle suitable for households 
depending on income transfers for a long period of time, 
also includes the costs of replacing some durable goods 
and of some recreation and gifts. It does not allow the 
ownership of an automobile or the use of alcohol and 
tobacco. 

Table 7.32 displays the results. In the private market 
a single parent family solely dependent upon welfare 
could not afford the non-shelter costs of even the lower 
standard of living. In subsidized housing the family 
would at least have enough income to support the lower 
living standard in three out of four provinces but not 
enough to afford the higher standard. 

1. Market rents were based on 1980 HIFE "norm rents" for cities 
of over 100,000 population in Qu~bec, Ontario and British 
Columbia and for cities of 30,000 - 99,999 population in New 
Brunswick. All data were indexed to April 1982. 
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Rent-to-income housing would appear to contribute 
significantly to the level of support offered by the 
entire system of income transfers. It would permit this 
type of household to maintain a very stringent living 
standard which could not be maintained if the household 
was residing in private market housing. In this sense, 
the housing subsidy may affect the willingness of 
tenants to work and change their income and housing 
situations. However, it would not allow a living 
standard that would be considered adequate for extended 
periods of time since durable goods could not be 
replaced and consumption items other than necessities 
could not be purchased. It is unlikely that many 
employable tenants would be satisfied with the stringent 
living standard that a public housing subsidy provides. 

Effective Tax Rates: 

A second aspect of the system of income transfers that 
is generally assumed to contribute to the work incentive 
or disincentive is its effective tax rate against 
earnings. There are different types of tax rates to 
consider, and the most relevant tax rate definition 
depends on the nature of the work choices faced by the 
individual. Faced with the choice of changing earnings 
at the margin, such as by working a few hours of 
overtime, the marginal tax rate may well be the most 
relevant. But if the worker is faced with the choice 
between working full time at a fixed wage rate or not 
working at all, the amount of earned income the worker 
would keep in the form of increased benefits compared to 
the benefits available without working, would be of most 
use in examining the work incentives of the system. The 
impact of the federal rent-to-income formula on both the 
marginal tax rate and benefit reduction rate of the 
system of taxes and transfers is considered next. 

Marginal Tax Rates: 

The marginal tax rate of the system of income taxes and 
transfers is the most relevant tax rate to consider when 
a tenant is faced with the choice of changing earnings 
at the margin, such as by working a few hours overtime. 
The contribution of the federal rent-to-income scale to 
the system's ma~ginal tax rates varies, depending on 
whether or not the tenant receives social assistance. 

For tenants receiving social assistance, the federal 
formula, applied within the appropriate system of 
provincial transfers, does not appear to contribute sig
nificantly to the system's high marginal tax rates, ex
cept over short ranges of earning levels. The marginal 
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tax rates are zero up to the earnings exemptions allowed 
by the provincial social assistance program. In New 
Brunswick, for example, the first $1,200 of earnings for 
a single parent, two child family are exempted. The 
marginal tax rate from this level to the welfare 
breakeven level exceeds 100 per cent and the federal 
formula increases the marginal tax rates by 
approximately two per cent. The pattern varies in each 
province due to variations in earnings exemptions, 
social assistance breakeven levels and the presence of 
the Work Income Supplement Program in Qu~bec.l 

In the case of the household earning an income above the 
social assistance break even level, the contribution of 
the federal rent-to-income formula to the effective 
marginal tax rate is significant. Above the breakeven 
levels the federal formula virtually doubles the 
marginal tax rate although the effect is less marked in 
Quebec, again due to the Work Income Supplement Program. 

Benefit Reduction Rates: 

Often the work decisions that an individual must make 
are not whether to increase or decrease earnings at the 
margin but, rather, whether to work full time or not at 
all. In this case, the relative increase in disposable 
income, or the rate at which system benefits are reduced 
if a welfare recipient starts working full time, would 
have more impact on the decision than changes in 
marginal tax rates. 

The benefit reduction rate is a measure of the effect on 
disposable income of shifting from full social 
assistance to full time employment at the provincial 
minimum wage. For tenants facing this choice, residence 
in rent-geared-to-income housing allows a higher 
disposable income as a result of working but a steeper 
rate at which benefits are reduced, or taxed back, than 
tenants in private market housing. 

1. Results of the analysis of the contribution of the federal 
rent-to-income formula to marginal tax rates are presented 
in graphic form in Appendix H. 
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In Table 7.33, benefit reduction rates are presented for 
single parent, two child households in the private 
market and in social housing. The rates express average 
system tax rates on the additional employment income 
plus income transfers and taxes. The rates are higher 
for tenants in subsidized housingl due to the taxing 
away of social assistance benefits and other transfers 
available to the welfare recipient, the imposition of 
income taxes, and the taxing away of some of housing 
subsidy. The disposable income actually available to 
the social housing tenant would remain higher, but the 
net increase in disposable income after the transition 
to full time employment is lower. In effect, social 
housing tenants face a greater penalty for earning more 
than welfare recipients in the private market. This 
effect might reduce the work incentive of employable 
welfare recipients. 

Summary 

The combination of the increased support level and 
increased tax rates may cause subsidized housing tenants 
to have less incentive to work than they would be under 
the support levels and tax rates which would prevail in 
private market rental housing. On the other hand, it is 
fair to note that the increased benefit reduction rates 
for social housing tenants naturally result from the 
taxing back of the housing and other benefits not 
available to the unsubsidized tenants. 

In designing transfer benefits, tradeoffs must 
inevitably be made among support level guarantees, 
tax-back rates, and program costs. Holding program 
costs constant, the choice is between a system with a 
low tax rate and low guaranteed level of benefits or one 
with a high guarantee level and high tax-back rates. 
The former preserves work incentives but at the cost of 
a lower standard of living. Only a high support 
guarantee combined with a low system tax rate will yield 
both affordability and positive work incentives. 
Unfortunately, such a system involves higher program 
costs. Work incentives for social housing tenants could 
be improved by lowering the tax-back rate of the system 
without lowering the maximum benefits (that is, without 
raising rents). Such a solution, however, would require 
increased subsidies for the same total number of 
households presently in the program. 

1. The exception is Ontario where the benefit reduction rate is 
the same under the provincial rent scale as in private 
market. 
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5. DIAND On Reserve Housing 

Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development 
activities interact with CMHC social housing programs in 
two ways: DIAND front-end capital grants are used in 
concert with Section 56.1 subsidies and the shelter 
allowances provided as part of its on reserve welfare 
program are paid to qualified individuals and families 
residing in accommodation funded under CMHC social 
housing programs. 

All housing activity on reserves falls under DIAND 
jurisdiction. DIAND provides front-end capital 
allocations to Indian Band Councils who are responsible 
for the provision of housing on their reserves. The 
subsidy, at maximum, varies from $19,000 to $32,125 per 
unit depending on the location (urban, rural and 
remote). A transportation allowance of up to $7,000 per 
unit is also available for very isolated areas. In 
addition, economic factor subsidies, related to 
employment opportunities on reserves, may vary from 
$4,000 to $12,000 per unit. 

The DIAND subsidies are intended to reduce the capital 
costs of constructing new units on reserve. In many 
cases, however, the subsidies fall short of enabling 
bands to produce housing which meets the needs of their 
low and moderate income households. As a result, many 
bands will combine the DIAND subsidies with either 
direct CMHC loans under Section 59 or approved lender 
loans under Section 6 to improve the quality of 
band-owned rental units produced on reserve. Loans 
intended for band-owned rental projects are eligible for 
Section 56.1 interest rate reductions. Under either 
Section 6 or Section 59, Indians on-reserve may obtain 
individual homeowner loans. However, Section 56.1 
subsidies will not apply. 

A few years ago most loans were CMHC direct loans but 
the use of Section 6 insurance for privately initiated 
loans has been increasing. In 1980, 17 per cent were 
under Section 6 but by 1982, this had increased to 68 
per cent. From the Indian point of view, Section 56.1 
is a major component of on-reserve housing: in 1981/82, 
2,460 DIAND units were committed and in 1982, 875 units 1 or about 36 per cent were committed under Section 56.1. 

1. Note that the number of DIAND units refers to the fiscal 
year 1981/82 while the number of Section 56.1 units refers 
to the calendar year 1982. 
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Section 56.1 is popular because Section 40, as a 
federal/provincial cost-shared program, cannot be used 
on reserves and does not provide fully serviced 
accommodation. Homeownership housing is not always 
appropriate in all situations. Moreover, Section 56.1 
subsidies are calculated on total project costs before 
the OlAND capital contributions and/or land claims 
settlement funds or other monies are applied. As a 
result, some projects in effect have a negative interest 
rate and can provide 100 per cent rent-geared-to-income 
fully serviced units. 

The OlAND Social Assistance Program provides welfare to 
Indian people residing on reserves and Crown lands. The 
program is fully federally funded. There are a few 
exceptions: Indian people residing on reserves in 
Ontario may be eligible for provincial and municipal 
social assistance, and in Nova Scotia, they may be 
eligible for provincial welfare. In Quebec, members of 
some Indian bands may receive social assistance from the 
provincial government under the James Bay Agreement. 

In 1964 OlAND obtained Treasury Board authority to adopt 
provincial and municipal government rates and conditions 
for the administration of welfare to Indian people. 
After provincial and territorial governments discontined 
categorical assistance programs in favour of cost-shared 
general assistance subsequent to the enactment of the 
Canada Assistance Plan in 1966-67, OlAND based the 
design and delivery of welfare on the CAP philosophy, 
definitions and methodology. OlAND welfare on any given 
reserve, however, will not necessarily match that of the 
province in which it is located. OlAND maintains that 
comparability should be based on the combined benefits 
available under the OlAND Social Assistance and On 
Reserve Indian Housing Programs. According to the 
Section 56.1 agreements, the rent-scale and income 
definitions in use in rent-geared-to-income Section 56.1 
housing is the federal scale. The extent to which the 
federal GRS is actually in use and the treatment of 
welfare income is knot known. 

An evaluation of CMHC's on-reserve housing programs has 
recently been initiated with OlAND. This study will 
assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the CMHC 
programs operating in conjunction with OlAND's 
on-reserve housing program. Results of the study are 
expected to be available by the end of 1985. 



CHAPTER VIII 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

The purpose of this chapter is to compare the subsidy cost to 
the federal government of providing assistance under each of the 
social housing programs. Budgetary expenditures for social 
housing amounted to $677 million in fiscal year 1982/83 and are 
expected to exceed $1.2 billion within 5 years. Given the 
magnitude and expected growth in resource outlays required to 
achieve results, it is important to assess the 
cost-effectiveness of the programs. In addition to subsidy 
costs, the costs of administering the various programs are 
examined. 

A. SUBSIDY COSTS 

The technique used to compare programs with respect to cost 
is cost-effectiveness analysis. As used here, 
cost-effectiveness measures the subsidy cost per unit of 
program output. Two measures of program output are used: 
the total number of units and the number of rent-geared-to
income (RGI) units assisted. 

One approach to estimating cost-effectiveness for the 
programs is to use actual subsidy costs paid out as the 
measure of costs and units assisted as the measure of 
output. However, while historical subsidy cost data are 
readly available, data on the number of units associated 
with actual subsidy costs are not. Moreover, problems of 
establishing comparable subsidy cost data over time would 
arise using historical data. Projects have been initiated 
at different times under the various programs and it would 
be necessary to account for differences in capital costs due 
to changing factor prices and technology. In addition, 
subsidy costs may extend for periods of up to 50 years. The 
value of these future subsidy costs must be taken into 
account if comparable cost data are to be provided. 

The approach taken here is hypothetical: an identical 
project is assumed to be financed and assisted under the 
terms of each program. Calculations of the annual subsidy 
cost, present value of the annual subsidy cost, the number 
Of rent-geared-to-income units provided, and the cost per 
RGI unit provide the basis for comparison among the 
programs. 
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The number of rent-geared-to-income units provided by each 
program differs because of the nature of the subsidy. Under 
the public housing and rent supplement programs, 100 per 
cent of the units are RGI. The subsidies provided bridge 
the gap between economic rent, or market rent in rent sup
plement, and the rents based on the rent-to-income scale. 
Under Section 56.1, the subsidies are first used to bridge 
the gap between economic rent and the lower end of market 
rents. Any remaining subsidy is available for income-tested 
households. The subsidies provided under Sections 
15.1/34.18 are used to reduce economic rents to a breakeven 
rent. Subsidies for RGI tenants are provided under Section 
44(1)(b) rent supplement. The survey of social housing 
managers indicated that 60 per cent of units in small 
Sections 15.1/34.18 projects paid rents geared to their 
incomes. The 60 per cent figure has therefore been used in 
this analysis. 

Because the number of rent geared to income units provided 
varies, two measures of cost-effectiveness are presented. 
The first identifies the cost per unit based on the total 
number of units provided. This figure represents the aver
age future subsidy cost for each unit provided, whether the 
unit is occupied by RGI tenants or not. The drawback to 
this measure of cost-effectiveness is that the program's 
effectiveness is defined in terms of all units provided 
rather than focussing on those units with households having 
insufficient income to gain access to adequate housing: the 
intended target group for the programs. The second measure 
of cost-effectiveness deals more directly with the core 
housing need target group by averaging future subsidy costs 
only over the RGI units made available under each program. 
As indicated in Chapter III, households in core housing need 
are overwhelmingly concentrated in the lowest income 
quintiles. 

The hypothetical project chosen for comparison purposes is a 
20-unit townhouse project. The capital and operating costs, 
and market rent levels in the initial year are equal to the 
average levels for projects of this type constructed under 
Section 56.1 programs in 1981.1 Rent payments for rent
geared-to-income tenants were determined using 1981 income 
data for public housing tenants from the Survey of social 
housing occupants. Each program is assumed to operate over 
a 35 year period. It is also assumed that the maximum sub
sidy available will be utilized by project groups to 
accommodate as many RGI households as possible. 

1. Detailed assumptions and project characteristics are 
contained in Appendix I. 
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Subsidy costs are calculated under three interest rate 
assumptions: 18, 14 and 10 per cent. Eighteen per cent is the 
average interest rate for Section 56.1 projects included in the 
social housing survey. For the 18 per cent interest rate 
scenario, the rate of change in operating costs and market rents 
is assumed to equal the average annual rate of inflation (10 per 
cent) over the past five years as determined by changes in the 
all items Consumer Price Index (CPI). The extent to which RGI 
rents will increase is based on the actual average annual 
increase in public housing tenant rents over the past five 
years. These assumptions regarding rates of change are 
appropriate since they reflect conditions when projects faced 18 
per cent mortgage interest rates and, hence, are consistent with 
the basic project assumptions identified in the previous 
paragraph. 

The 10 per cent annual rate of inflation associated with the 18 
per cent interest rate assumption implies a real interest rate 
of 8 per cent. Under the remaining interest rate scenarios, the 
assumed rate of inflation has been adjusted to imply lower real 
rates of interest. Assumptions for the rate of change in RGI 
rents have also been adjusted downward to maintain consistency. 
In effect, the three interest rate scenarios reflect different 
real interest rates as well as different nominal rates. The 
specific assumptions for each interest rate scenario are 
identified in the following tables. 

For each interest rate scenario, the stream of future subsidy 
costs is discounted to present value terms using the assumed 
mortgage interest rate as the discount rate. A nominal discount 
rate, as opposed to the real rate, is used since future costs 
are inflated (rather than constant). However, each nominal 
discount rate implies a real rate equal to the nominal rate less 
the assumed rate of inflation. Under the 18 per cent scenario, 
for example, the 18 per cent nominal discount rate implies a 
real discount rate of 8 per cent, the same as the real interest 
rate. This approach, by tying the discount rate to the mortgage 
interest rate, reflects the social opportunity cost of public 
funds. 

It is, of course, evident that subsidy costs calculated on the 
basis of these assumptions would be unlikely to actually occur. 
For example, assumptions regarding rates of change under the 18 
per cent interest rate scenario are based on only 5 years' data 
but are assumed to apply over a 35 year period. l While it is 

1. As indicated previously, the key aspect of these assumptions 
is that they are consistent with conditions in effect when 
mortgage interest rates stood at high levels. 
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unrealistic to expect interest rates and rates of change in 
operating costs and rents to remain constant over time 
regardless of the historical period used to establish them, it 
is also not possible to foresee how such variables will change. 
The assumption that rates remain the same merely permits an 
examination of the relative performance of the programs in 
providing assistance to low income households under identical 
conditions. Further, by examining alternative interest rate 
scenarios, the sensitivity of subsidy costs to interest rates 
can be assessed. 

Results of the subsidy cost calculations for the 18 per cent 
interest rate assumption are presented in Table 8.1. 
Considering the present value per unit for all 20 units provided 
by each program over the 35 year period, the subsidy cost per 
unit provided under the Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative 
programs is lowest while the public housing programs have the 
highest per unit costs. However, as indicated previously, not 
all of the Section 56.1 subsidies are directed to RGI units. 
When the cost effectiveness comparison is made on the basis of 
the number of RGI units provided, it is apparent that the 
non-profit and cooperative programs under Sections 56.1 and 
15.1/34.18 are the most costly. The present value of the 
subsidy associated with the provision of one RGI unit under 
the Section 56.1 non-profit program, for example is 38 per cent 
higher than that for the rent supplement program, the lowest 
cost alternative. Public housing is the second most 
cost-effective approach, with somewhat higher subsidy costs per 
RGI unit than the rent supplement program. 

Cost-effectiveness of the various programs is particularly 
sensitive to the assumed interest rate and other rates of 
change. This is evident from Table 8.2, which presents the 
subsidy cost comparisons using an assumed interest rate of 14 
per cent. Under this interest rate scenario, rates of change in 
operating costs, market and RGI rents, as well as the discount 
rate, have been adjusted downward to yield a lower real rate of 
interest. As a result, the relative position of the programs 
with respect to the present value of the total subsidy per RGI 
unit provided changes. Public housing becomes the most 
cost-effective way of providing RGI units followed by rent 
supplement. The non-profit cooperative programs remain the most 
costly, although the Section 56.1 non-profit program is only 16 
per cent more costly than public housing. 
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Under the 14 per cent interest rate scenario, the subsidy cost 
per RGI unit for the rent supplement program is greater than 
under the 18 per cent interest rate scenario. This can be 
attributed to the relative difference in the assumed rates of 
change for market as opposed to RGI rents. Under the 14 per 
cent scenario the rate of change for market rents is 14 per cent 
greater than the rate of change in RGI rents while under the 18 
per cent scenario the market rent rate of change is only 11 per 
cent greater than the rate of change for RGI rents. 

The sensitivity of the rent supplement subsidy cost per RGI unit 
to assumed rates of change is also evident in Table 8.3. Under 
the 10 per cent interest rate scenario, the assumed rate of 
change in market rents is 20 per cent greater than the rate of 
change in RGI rents. This exacerbates the difference between 
market rent and RGI rent revenues thereby increasing the subsidy 
cost per RGI unit. Under this scenario, the rent supplement 
program is the least cost-effective way to provide RGI units. 

With regard to the rent supplement program, it is also necessary 
to consider the viability of such a project for private inves
tors. Given the initial year levels of operating costs and 
market rents and the assumed rates of change, private investors 
would not experience a positive cash flow until the 10th year of 
operation. While private investors may be willing to incur a 
negative cash flow for a certain number of years, it is unlikely 
they would do so for as long as 9 years. Thus, additional sub
sidies such as those provided under the Canada Rental Supply 
Plan (CRSP) or the Assisted Rental Program (ARP) may be re
quired. Under the 14 per cent interest rate scenario, the 
present value of subsidies needed to reduce the period of nega
tive cash flow for the project from 9 to 4 years is $49,928. 
This amount would permi t. investors to breakeven in years 5 
through 9 but would increase the subsidy cost per RGI unit from 
$55,558 to $58,054. However, the increased subsidy cost does 
not change the cost-effectiveness ranking of the various 
programs: rent supplement remains the second least-costly way 
of providing RGI units after public housing. It should be 
recognized that reducing the period of negative cash flow from 9 
to 4 years may not be sufficient to attract private investors 
since losses in the initial years are substantial. If all 
negative cash flow was to be eliminated, the present value of 
the subsidy cost per unit would increase to $66,954, making rent 
supplement the second most costly program after the Sections 
15.1/34.18 non-profit/coope-ative programs. 
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The cost-effectiveness calculations presented in Tables 8.1 to 
8.3 consider only the subsidy costs to governments over the 35 
year period. They do not take into account the potential 
build-up of equity in the hypothetical project at the end of the 
period. An accumulation of equity would occur under all 
programs, although in the case of rent supplement it would 
accrue to private investors. In the case of Section 40 public 
housing, 75 per cent of the equity value would accrue to the 
federal government. For Section 43 public housing, equity would 
accrue to provincial governments, while in Section 56.1 
projects, the value of equity would be passed on to non-profit 
or cooperative groups. It is likely, but not certain, that 
governments and non-profit/cooperative groups would continue to 
utilize these properties to serve those with insufficient 
income. 1 If this is the case, it may be appropriate to reduce 
the subsidy cost by the amount of the equity build-up for public 
housing and non-profit/cooperative projects but not for rent 
supplement. 

Because it is not possible to determine the value of properties 
operated under the different programs at the end of a 35 year 
period, it is assumed the equity accumulation under each program 
would, at the least, amount to the value of the land at the time 
of purchase. On the assumption that the value of land equals 20 
per cent of the project capital cost, the present value of the 
total subsidy would be reduced by $219,916 or $10,996 per unit. 

Table 8.4 presents the subsidy costs of the programs using the 
14 per cent interest rate assumption with subsidy costs reduced 
by the assumed equity build-up. Inclusion of the equity 
accumulation makes public housing considerably more 
cost-effective than rent supplement with respect to subsidy cost 
per RGI unit. Also, the non-profit and cooperative programs 
under Section 56.1 and Sections 15.1/34.18 all become more 
cost-effective than rent supplement. However, public housing 
remains the most cost-effective program. Moreover, it is only 
under the public housing programs that the equity accumulation 
would accrue to the federal or provincial governments. 

1 • Once the 35 year agreements with non-profit/cooperative 
groups terminate, the government has no influence on the use 
of the projects. 
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To summarize, the cost effectiveness of the social housing pro
grams is considered in terms of subsidy cost per unit and 
subsidy cost per RGI unit for an identical, hypothetical project 
operated under the terms of each program. With regard to the 
subsidy cost per unit, Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative 
housing is the least costly or most cost-effective program under 
all interest rate scenarios. 

When the subsidy cost per RGI unit is considered, the calcula
tions for the hypothetical project demonstrate the sensitivity 
of cost-effectiveness rankings to interest rates and to rates of 
change in operating costs, market rents and RGI rents. Under 
high interest rate conditions (18 per cent), the rent supplement 
program is most cost-effective followed by public housing. At 
lower interest rates (14 and 10 per cent) public housing is the 
most cost- effective or least costly program in terms of the 
present value of the subsidy cost per RGI unit provided. The 
rent supplement program becomes less cost-effective because the 
relative difference in assumed rates of change between market 
and RGI rents increases under the lower interest rate 
scenarios. This requires a larger subsidy under the rent sup
plement program to fill the gap between market rents and rents 
that low income households can pay. For the rent supplement 
program, it is also likely that additional subsidies to private 
rental investors would be required to reduce or eliminate the 
period of negative cash flow which would be experienced under 
the various interest rate scenarios. However, for this hypo
thetical project under the 14 per cent interest rate scenario, 
the additional subsidies required to reduce the period of nega
tive cash flow from 9 to 4 years do not change the cost-
effectiveness ranking of the rent supplement program. If the 
negative cash flow was to be eliminated, rent supplement would 
become less cost-effective than the Section 56.1 programs. 

Under the 18 and 14 per cent interest rate scenarios, the non
profit and cooperative programs are less cost-effective than 
either rent supplement or public housing in providing RGI 
units. At the lowest interest rate (10 per cent), these pro
grams become more cost-effective than rent supplement but remain 
less cost-effective than public housing. The Section 56.1 non
profit/cooperative programs are designed to accommodate a mix of 
income groups with only part of the available subsidy directed 
to income tested households. Under the 14 per cent interest 
rate scenario, 41 per cent of the Section 56.1 non-profit 
subsidy over the life of the project is used to bridge the gap 
between economic and market rent with the remainder available to 
assist RGI tenants. For the Section 56.1 cooperative program, 
57 per cent of the maximum subsidy is used to bridge the gap 
between economic rent and maximum occupancy charge. In effect, 
about 40 per cent of the units provided under Section 56.1 are 
not available to low income households. Yet, these same units 
are counted as part of each year's social housing allocation. 
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Finally, to consider the effect of equity accumulation, subsidy 
costs for all programs except rent supplement were reduced by an 
amount equal to the value of the land at the time of purchase. 
Inclusion of the equity build-up under the 14 per cent scenario 
enhances the cost-effectiveness of public housing relative to 
rent supplement and renders the non-profit/cooperative programs 
more cost-effective than rent supplement. However, it is only 
under the public housing programs that equity would accrue to 
the federal and provincial governments which bear the subsidy 
costs for the programs. Once the 35 year agreements with 
Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative groups expire, the 
federal government has no control over the subsequent use of 
projects. 

The subsidy costs per unit shown in Tables 8.1 to 8.4 have been 
calculated for a hypothetical, newly-constructed townhouse pro
ject under alternative assumptions regarding interest rates and 
rates of change in operating costs and rents. The identical 
project was assumed to be assisted under each program in order 
to focus on subsidy cost differences due only to program 
design. In reality, however, actual subsidy costs paid out 
under each program also reflect the nature of the housing stock 
in which assisted households reside. Programs which utilize a 
high proportion of lower-cost, existing buildings are likely to 
have lower subsidy costs per unit. Also, programs which focus 
on smaller, lower-cost senior citizen units will likely have 
lower per unit subsidy costs than those which provide primarily 
higher~cost, family-oriented units. Table 8.5 provides data on 
actual subsidy costs per unit under the public housing and rent 
supplement programs for the fiscal year 1983-84. Actual subsidy 
costs per unit are not shown for the non-profit/cooperative pro
gram because accurate counts of units under administration were 
unavailable. For purpose of comparison, the first-year subsidy 
cost under each program using the hypothetical townhouse project 
is also shown. 

The actual per unit subsidy costs under the two public housing 
programs are less than one-half the subsidy costs estimated for 
the hypothetical townhouse project using the 14 per cent mort
gage interest rate assumption. This difference reflects both 
the mix of senior citizen and family units under the public 
housing programsl and the age of the public housing stock. 
About three-quarters of the present public housing stock was 
already in place prior to 1976 so that capital and financing 
costs on these units would be much lower than those assumed for 

1. About 46 per cent of household heads occupying public 
housing units are 65 years of age or older. 
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the hypothetical project. While an analysis of historical costs 
is beyond the scope of this study, the difference in actual 
subsidy costs between Section 40 and Section 43 may also reflect 
the age of the stock. The Section 40 stock is older than that 
under Section 43 1 so that higher operating costs due to high 
maintenance and repair expenditures would be expected. 

Table 8.5 Actual Subsidy Costs and Estimated Subsidy Costs for 
a Hypothetical Project 

Section 40 
Public Housing 

Section 43 
Public Housing 

Section 44(1) (a) 
Rent Supplement 

Actual SubsidYl 
Cost Per Unit 

1983-84 
Fiscal Year 

$3,335 

$3,012 

$2,232 

First Year Subsidy 
Cost Per Unit 

Hypothetical Project 
(14% Mort. Int. Rate) 

$7,201 

$7,201 

$3,693 

1. Total subsidy costs for fiscal year 1983-84 were divided by 
the number of units under administration, estimated as of 
December, 1983 to provide an estimate of actual subsidy cost 
per unit for each program 

Source: CMHC Corporate Plan, 1985-86. 

Actual subsidy costs under the rent supplement program amount to 
60 per cent of the costs estimated for the hypothetical town
house project. Again, the difference can be attributed to the 
preponderence of smaller, lower cost units (46 per cent of rent 
supplement units are occupied by senior citizens), and the use 
of old or existing buildings with low market rents. 

1. The Section 40 federal-provincial public housing program 
began in 1949, while the Section 43 public housing program 
was introduced in 1964. 
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B. ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 

Information on the level of social housing administrative 
costs incurred by CMHC is provided in this section. The 
costs considered are CMHC salary and overhead costs (at 190 
per cent of salary) for the following activities: 

• 

program development 
program delivery 
loan or agreement administration 

Program development and support consists of activities 
related to the planning, development, monitoring and evalua
tion of programs as well as the clarification of policies, 
procedures and guidelines for program delivery. Costs 
incurred cannot always be directly related to the production 
of a specific unit as can program delivery and loan/ 
agreement administration costs. Program development costs 
are presented on a per program basis in Table 8.6. 

Program delivery costs are those incurred from the start of 
a project to its completion and they include the costs of 
reviewing applications and plans, inspections and 
appraisals, the negotiation of operating agreements and the 
issuing of start-up and loan advances. Delivery costs in 
Table 8.6 are presented in total and per unit, based on the 
number of units committed in 1982. These per unit costs are 
approximations for inter-program comparison purposes as some 
of the delivery costs are chargeable against 1983 unit 
commitments and some are chargeable against pre-1982 
commitments. 

Loan and agreement administration activities include cheque 
processing, preparation of statements of account, ledger 
keeping, foreclosure proceedings and other general mortgage 
administration functions. In Table 8.6 these costs are 
presented in total and per unit, based on the estimated 
total number of units occupied by the end of 1982. 

It should be noted that the data presented in Table 8.6 are 
based in large part on information from a new time reporting 
system. Nineteen eighty-two was the first year of operation 
for the system and refinements were required. The data 
presented in Table 8.6 should, therefore, be interpreted 
with caution. 

The proportion of costs assigned to each of the three 
categories of activities depends on 1982 program activity, 
the size of the portfolio and the focus of responsibility 
for program delivery. 
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Program development and monitoring costs are relatively 
modest for the public housing and rent supplement programs 
given the size of the portfolios. This is due to the low 
1982 activity levels and the reliance on provinces for 
program monitoring. 

Average per unit delivery costs for public housing are high 
because CMHC is the active partner in about 40 per cent of 
Section 40 activity. Section 43, although not delivered by 
CMHC, is restricted to the Northwest Territories where 
isolated settlements drive up delivery costs. Section 44 on 
provincially financed projects is provincially delivered, 
and this provincial absorption of inspection, appraisal and 
other costs keeps per unit public housing delivery costs 
below the levels experienced under the Section 56.1 
programs. Rent supplement costs are the lowest of all 
programs because the province is the active partner and the 
program does not involve new construction or acquisition/ 
rehabilitation. 

It is perhaps surprising that the moribund Sections 
15.1/34.18 programs would have delivery costs in 1982. It 
is thought that much of this is due to erroneous coding of 
what are properly agreements administration costs. Section 
44(1)(b) non-profit rent supplement delivery costs are for 
stacked benefits on Section 56.1 urban native projects in 
Saskatchewan. Although CMHC is the active partner, costs 
are low because the main activity is application processing 
and other costs are covered under the Section 56.1 delivery 
process. 

Section 56.1 public non-profit per unit costs are low 
because as a disentangled program,l most administration 
costs are covered by the province. However, it is also 
possible that some delivery costs may be passed through as 
capital costs. That is, some provincial and municipal 
delivery agents may be capitalizing delivery expenses which 
are then assisted through Section 56.1. Urban native and 
DIAND projects involve the highest delivery costs per unit 
because the low volume of activity precludes economies of 
scale, the projects are often single units or small 
projects, and travel costs to remote reserves are high. 

1. CMHC has the lead role in delivery of municipal non-profit 
in Newfoundland and British Columbia and for special purpose 
municipal non-profit project in Manitoba. All other public 
non-profit programs are delivered by the province or 
territory. 
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Section 40 rural and native housing involves the highest 
average delivery cost per unit of all the social housing 
programs. This is because the Corporation can act as the 
developer or is the active partner in several provinces. 
Projects are usually single units in rural or remote areas 
and client involvement is a program goal. 

The total public housing agreement administration cost is 
high because of the large number of units in the portfolio. 
Per unit administration costs are relatively modest but not 
as low as for rent supplement units, again because of CMHC 
delivery of Section 40 in some provinces. 

Sections 15.1/34.18 agreements administration costs are low 
because of the limited amount of administration required (no 
processing of monthly subsidy payments). The bulk of 
Section 44(1)(b) non-profit rent supplement units are in 
Sections 15.1/34.18 projects and are provincially delivered, 
so administration costs are low. 

Public non-profit has the lowest cost per unit of the 
Section 56.1 programs because the administration of the 
disentangled programs is handled by the province. Costs 
incurred are mainly for processing reporting forms and 
paying subsidy claims. Urban native units involve the 
highest cost per unit of all social housing programs because 
of the low volume and because most projects involve single 
units which must be administered separately. 

Section 40 RNH loan/agreement administration costs are high 
because of the high rate of arrears, CMHC involvement in 
annual income reviews, high travel costs and time involved 
in administration of direct CMHC loans. 

In summary the per unit cost levels reflect project size 
(single unit projects have higher delivery and 
administration costs per unit), who the active partner is 
(disentanglement shifts costs to the province) and the type 
of subsidy (programs involving monthly subsidies rather than 
capital grants or annual subsidies will have higher 
administration costs). 



CHAPTER IX 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Since the introduction of the first low income housing program 
in 1938, the social housing initiatives of the government have 
changed in response to changing economic and social conditions, 
changes in the nature of federal/provincial relations and as a 
result of experience with particular programs and approaches. 
The composition of the portfolio of social housing units 
reflects activity under the various programs over time. Of the 
400,000 social housing units under administration, about one 
half are public housing. The importance of public housing in 
the portfolio reflects the high levels of activity under these 
programs in the 1970s. However, disenchantment with public 
housing in the mid-seventies led to an increased reliance on 
non-profit and cooperative housing as a means of providing 
social housing assistance. The Section 56.1 non-profit and 
cooperative housing program, introduced in 1978, is presently 
the main vehicle for providing additional social housing 
assistance each year. More than 80 per cent of all new 
commitments to provide social housing units are made under this 
program. 

A. SUMMARY 

The overall objective of the group of programs which comprise 
CMHC's social housing planning element is to assist those with 
insufficient income to gain access to adequate housing. In 
addition to their focus on social housing problems, the programs 
have a variety of other impacts and effects. They contribute to 
social policy priorities concerning equity, the provision of 
assistance to those most in need and attention to the needs of 
special groups. They influence the social and physical 
environment of those receiving assistance and affect the stock 
of housing available and the operation of rental markets. The 
social housing programs also affect and are affected by other 
federal and provincial programs. Finally, since the social 
housing programs involve substantial annual federal subsidy 
expenditures (amounting to $677 million in fiscal 1982/83), the 
cost-effectiveness of the programs is an important 
consideration. 
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The performance of the programs in achieving the social housing 
objective and the assessment of other impacts and effects of the 
program are briefly summarized below. However, the appropriate 
sections of the report should be referred to for detailed 
information on the methods used and results obtained. 

Program Rationale 

• 

• 

There exists a continuing need for the social housing 
programs. More than one-half million households are 
estimated to be in core housing need. 

There is a strong rationale for government action 
based on equity considerations. 

Social Housing Objective 

Insufficient Income: 

• 

About 70 per cent of the the households occupying 
social housing units have insufficient income to gain 
access to other adequate, uncrowded housing in their 
area without spending more than 30 per cent of 
household income on shelter. 

The rent supplement program most effectively meets 
the social housing objective (92 per cent of 
households have insufficient income), followed by 
public housing (75 per cent). 

Only one-third of the households served under the 
Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative program have 
insufficient income. 

Adequate Housing: 

• 

With the exception of rural and native housing, the 
programs have been quite successful in providing 
physically adequate, uncrowded accommodation. 

Rural and native housing program units are often in 
poor physical condition have a high incidence of 
crowding. 

Affordable Housing: 

• The public housing and rent supplement programs are 
most effective in providing affordable housing while 
the non-profit/cooperative programs are least 
effective. 
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Social Policy Priorities 

Equity: 

• The programs are not achieving horizontal equity. 
Each year only 2 per cent of the one-half million 
households in core housing need are assisted. 

The programs are achieving vertical equity in the 
sense that lower income households receive greater 
benefits than higher income households. However, it 
is also apparent that Section 56.1 households with 
sufficient income to afford adequate housing are 
receiving subsidies. 

Most In Need: 

About one-half of all social housing households fall 
below the Statistics Canada Low Income Cutoffs. 

The rent supplement program serves the highest 
proportion of very low income households (72 per 
cent) while Section 56.1 non-profit cooperative 
programs are least effective in serving those most in 
need (21 per cent of households fall below the Low 
Income Cutoffs). 

Special Groups: 

The programs are glvlng priority attention to the 
elderly, the handicapped, native Canadians and women. 

Other Impacts and Effects: 

Social Impacts: 

• All programs appear to have a positive influence on 
the social well-being of recipients although the 
benefits are not measurable. 

Non-profit and cooperative residents expressed the 
highest levels of satisfaction with their housing and 
environment and participated in project meetings and 
management to a greater extent than pu~lic housing or 
rent supplement tenants. 
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Housing and Employment: 

• 

• 

The programs have made an important contribution to 
the rental housing stock and to the stock of special 
purpose accommodation. Further, the programs have 
operated in a way that is consistent with rental 
market condition. 

Significant employment opportunities are generated by 
the programs but homeownership programs are probably 
more effective in generating immediate employment 
impacts. 

Related Programs: 

• The provincial share of all subsidy expenditures for 
social housing has decreased since 1978 when the 
Section 56.1 programs were introduced. 

Assistance provided through rent-to-income housing 
contributes significantly to the level of support 
offered by the entire system of income transfers. 
Among social housing occupants receiving welfare 
assistance, a small percentage may be penalized to a 
greater extent for earning more income than welfare 
recipients in private rental accommodation. 

Cost Effectiveness: 

Cost comparisons on a per unit and per Rent-Geared-to
Income (RGI) unit basis for an identical hypothetical 
project operated under the terms of each program 
indicated that: 

- Subsidy costs are extremely sensitive to interest 
rates and to assumptions for rates of change in 
operating costs, market rents and RGI rents. 

- Under each interest rate scenario (10, 14 and 18 
per cent), the cost per unit provided is lowest for 
the Section 56.1 programs but Section 56.1 is more 
costly or less cost-effective than public housing 
in terms of cost per RGI unit. 

- The design of the Section 56.1 non-profit/ 
cooperative programs is such that much of the 
available subsidy goes to tenants paying market 
rents. Under the 14 per cent interest rate 
assumption, 41 per cent of the subsidy is used to 
bridge the gap between lower-end-of-market rent and 
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economic rent with the remainder devoted to 
assisting RGI tenants. 

- Under the high interest rate assumption, rent 
supplement is the most cost-effective or least 
costly way of providing RGI units. At lower 
interest rates public housing is most cost 
effective. 

Under the 14 per cent interest rate scenario, rent 
supplement is second to public housing as the most 
cost-effective way of providing RGI units. 
However, additional subsidies to private investors 
may be required to reduce or eliminate the period 
of negative cash flow which would be experienced. 

- Inclusion of an equity accumulation to reduce 
subsidy costs for the public housing and 
non-profit/cooperative programs improves the cost 
effectiveness of these programs relative to rent 
supplement. Under the 14 per cent interest rate 
scenario, the Section 561. programs become more 
cost-effective than rent supplement. However, the 
federal government has no control over the use of 
Section 56.1 projects once the 35 year agreements 
with non-profit/cooperative groups expire. 
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B. CONCLUSIONS 

The evidence presented in this report indicates that the rent 
supplement program, followed by public housing, most effectively 
assist those with insufficient income to gain access to adequate 
housing. In contrast, the main program for providing additional 
social housing, Section 56.1 non-profit and cooperative housing, 
is least effective in serving households with insufficient 
income. This program is designed to encourage a mix of income 
groups while public housing and rent supplements are directed 
solely to those with low incomes. 

However, the data also indicate that the non-profit and 
cooperative programs are likely to generate greater social 
benefits than rent supplement or public housing. Section 56.1 
residents revealed greater satisfaction with their housing as 
well as higher levels of participation in project meetings and 
management. The Section 56.1 programs have also been used 
effectively to ameliorate difficult rental market conditions and 
have provided special accommodation such as group homes and 
half-way houses. 

This review suggests that the performance of the social housing 
programs must be considered in terms of trade-offs. The rent 
supplement program may be most effective in achieving the social 
housing objective, yet appears least capable of generating other 
benefits. The non-profit and cooperative programs are likely to 
generate the greatest benefits in terms of tenant satisfaction 
and participation but are least effective in serving those with 
insufficient income. The public housing programs appear to 
occupy the middle ground between the rent supplement and 
non-profit and cooperative programs. 

It is, however, evident that the cost of achieving additional 
social benefits under the Section 56.1 program is high. A high 
proportion of the subsidy is used to bridge the gap between 
economic and market rent with the remainder directed to income 
tested tenants. To the extent that the subsidy is partly 
directed to market rent tenants, a smaller subsidized number of 
households with insufficient income can be accommodated. 
Nevertheless each Section 56.1 unit, whether occupied by a 
market rent or rent-geared-to-income tenant, represents a unit 
from the social housing allocation. 

Finally, it is evident that the most severe limitation of the 
present mix of social housing programs is the level of annual 
unit allocations. Even if the present program mix were 100 per 
cent effective, a serious problem of horizontal equity would 
exist since only a small number of all those with insufficient 
income are able to benefit from the programs each year. 



APPENDIX A 

SURVEY DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 

In September 1981, the Institute for Behavioural Research (IBR) 
at York University was awarded a contract by Canada Mortgage and 
Housing to conduct a national sample survey of social housing 
projects constructed under Sections 56.1, 15.1, 34.18, 40 and 43 
of the National Housing Act. 

Data was collected by means of mail-back questionnaires from a 
stratified random sample of occupants of non-profit and 
cooperative housing units and from the project managers 
responsible for these units. For public housing units, data 
were collected from occupants only. Copies of the 
questionnaires are included at the end of this Appendix. 

A survey of Section 44(1)(a) rent supplement project landlords 
and occupants was conducted by Social Policy Research Associates 
in the summer of 1982, using similar questionnaires and 
procedures. 

Detailed technical reports were prepared by both IBR and Social 
Policy Research Associates. This Appendix outlines key aspects 
of the Survey design and procedures. 

1. The Social Housing Survey 

The sample design reflected both the need to provide 
estimates of population parameters and to allow comparisons 
among program types, project types and sizes, and 
provinces. These dimensions were employed as stratifying 
variables in a design where strata were formed from the 
intersection of the three program types (Section 56.1 
non-profit and cooperative, combined Sections 15.1 
non-profit and 34.18 cooperative, and combined Sections 40 
and 43 public housing), three project types (family, senior 
citizen and special purpose), three size categories (small, 
medium and large), and ten provinces. This yielded 90 cells 
Or strata for Section 56.1 projects, 90 cells for Sections 
15.1/34.18 projects and 60 cells for Sections 40/43 projects 
(no special purpose projects). 
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A 15 per cent sample was selected from each cellI, drawn by 
simple random sampling with replacement. In total, 890 
projects were sampled, distributed as follows: 396 Section 
56.1 projects, 295 Sections 15.1/34.18 projects and 154 
Sections 40/43 projects 2 • In addition forty Section 56.1 
projects operated as public housing in Qu~bec were included 
as a separate program type. 

The project managers surveyed were those for the sample of 
Sections 15.1/34.18 and 56.1 non-profit and cooperative 
projects selected. The special Section 56.1 projects in 
Qu~bec and the Sections 40/43 public housing projects do not 
have project managers and were not surveyed3 • All occupants 
in the non-profit and cooperative projects selected were 
surveyed. This was, in effect, a stratified cluster 
sample. For the public housing projects and the special 
Qu~bec projects, although no managers were interviewed, the 
occupant sample was otherwise identical, except that for a 
few very large projects (over 175 units) a subsample of the 
occupants was selected. 

To correct for non-response, the statistical weights of the 
manager and occupant respondents were adjusted by uniformly 
distributing among them the statistical weights of the 
non-respondents. This correction assumes non-respondents 
are similar, in the characteristics of interest, to the 
respondents. The non-response was distributed, in this 
fashion, separately within each program-by type-by-size-by
province stratum. Occasionally it was necessary to "pool" 
the weights and non-response correction factors for a number 

1 A minimum of two public housing projects and four non-profit 
projects were selected from each cell, in order to provide 
proper "within cell" estimates of variance to allow 
comparisons among provinces, housing types and project size 
categories. The sample was therefore, not selected with equal 
probabilities, and as a result the analysis utilized weighted 
data. 

2 During the sampling process done by CMHC from their master 
list of projects, discrepancies were discovered between the 
actual universe of projects and the data on their distribution 
provided to IBR for the sample design. As a result there were 
differences between original sample design and the actual 
sample selected. 

3 It was thought that the housing authorities administering the 
projects would not be familiar enough with the project and 
client~le to complete the managers questionnaire. 
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of adjacent strata because there were no completed 
questionnaires obtained. The statistical weights and 
correction factors were recalculated over the combined 
strata. The pooling usually involved combining adjacent 
size categories, however it was sometimes necessary to group 
provinces into Atlantic and Prairie regions. 

Questionnaires were completed by managers of 609 projects, 
representing an overall response rate of 69 per cent. The 
response rates were lowest for Sections 15.1/34.18 managers; 
most of these refusals were from family projects with only 
one unit. Some projects shared the same manager. The 
response rate was marginally higher for larger projects. By 
province, the response rate was lowest in Nova Scotia and 
below average in Manitoba and Saskatchewan. In Nova Scotia 
and Manitoba most of the refusals were from one project 
manager in each province. 

Questionnaires were dropped off at 23,435 occupant units out 
of a possible 30,424 units in all selected projects. The 
difference is accounted for by sampling with projects of 
more than 175 units and excluding tenants (especially those 
in special purpose projects) who were judged to be incapable 
of completing a questionnaire. Of the questionnaires 
returned, 9,770 were usable, for a completion rate of 42 per 
cent. 
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Table A.l Results of Project Managers and Occupants Surveys, 
By Program 

Public Non-Profit/ Non-Profit/ 
Housing Cooperative Cooperative 

Result 40/43 15.1/34.18 56.1 

Managers 

Population of 
Projects 3 453 1 852 648 

Sample 154 295 396 
(% of population) (4.5) (15.9) (61.1) 

Completed Questionnaires N/A 245 364 
(% of Sample) (83.0) (91.9) 

Occupants 

Total Units in 
Sampled Projects 6 977 11 967 10 279 

Questionnaires 
Distributed 5 822 8 682 7 733 
(% of Total Units) (83.5) (72.6) (75.2) 

Completed Questionnaires 2 536 3 132 3 415 
(% of Sample) (43.6) (36.1) (44.2) 

Special 
.Quebec 

56.1 

120 

40 
(33.3) 

N/A 

1 201 

1 198 
(99.8) 

687 
(57.4) 

The fieldwork involved verification of project names and address
es, managers' names, CMHC account numbers, and total numbers of 
units for the selected projects. The lead agency (the province 
or CMHC) sent introductory letters to the managers. Explanatory 
letters from CMHC and a copy of the managers questionnaire were 
sent by IBR to the selected managers. IBR representatives con
tacted managers to arrange for pick-up of the completed question
naires and to drop off the occupant packages containing an intro
ductory letter, questionnaire and postage-paid return envelope. 
Reminder cards were sent to occupants one week later. 

Few problems were encountered in family projects. In some of 
the senior citizen or special purpose projects, occupants, due to 
age or disability, were unable to answer the questionnaire with
out assistance. The questionnaire itself was often inappropriate 
given the living situation of the occupants, particularly in the 
case of transition houses for parolees and former drug addicts, 
homes for battered wives and group homes for children. 

Due to the severe problems encountered in special purpose pro
jects, data from project occupants were not utilized in this 
review. 
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Editing, coding and keypunching of the data were carried out 
using standard procedures. Editing consisted largely of an 
examination of each questionnaire for obvious consistencies 
and out of range responses. In addition, leading zeros were 
filled in for dollar amounts, bi-monthly figures were cor
rected to monthly values and codes were entered for missing 
responses. In some cases, problems were encountered with 
unreasonable responses to certain questions which required 
judgements to be made as to whether to include the response, 
replace it with a missing data codes or make an adjustment 
to the response based on other information provided by the 
respondent elsewhere in the questionnaire. The editing pro
cess was carried out primarily by IBR. However, once de
tailed analysis began at CMHC, further unreasonable and/or 
inconsistent responses were discovered and judgements were 
required concerning the inclusion/exclusion of specific 
responses. 

Project managers of many special purpose and some senior 
citizen projects also indicated the managers questionnaire 
was inappropriate to their situation. Co-op project mana
gers sometimes refused because they felt a "social housing" 
survey was at variance with their project aims. In some 
cases, most commonly in co-ops and on Indian reserves, occu
pant questionnaires left with managers were not distributed. 

2. The Rent Supplement Survey 

The rent supplement survey consisted of a cross-Canada sur
vey of landlords and occupants. The IBR methodology was 
replicated in the main, however all occupant questionnaires 
were delivered by mail. Follow-up reminders were mailed, 
and after two weeks, non-respondents received a second 
questionnaire and letter urging response. These procedures 
helped provide a 67 per cent response rate for the occupant 
survey. 

The questionnaire instruments were identical to the instru
ments used in the IBR Social Housing survey, with the excep
tion of a few minor changes in format and wording. Copies 
of the questionnaires are attached. 

The sample frame was CMHC's listing of all Section 44(1)(a) 
rent supplement projects as obtained from the provinces and 
Metro Toronto Housing Corporation. The sample was strati
fied by province and project size. Provincial strata were 
to provide approximately equivalent standard errors for 
estimates of proportions for rent supplement unit occupants 
for each province. This would allow CMHC to determine 
particular program characteristics within each province. 
The sample tended towards selection of a similar number of 
cases from each province. Within each province, the sample 
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• 

was proportionately allocated among the three project size 
categories. Within the 27 province-by-size stratum, project 
selection was undertaken using simple random sampling 
without replacement. All rent supplement units within each 
sampled project were sampled. In summary, the sample of 
units was a stratified single-stage cluster sample, intended 
to include 218 projects and 3,000 occupants, with an 
expected completion rate of over 70 per cent for landlords 
and over 50 per cent for occupants. The actual sample 
deviated somewhat because of differences in the counts 
between the initial and final population lists. 

The total population at that time was some 17,000 occupied 
units1. Quebec had in excess of 2,000 units, but addresses 
for only a small number of units for the handicapped could 
be supplied in time for the survey. 

Universe 
Sample 

(% of Universe) 
Completions 

(% of Sample) 

Occupants 

14,382 
3,041 

(21.1) 
2,047 

(67.3) 

Managers 

910 
200 
(22.0) 
175 
(87.5) 

The survey process differed from the social housing survey 
process in the following ways: provincial or other 
administering housing authorities sent introductory letters 
as well as CMHC; the landlord questionnaires were collected 
by return mail, courier pick up, or personal collection; 
landlords were contacted by telephone for the collection of 
missing data; the occupant questionnaires were delivered 
initially by mail except in very large Metro Toronto 
buildings; and there was a second mailing of the 
introductory letter and questionnaire to non-respondents. 

Response rates for landlords were below average in Ontario 
and Quebec, where addresses remained incomplete despite 
efforts by CMHC and SPR Associates. The response rate from 
occupants was generally very good for a mail survey. 
Response rates were below average in Toronto Metro Housing, 
and slightly below average in Quebec, Manitoba and Alberta. 
The consultant thought the low Metro Toronto rate might be 

1 For which subsidy claims had been received in 1981 and for 
which operating agreements had not expired before the survey. 
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explained by the hand delivery of the questionnaire. Use of 
mail delivery is sometimes more successful as it is regarded 
as more official. One hundred per cent of the very large 
Metro projects were surveyed and this intensive survey might 
have induced a negative reaction in the tenants. 

Finally, standard editing, coding and keypunching procedures 
were carried out to establish weighted data files for 
landlords and occupants. As with the main social housing 
survey, further editing of certain data items was carried 
out by CMHC once detailed analysis of the data began. 



Survey Research Centre 
York University 
Project 390 
B-28558 

CMHC SOCIAL HOUSING SURVEY 
Occupant Questionnaire 

The Survey Research Centre at York University is conducting a survey on behalf of the Canada Mortgage and Hous
ing Corporation. The purpose of the study is to provide basic information about the people living in CMH C assisted 
housing and to find out ho~,r~idents feel about their housing and neighbourhoods. 

Please do not put your name on this questionnaire. This survey is completely confidential. Individuals' answers will 
never be released. Summary results will be used by CMHC in evaluating their housing policies and for planning hous
ing in the future. 

The questionnaire should be filled out by the head of your household. If your family is headed by a married couple, 
either the husband or the wife may fill it out. If there is no household head, anyone of the adult residents may fill it 
out. 

Thank you for helping with this survey. 

PLEASE CHECK THE BOX NEXT TO YOUR ANSWER OR WRITE ON THE LINES PROVIDED. 

1. In what kind of dwelling unit do you live? 

Apartment 

01 

Attached I Stacked 
town-house 
unit 

02 

Duplex or 
Triplex 

03 

Detached 
single family 
dwelling 

04 

2. Excluding bathroom(s), how many rooms are in your dwelling unit? 

Hostel 

05 

Please give number ................................................ .- .................... . 

3. How many bedrooms are in your dwelling unit (do not include bed-sitting rooms)? Please give number . . --

4. In what year did you move into this housing project? ......................................... 19 --

5. We would like to know why you left your last dwelling and moved into this housing project. Please indicate the 
importance of each of the reasons in the list below by checking one of the four boxes in each row. 

Not at all Of some Fairly 
important importance important 

a. My last dwelling unit was in poor condition ......................... 0 I 

b. My last dwelling unit was overcrowded ............................ 01 
c. My last dwelling unit was too expensive ............................ 01 
d. The composition of my family changed (for example, a family 

member left home, got married or divorced, etc.) ................... 01 
e. The size of my family changed .................................... 01 
f. My family income increased ..................................... 01 
g. My family income decreased ......... : ........................... 01 
h. I wished to change the neighbourhood/area 

where I or my family lived ....................................... 0 1 

i. My last dwelling lacked facilities for the elderly or 
handicapped that I or my family needed ........................... 01 

j. The location of my job changed .................................. 01 
k. Other (specify) ................................................ 01 

PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HA VE CHECKED 
ONE BOX IN EACH ROW 

02 
02 
02 

02 
02 
02 
02 

02 

02 
02 
02 

03 
03 
03 

03 
03 
03 
03 

03 

03 
03 
03 

Very 
important 

04 
04 
04 

04 
04 
04 
04 

04 

C4 
04 
04 



6. How would you rate the general physical condition of your last dwelling,? 
Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor 

L 02 03 04 Os 

7. What was Hie last kind of housing you lived in before moving to this project'? 

Rented 
apartment 

01 

Rented 
house, town-house 
duplex, etc. 

02 

House or apartment 
owned by you or 
a family 'nember 

03 

Rented room, 
boarding house 
or hostel 

04 

2 

8. We would like to know how you feel about this housing project. Please check one box in each row to indicate your 
rating. 

a. 

b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

First, how would you rate the general physical 
Excellent Vcryaood Good 

condition ofthe inside of your dwelling unit? ..... 01 02 03 
What about the outside condition of the building? . 01 02 03 
General maintenance of this housing project? ..... 01 02 03 
Management ofthis housing project? ............ 01 02 03 
How would you rate the available 
space in your dwelling unit; how well 
does it meet your needs for space? ............... 01 02 03 
If you are employed, how convenient not 

is the location of this .housing project [jplOyed 

relative to where you work? .................... 01 02 03 
If your wife or husband is employed, how ~~pIOyed 
convenient is the location to Oouse 

02 03 where he or she works? ........................ 01 
Finally, how would you rate 
your housing project as a whole? ................ 01 02 03 

PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HA VE CHECKED 
ONE BOX IN EACH ROW 

Fair Poor Don't know 

04 Os Os 
04 Os Os 
04 Os Os 
04 Os Os 

04 Os Os 

04 Os Os 

04 Os Os 

04 Os Os 

9. In some CMHC housing projects there are meetings to discuss the way the project is run. These meetings could be 
initiated by the occupant association, project manager or sponsoring organization. How often are there meetings 
in your housing project to which all residents are invited? 

About once About once About once 
Once a month every 2 to every 4 to every 6 months No Don't 
or more 3 months S months or less meetings know 

01 02 03 04 Os Os 

10. Do you attend project meetings? 

I do not I attend less I attend half 
I attend attend than half of the or more of the There are 
all meetings meetings meetings meetings no meetings 

01 02 03 04 Os 



11. Are there occupant committees involved with planning or managing this housing project? 

Yes,lam 
on a committee 

01 

Yes, but lam not 
on a committee 

02 

No Committees Don't know 

03 Os 

12. If you had a good idea about how to improve the way this project is run and told the manager of a project com
mittee, do you think your suggestion would be seriously considered and carried out if possible? 

Definitely 
not 

01 

Probably 
not 

02 

Probably 
yes 

03 

Definitely 
yes 

04 

13. Is your present dwelling in need of any repairs? (Do not include desirable remodelling, additions, conversions or 
energy improvements) 

o IYes, MAJOR REPAIRS are needed to correct corroded pipes, damaged electrical wiring, sagging floors, 
bulging walls, damp walls and ceilings, crumbling foundation, rotting porches and steps. 
02Yes, MINOR REPAIRS are needed to correct small cracks in interior walls and ceilings, broken light fixtures 
and switches, leaking sink, cracked or broken window panes, some missing shingles or siding, some peeling paint. 

3 

03 No, only REGULAR MAINTENANCE is needed (painting, leaking faucets, clogged gutters or eavestroughs) 

14. All things considered, how likely is it that you will move away from this housing project in the next two years? 

Will 
definitely 
move 

01 

Will 
probably 
move 

02 

Not 
sure 

03 

Will 
probably 
not move 

04 

Will 
definitely 
not move 

05 

15. If you will definitely /probably move in the next two years we would like to know your reasons for moving. 

a. 

b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

h. 
i. 

Please check one box in each row to indicate the importance of each reason. 

The composition of my family will change Not at all Of some 

(for example, a family member leaving home, important importance 

getting married or divorced, etc.) ............................... 01 02 
I plan to buy a house .......................................... 01 02 
I do not like living in this housing project . ....................... 01 02 
I expect a change in job location ................................ 01 02 
My family size will change ..................................... 01 02 
I want to move away from this neighbourhood / area ............... 01 02 
I am not satisfied with the facilities 
in my own dwelling unit ....................................... 01 02 
My present rent is too high ..................................... 01 02 
This project lacks special care facilities 
that I or my family now need, or will need 
in the future, due to age or disability ............................ 01 02 

PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HA VE CHECKED 
ONE BOX IN EACH ROW 

Fairly Very 
important important 

03 04 
03 04 
03 04 
03 04 
03 04 
03 04 

03 04 
03 04 

03 04 



16. 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 

17. 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 
k. 
1. 

m. 
n. 

~" would like to know how accessible this project is 
~ from a number of services and facilities that people s.$ 

.$ a- ~ ~ 
often use. Please check one box in each row to indicate t? ..... 'Ii .,fi .,fi 

11 
..... $"" ,:. ... 11 .. 

how convenient you find the nearest ... ,;,. .. {:- ~ :t?$ 8 0 . ~ 

park .............................................. 01 02 03 
recreational facility .................................. 0 I 02 03 
library ............................................ 01 02 03 
playground ............... · ......................... 01 02 03 
shopping .......................................... 01 02 03 
school ............................................. Ol 02 03 
day centre for seniors ................................ 0 I 02 03 
day care for children ................................. 0 I 02 03 
bus (or subway) stop ................................ 01 02 03 
medical facilities .................................... 0 I 02 03 

PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HA VE CHECKED 
ONE BOX IN EACH ROW 

~~ 
~ 

.~.~ 
~;t .... ';$" .. t'fi 
~ ~c; ~~~ ~ .. 

<f ~~ t? ((.J" ..... 

04 Os 09 
04 Os 09 
04 Os 09 
04 Os 09 
04 Os 09 
04 Os 09 
04 Os 09 
04 Os 09 
04 Os 09 
04 os 09 

Please give your opinion on the quality or condition of the facilities in the area near this housing project. 
Please check one box in each row. 

~ 

I t? ~ 
# ..... 

I I 
.... 

w" ,;,.G' ;i ~~ ~ ((. ~ 

parks in this area .................................... 0 I 02 03 04 Os Os 
recreational facilities ................................ 01 02 03 04 Os Os 
libraries ........................................... 0 I 02 03 04 Os Os 
playgrounds ....................................... 01 02 03 04 Os Os 
shopping facilities ................................... 0 I 02 03 04 Os Os 
schools ............................................ Ol 02 03 04 Os Os 
day centre for seniors ................................ 0 I 02 03 04 Os Os 
day care for children ................................. 01 02 03 04 Os Os 
public transportation ................................ 0 I 02 03 04 Os Os 
medical facilities .................................... 0 I 02 03 04 Os Os 
the conditions of houses and buildings .................. 0 I 02 03 04 Os Os 
the quality of air - the absence 
of pollution, dirt, and fumes in this area ................ 01 02 03 04 Os Os 
safety from crime ................................... 0 I 02 03 04 Os Os 
this neighbourhood as a whole ........................ 01 02 03 04 Os Os 

PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HA VE CHECKED 
ONE BOX IN EACH ROW 

4 

~ 
~ 

.~~ 
~.;I 

/;(,'f ...... ... 

09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
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18. We would like to know how often you use various 
services and facilities. Please check one box in each row to 
indicate how often you use ... 

a. parks .................................................... 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 
b. recreational facilities ....................................... 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 
c. libraries .................................................. 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 
d. playgrounds .............................................. 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 
e. shopping facilities ......................................... 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 
f. schools .................................................. 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 
g. daycentreforseniors ....................................... 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 
h. day care for children ....................................... 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 
i. publictransportation ....................................... 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 
j. medicalfacilities ........................................... 01 02 03 04 05 06 09 

PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HA VE CHECKED 
ONE BOX IN EACH ROW 

19. Please indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied you are with this housing project as a place to live. Check box 11 if 
you are completely satisfied with this housing project. If you are completely dissatisfied check box 1. If you are 
neither completely satisfied nor completely dissatisfied with this housing project check one of the boxes between 
2 and 10. 

Completely 
Dissatisfied 

• 
1 
o 

2 
o 

3 
o 

4 
o 

5 
o 

Neutral 

6 
o 

7 
o 

8 
o 

9 
o 

10 
o 

Completely 
Satisfied 

11 
o 

20. What is your household's monthly rent or occupancy charge? Please enter amount in dollars $ ______ _ 

21. Please indicate which of the following are included or not included in your household's monthly rent or oc
cupancy charge. Please check the appropriate box and if not included, please indicate amount paid. 

Included 

a. electricity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 1 
b. heat ......................... 01 

c. water ........................ 01 
d. parking ...................... 01 
e. stove and refrigerator . . . . . . . . .. 0 1 
f. cableTV ..................... 01 
g. garbage collection . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 1 

Please give the average amount 
you pay per month for each of the 
following (IF NOT INCLUDED IN 
MONTHLY RENT or OCCUPANCY CHARGE.) 

Not Included 

02 electricity ........................ $, _____ 1 month 
02 heat (if heat is included 

in electricity above, 
leave blank) ...................... $, _____ 1 month 

02 water ............................ $ Imonth 
02 parking .......................... $ 1 month 
02 stove and refrigerator .............. $ 1 month 
02 
02 



22. Is ute rent or occupancy charge of your household determined on the basis of your household income? 
Yes 

01 
No 
02 

Not sure 

03 

23. In relation to your household income, would you say your monthly rent or occupancy charge is ... 

Much too 
high 

01 

Somewhat 
too high 

02 

About 
right 

03 

Somewhat 
too low 

04 

Much too 
low 

Os 

24. Leases on CMHC dwelling units now run for a maximum of 12 months. If you presently rent your dwelling unit, 
do you think leases should be for a longer period of time? 

25. a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Yes, leases 
Do not have lease should be longer. 

01 02 

No, leases should 
not be longer 

03 

What is the total number of people living 
in your household unit? ............................................. Please record number 
How many people in your household are presently 
employed in full-time jobs? .......................................... Enter 0 ifnone 
How many people in your household are presently 
employed in part-time jobs (but hold no full-time job)? ................... Enter 0 if none 
How many people in your household are presently 
unemployed, but actively seeking work? ................................ Enter 0 if none 
How many members of your household are 60 
or more years of age? ................................................ Enter 0 if none 
How many dependent children live in your household? 
(that is, children who do not earn their own living.) ....................... Enter 0 ifnone 
How many members of your household are disabled 
or handicapped? ................................................... Enter 0 ifnone 

26. Which of the following best describes the composition of your household? 
Please check one box only. 

a. One person living alone ................................................................... 0 1 

b. A family headed by a married or common-law couple (with or 
without children, relatives, friends and boarders) .............................................. 02 

c. A single parent headed by a mother with one or more of her children ..........•.................. 03 
d. A single parent headed by a father with one or more of his children ............................... 04 
e. Two or more unrelated persons living together ..........•...••.............•.................. 05 
f. Other 06 

27. What is the sex of the person filling out this questionnaire? 

Male-

01 
Female 

02 

6 

28. In what year were you born? Please record year . .......................................... _---



29. 

30. 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

What is the highest level of education you and your spouse have completed? 

You Your Spouse 

Did not attend high school ........................................... 0 I 0 I 
Attended but did not graduate from high school ......................... 02 02 
High school graduate ............................................... 03 03 
Community College graduate ........................................ 04 04 
Some University completed .......................................... 0 S 0 S 
University graduate ................................................. 06 06 
Do not have spouse ..............•............................................. 09 

What is the main occupation of the main wage earner in your household? 
If a proprietor of business, except for self-employed professionals, please 
check k only. Please check one box only. 

a. No main wage earner (housewife, student, etc) ...................................... DOl 
b. Technicians ................................................................... 002 
c. Skilled crafts including machinists, carpenters, plumbers ............................. 003 
d. Service workers including childcare workers, food and beverage workers, 

waiters, waitresses, etc .......................................................... 004 
e. All other blue-collar occupations including shippers, factory 

workers, truckers, construction workers, etc ........................................ 005 
f. Teachers, accountants, nurses and similar occupations ............................... 006 
g. All other occupations in sales and clerical work ..................................... 007 
h. Supervisor or foreman .......................................................... 008 
i. Manager .......................................................... " ... '.' .... 009 
j. Physicians, lawyers, dentists, architects or engineers, etc. . ........................... 010 
k. Business owner ................................................................ 0 II 

Please write your exact occupation below: 

31. To which ethnic or cultural group do you or your ancestors belong to on the 
male side? Please check one box only. 

Chinese ............... 0 11 

French ................ DOl East Indian ............ 012 

English ............... 002 Japanese .............. 013 
Irish .................. 003 Other 
Scottish ............... 004 (please specify) 
German ............... Dos 

_________ 014 

Italian ................ 006 Native Peoples: 
Ukrainian ............. 007 Inuit .................. DIS 
Dutch (Netherlands) .... 008 Status or registered 

.~ Polish ................ 009 Indian ................ 016 
Jewish ................ oIO Non-status Indian ...... 017 

Metis ................. 018 

32. In the one year period ending December 31, 1981, what was the total household income (before taxes) of 
all occupants living in your dwelling unit. Please include income FROM ALL SOURCES, including em
ployment, pensions, investments, rents, and payments from government. If you are not certain of the 
exact amount, please give your best guess. 
Please write exact amount. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. $ .00 

7 



33. 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 

8 

T., the past year, what was the main source of income for your household? 

Earnings from employment ................................................................. 001 
Self-employment .......................................................................... 002 
Social assistance .......................................................................... 003 
Disability pension ......................................................................... 004 
Private retirement pension .................................................................. Dos 
Old Age Security .......................................................................... 006 
Canada Pension Plan ......................................................... '" .......... 007 
Unemployment Insurance ........ '" .............................. , ............. , .......... 008 
Earnings from investments and savings ....................................................... 009 
Other 010 

(please specify) 

34. a. How many families in this project do you know well enough to visit in their homes? 

Between Between More than 
None One Two 3andS 6 and 10 10 

01 02 03 04 Os 06 

34.b. How many people in this neighbourhood do you know well enough to visit? 
Between Between More than 

None One Two 3 andS 6 and 10 10 

01 02 03 04 Os 06 

35. We would like to know if the quality of your life has changed since you moved to this housing project. 
What effect has living in this project had on ... 

Project has had 
no effect on it 

a. the quality of your housing ......................... 01 
b. your financial situation ............................ 01 
c. your health ...................................... 01 
d. your marriage .................................... 0 1 
e. your family relationships .......................... 0 1 
f. your life as a whole ............................... 0 1 

Project has 
improved it 

02 
02 
02 
02 
02 
02 

36. And finally, do you have any other comments about your housing project? 

Thank you for your interest and co-operation in taking part in this survey. 

Project has 
made it worse 

03 
03 
03 
03 09 Not married 
03 09 No family 

·03 

Please place the completed questionnaire in the self-addressed, postage-paid envelope provided and drop it in the 
mail as soon as possible. 

Thank you again for your assistance. 



SURVEY RESEARCH CENTRE 
York Universi.ty 
Project 390 
B-28558 CMHC SOCIAL HOUSING SURVEY 

PROJECT MANAGERS QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Survey Research Centre at York University is conducting a survey on behalf of the 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. The purpose of the study is to provide basic 
information about the people living in CMHC assisted housing and to find out how 
residents feel about their housing and neighbourhoods. 

Please do not put your name on this questionnaire. This survey is completely confidential. 
Individuals' answers will never be released. Summary results will be used by CMHC in 
evaluating their housing policies and for planning housing in the future. 

You will probably wish to refer to your records about this housing project when you 
complete this questionnaire. 

Thank you for helping with this survey. 

PLEASE CHECK THE BOX NEXT TO YOUR ANSWER OR WRITE ON THE LINES PROVIDED. 

1- Please give your opinion on the quality or condition of the facilities in the 
area near this housing project. Check one box in each r~. 

Ver), Don't 
Ellcellent lood Cood Fair Poor know 

How would you rate ••• 

a. Parks in this area ............... 01 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
b. Recreational facilities •••••••••• 01 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
c. Libraries ........................ 01 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
d. Playgrounds •.••...•••.•...••••... 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
e. .Shopping facilities •••••••••••••• 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
f. Schools •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
g. Day centre for seniors ••••••••••• 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
h. Day care for children •••••••••••• 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
1- Public transportation •••••••••••• 01 0 2 03 0 4 05 De 
j. Medical facilities ••••••••••••••• 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
k. The condition of houses and 1 

buildings .•••••••••••.••••.•••••. 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
1- The quality of air -- absence of 

pollution, dirt and fumes in 
0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De this area ........................ 

m. Safety from crime •••••••••••••••• 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 
n. This neighbourhood as a whole •••• 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 05 De 

PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HAVE CHECY.ED 
ONE BOX III EACH ROW 

FIlC 111t)' 
not 

.V.ill 

[)9 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
09 
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We would like to know the household composition of each unit in this project. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

What is the total number of units in this project? PZease give number 

How many units are vacant? •••••••••••••••• Ente~ 0 if none ____ __ 

How many units are occupied by one person living alone? 
Enter 0 if none 

How many units are occupied by a family headed by a merried 
or common-law couple (with or without children, relatives, 
friends, or boarders)? •••••••••••••••••••• Enter 0 if none 

How many units are occupied by a single parent family headed 
by a mother with· one or more of her children? 

-- Enter 0 if none 

How many units are occupied by a single parent family headed 
by a father with one or more of his children? 

Enter 0 if none 

How many units are occupied by two or more unrelated persons 
living together? •••••••••••••••••••••••••• Enter 0 if none 

3. a. Are any of the units specifically designed for handicapped or disabled 
people (grab hars in bathroom, no-slip resilient floors, 3-foot wide 
doors, lower kitchen and bathroom shelves)? 

Yes 01. No 02 
Don't 
know DB 

b. If yes, how many units? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Enter 0 if none 

c. How many of these are now occupied by handicapped people? ••••••••••••• 

d. How many more units are occupied by handicapped people than are 
specifically designed for handicapped people? ••••• Enter 0 if none 

4. a. Are any of the units specifically designed for senior citizens 
(grab bars in bathroom, no-slip resilient floors)? 

Don't 
Yes 0 1 No 0 2 know 0 B 

b. If yes, how many units? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••. Enter 0 if none 

c. 

d. 

How many of these are now occupied by senior citizens? •••••••••••••••• 

How many more units are occupied by senior citizens than are. 
specifically designed for senior citizens? •••••••• Enter 0 if none 

These 
nwnbers 
shouZd 
add up 
to the 
totaZ 
number 
of units 
in this 
project. 
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5. a. How many units are occupied by households whose rents are 
geared-to-income? (A "rent-geaped-to-inaome unit" is a unit for ~hiah 
rent is caZcuZated on the basis of the oecupant's inaome.) 

. Enter 0 if none 

b. Do you have a waiting list for rent-geared-to-income units? 
Don't 

Yes 0 1 No 0 2 know 0 8 

c. If yes, how many are on the waiting list? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

d. If there is a waiting list, is it for the project only? 

Do not have 
waiting list 

01 

Waiting list is 
for project only 

02 

Waiting list is 
centrally kept 

08 

6. CMHC projects are designed to meet the needs of many different people. For 
example, priorities may be established on the basis of family income, family 
size, age, first come first served or according to placement on a Provincial 
waiting list. Please indicate how units are allocated in this project. 

7. Was this project built in the last year? 

Yes 01 No 02 

8. What percent of the units are now occupied by the same occupants as one 
year ago?............................................ Record percent 

9. IF THIS IS A COOPERATIVE HOUSING PROJECT, how many people who originally 
organized this project still live here? 

NOT A 
COOPERATIVE Three- One-
HOUSING All but quarters About quarter Don't 
PROJECT All 1 or 2 or more one-half or less None know 

09 01 02 03 0 4 05 06 DB 

10. What is the average number of weeks that a unit is vacant? 
Number of ~eeks 
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\1. Occasionally, units in ~rnc projects remain vacant for some time • 
. When units remain vacant in this project, what a.re the usual reasons 
for delays in finding new occupants? 

12. a. Is surcharging used in this project to achieve an income mix of 
households? (Surcr.aroi'1o is the paying of greater than break-even 
rents by tenants LJho ~a'l'" afford them~ to generate funds to assist 
ZOlJer income househoZcs.) 

Yes 01 No 02 
b. Does surcharging now achieve the objective of income mixing? 

Do not have 
surcharging 0 I . Yes 02 Partially 03 No 0" 

13. What percent of households that are currently paying market rents would 
qualify for 'rent-geared-to-income units', if additional subsidies were 
available? 

Mane of One-quarter About one- Three-quarter. All of 
the 01' 1e.. of . half of or .ore of the the Don't 

units the units the units units unit. knOll 

01 02 03 0" Os De 

14. What percent of the households that are currently paying a reduced rent or 
occupancy charge would require additional assistance to bring their 
payments in line with the rent-geared-to-income scale? 

lIone of One-qua nel' About one- Three-quarter. All of 
DoD', the or 1 ••• of . half of or _re of the the 

unit. the unit. the unh. unit. units knOll 

01 02 03 0" 05 0 8 

15. For the last fiscal year, what were the total operating costs (excluding 
mortgage costs) for this project? (NO~: If this is a special care 
housing project. please give onZy the sheZter component of the ope~tin~ 
cost.) 

and Gi ve amount: t Give Date: from _____ to ____ _ ------
l!. the project did not operate for 12 months in 1980 pZease give :,,~~r . 
of months that the operating cost given above is for:..... fl.. Months: 

16. What was the percentage change in operating costs over the ~receding 
fiscal year for this project? ••••••••••••••••••••••• Give percent: 

IF project di.d not ope~te in previ.ous year. please check boz: 0 
~ --



17. 

5 

Have any of the following been done to reduce operating costs on this 
housing project? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

Insulation increased? ••.••••••••.••••.•.••..•••••••.•. 

Lighting in hallways reduced? ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Storm windows or doors added? ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Thermostat settings lowered in common areas? •••••••••• 

Occupants paying for own utility cost? •••••••••••••••• 

Frequency of routine maintenance reduced? ••••••••••••• 

Operating and administrative staff reduced? ••••••••••• 

Anything else? 
(specify) 

Yes 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

No 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

Don't 
know 

DB 
DB 
DB 
DB 
DB 
DB 
DB 
DB 

18. Have occupants been asked to do any of the following to reduce operating Don't 
know 

19. 

20. 

costs on this project? Yes No 

a. Reduce use of ligh ts? • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 01 
b. Lower thermostats in their dwelling units? •••••••••••• r=Jl 
c. Reduce use of hot water?.............................. 0 1 

d. Close windows on cold days? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• []l 
e. Anything else? 0 1 

(specify) 

Have occupants generally cooperated in attempts to reduce the operating costs? 

tlone of 
All occupants Three-quartera or About Leu than the occupants 

have cooperated .ore of the occupants one-half one-half have cooperated 

01 02 0 3 Ott Os 

What do you foresee as the annual rent/occupancy charge increases required 
to meet future increases in operating costs? 

a. Increases in 1982 to 1981 % required (compared costs) P~ease give percent: --
b. Increases required in 1983 (compared to 1982 costs) PZease give percent: 

21. How do market rent units in this project compare with rents for similar 
accommodation in the community? 

Do not have Much 
.. rltet renu hllher Hilher 

About 
the .a .. Lower 

Much 
lower 

Don't 10 .Sallar 
know accoamodat10n 

22. Do you feel the replacement reserve funds will be adequate to meet future 
replacement requirements for stoves, refrigerators and other major appliances 
that wear out, and for repair of plumbing and heating facilities? 

Yes 0 1 No 0 2 

~ --
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3. Please indicate how you feel about this housing project. PZease check one 
bo:r: in each rolJ. 

Wer, Don' t 
txcellent 1004 Cood r.lr Poor know 

a. First, how would you rate the general 
physical condition of the inside of 
the housing units? ••••••••••••••••••• 

b. What about the outside condition of 
the building?........................ 01 0 2 0 3 01+ 0 5 0 8 

c. General maintenance of common areas 
in this housing project?............. 01 02 0 3 01+ Os 08 

d. General maintenance within individual 
dwelling units? •....•.••.•••.••.•...• 

e. Management of this project? •••••••••• 

f. How would you rate the available 
space in the dwelling units? ••••••••• 

PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HAVE CHECKED 
ONE BOX IN EACH ROW 

Os 
Os 

Os 

~4. a. Some CMHC projects involve purchasing an existing building rather than 
construc~ing new buildings. Was this building purchased? 

Yes 0 1 No 0 2 
Don't 
know 0 8 

0 8 

De 

08 

b. If yes, were occupants of the building given the right to stay in the project? 

Don't 
Yes 0 1 No 0 2 know· 0 8 

c. If yes, how many of the previous occupants actually remained in the project 
for at least one year? 

None 
One-quarter 

or less 
About 

one-half 

03 
d. Why did the previous occupants leave? 

Three-quarters 
or more 

Don't 
know 

08 
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25. When this project was built, did cost controls affect the decision on where it shou1rl 

be located? (Check one bo~ only.) 

o i I do not know if program cost controls affected the location. 

D 2 Yes', program cost controls affected the location. 

[] 3 No, program cost controls did not affect the location 

D 4 This project involved conversion of an existing building. 

26. If this project were to be built today, what changes would you make in the design, 
structure, or construction materials used? (Assume that the amount of money 
available is the same as was spent originally~ including adjustments for inj1ation.) 

27. Is this dwelling in need of any repairs? (DO NOT include desirable remodeZZing~ 
additions~ conversions or energy improvements.) 

c:J 1 Yes, MAJOR REPAIRS are needed to correct corroded pipes, damaged electrical 
wiring, sagging floors, bulging walls, damp walls and ceilings, 
crumbling foundation, rotting porches and steps. 

[] 2 Yes, MINOR REPAIRS are needed to correct small cracks in interior walls 
and ceilings, broken light fixtures and switches, leaking sink, 
cracked or broken window panes, ~ missing shingles or Siding, 
~ peeling paint. 

c:J 3 No, only REGULAR MAINTENANCE is needed (painting, leaking faucets, clogged 
gutters or eavestroughs). 

28. a. Do tenants have the opportunity to participate in the management of the building? 

Yes 01 No 02 
b. How many tenants :participate in the management of the building? 

Three-quarters About One-quarter 
All or more one-half' or less None 

01 02 03 04 05 

29. a. Do tenants have the op:portunity to participate in the maintenance of the 
building? (~iB dOes not incZude maintenance of their own units.) 

Yes 0 1 No 02 
b. How many tenants :participate in the maintenance of the building? 

(~is dOes not incZude maintenance of their own units.) 

All 

01 

Three-quarters 
or more 

About 
one-half 

03 

One-quarter 
or less 

04 
None 

05 
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30. \\ h of the following features does this project offer to occupants? 

Yes No 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

1-

j. 

k. 

l. 

m. 

n. 

Meeting room? ..••••••..•••.•....•.••••••.....••..•.....•...... 

Games room? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Exercise room? •••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••.•••••.•... 

Sauna? ••.•••.•.•••.••.••.•••.••••••.••.••.•••••..•••••••••...•. 

Swimming pool? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Tennis court? ••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••.•••.• 

Playground? •.....••••..•••••••..••...••.....•.•..........•••.. 

Variety store? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Central air-conditioning? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 

Wall-to-wall carpeting in individual units? ••••••••••••••••••• 

Wall-to-wall carpeting in hallways and other common areas? •••• 

Laund ry f actl! ties? ........................................... . 

Powde r room? •••..•••.•••••••.••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••..••• 

Dishwashe r? ................................................... . 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

31. What facilities or features, that occupants want or need, do you feel this 
project is lacking? 

If you have comments about this project or CMHC's programs in general, which 
might be of some concern, please list them below. 

We appreciate you taking the time to answer these questions. 
representing CMHC will call you to arrange a convenient time 
questionnaire. 

M interviewer 
to pick up your 

O~ 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

" 



APPENDIX 

NOTES ON THE USE OF HIFE DATA 

NOTES: 

1. When shelter cost to income ratios are prepared, it is 
necessary to exclude approximately 206,000 or 7 per cent of 
all renters represented on the Household Income Facilities 
and Equipment 1980 micro data file from the calculations. 
The renters excluded are those who reported zero or missing 
rents or rents coded as 650 on the micro data file, zero or 
less than zero incomes, and/or possessed shelter cost to 
income ratios greater than one. 

To ensure that affordability estimates represent the number 
of renters in need in the full population, the average 
incidence of affordability problems amongst renters for 
whom shelter cost to income ratios have been calculated 
must then be applied against the total of excluded renter 
households. This adjustment for excluded cases has been 
carried out to complete the estimates presented in this 
table. 

2. Shelter cost to income ratios are not calculated directly 
from the rent and income data on the file. HIFE rent file 
data refer to April 1980 expenditures while income file 
information is for gross annual income 1979. The data 
differ on two counts: the points in time to which 
reference is made, and the time periods covered. To ensure 
that all data apply to the same reference point, CMHC has 
projected HIFE incomes data, using provincial update 
factors computed from average weekly earnings data for the 
industrial composite, to bring incomes from levels of the 
previous year to estimates for April 1980 survey time. To 
adjust for the time period covered, HIFE rents have been 
annualized. Where rent records indicate that heating was 
not included in rent, a 15 per cent heating allowance has 
been added. 

3. CMHC has projected HIFE 1980 micro data file incomes, using 
provincial update factors computed from average weekly 
earnings data for the industrial composite, to bring 1979 
incomes on file to estimates for 1981 for comparison to 
Section 56.1 Occupant Survey Data. All average incomes, 
median incomes and quintiles cited in the report are based 
on 1981 income estimates. 



APPENDIX 

STATISTICAL TESTS 

In order to determine whether observed differences in age, 
household type and income by program are statistically 
significant, Chi Square, Cramer's V and t-values have been 
computed. Comparison of frequency distributions by program 
utilized the Chi Square and Cramer's V statistics to: 1) 
determine whether the observed cell frequencies varied 
significantly and 2) to compare the strength of any differences 
observed. A Chi Square value significant at the .01 level was 
determined for the purposes of this analysis to indicate that an 
association does exist while the strength of that association 
was measured by the value of Cramer's V which varies between 0 
and 1 -- 0 corresponding with no association and 1 with perfect 
association. Given that the variables examined were either 
ordinal or categorical, these were the most appropriate measures 
of association. Average houshold incomes by program were 
compared utilizing a series of t-tests. 

As the accompanying tables indicate, significant differences at 
the .0001 level were observed for the distribution of households 
by age, household type and income quintile between each of the 
programs. Differences in the observed cell frequencies as 
measured by Cramer's V were greatest between household income 
distributions by quintile for the rent supplement (Section 
44(1)(a» and the Section 56.1 non-profit and co-operative 
programs (Cramer's V = .597). The greatest difference in age 
distributions was observed between all social housing and all 
renter households while distributions by household type and 
income quintiles differed most between the rent supplement and 
Section 56.1 non-profit and co-operative households. Comparison 
of average incomes by program utilizing a series of t-tests 
indicates that statistically significant differences in the 
means at the .01 level were observed in each case. 
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TABLE C.1 Comparison of Income Distributions by Quinti1e for 
All Renters: Strength of Association (Cramer's V)' by Program 

Public 
Housing 
40/43 

Rent 
Supplement 
44(l)(a) 

Non Profit/ 
Co-operative 
15.1/34.18 

Non Profit/ 
-operative 

-'v.1 

Total 
Social 
Housing 

Public 
Housing 

40/43 

0.174 

0.207 

0.341 

* 

* 

* 

Rent 
Supplement 

44(1)(a) 

0.174 

0.398 

0.597 

All Renter Households 

0.463 

* X2 significant at the .0001 level 

* 

* 

* 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 

0.199 

0.398 

0.216 

Source: Social Housing Occupant Files, HIFE1980. 

* 

* 

* 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 

56.1 

0.341 

0.597 

0.216 

* 

* 

* 
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TABLE C.2 Comparison of Age Distributions: 
Strength of Association (Craner's V), by Program 

Public 
Housing 
40/43 

Rent 
Supplement 
44(1) (a) 

Non Profit/ 
Co-operative 
15.1/34.18 

Non Profit/ 
Co-operative 
56.1 

Total 
Social 
Housing 

Public 
Housing 

40/43 

0.114 

0.132 

0.162 

* 

* 

* 

Rent 
Supplement 

44(1)(a) 

0.114 

0.155 

0.255 

All Renter Households 

0.377 

* X2 significant at the .0001 level 

* 

* 

* 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 

0.132 

0.155 

0.259 

Source: Social Housing Occupant Files, HIFE 1980. 

* 

* 

* 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 

56.1 

0.162 

0.255 

0.259 

* 

* 

* 
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TABLE C.3 Comparison of Distributions by Household Type: 
Strength of Association (Cramer's V), by Program 

Public 
Housing 
40/43 

Rent 
Supplement 
44(1) (a) 

Non Profit/ 
Co-operative 
15.1/34.18 

Non Profit/ 
rl"\-operative 

.1 

Total 
Social 
Housing 

Public 
Housing 

40/43 

0.203 

0.254 

0.130 

* 

* 

* 

Rent 
Supplement 

44(1) (a) 

0.203 

0.251 

0.385 

All Renter Households 

0.300 

* X2 significant at the .0001 level 

* 

* 

* 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 
15.1/34.18 

0.254 

0.251 

0.269 

Source: Social Housing Occupant Files, HIFE 1980. 

* 

* 

* 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 

56.1 

0.130 

0.385 

0.269 

* 

* 

* 
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TABLE C.4 Comparison of Average Incomes by Program 
Utilizing T-Tests 

Public 
Housing 
40/43 

Rent 
Supplement 
44(1) (a) 

Non Profit/ 
Co-operative 
15.1/34.18 

Non Profit/ 
Co-operative 
56.1 

Total 
Social 
Housing 

Public 
Housing 

40/43 

t=16.94 

t=13.0S 

t=16.17 

* 

* 

* 

Rent 
Supplement 

44(1)(a) 

t=16.94 

t=22.31 

t=20.97 

All Renter Households 

t=64.08 

* 

* 

* 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 
l5.l/34.lS 

t=13.0S 

t=22.31 

t=S.67 

* 

* 

* 

Non-Profit 
Cooperative 

56.1 

t=16.l7 

t=20.97 

t=S.67 

* Means are significantly different at the .01 level (for two-tailed t-test 
and separate variances). 

Source: Social Housing Occupant Files, HIFE 1980. 

* 

* 

* 



COMPARISON OF SOCIAL HOUSING 
INCOME DATA 

APPENDIX D 

The following is a series of tables which provide a compilation 
of income statistics collected by an assortment of government 
agencies and non-profit organizations. Their purpose is to pre
sent income information from a variety of sources for reference 
and so that comparisons with CMHC's data may be made. Accom
panying these tables is a description of the data sources, a 
discussion of data comparability and a brief comparative 
analysis. 

A. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS: 

Tables D.l through D.4 and figure D.l indicate that the 
income statistics collected by both the B.C. Housing 
Management Commision and the Cooperative Housing Foundation 
of Canada are close to those of C.M.H.C. and therefore tend 
to support the Social Housing Occupants Survey data for 
both public housing and cooperative residents. 

1. CMHC/BCHMC Average Incomes for Public Housing & Rent 
Supplement Occupants 

Nationally average incomes for all public housing occu
pants reported by CMHC were only 2 per cent higher than 
those of the B.C. Housing Management Commission while 
they were 4% higher for family and 2 per cent higher for 
senior projects (Table D.2). 

- At a regional level, average public housing occupant 
incomes were closest in B.C. and, in contrast, farthest 
apart in the Prairie Region. 

- Average incomes collected by CMHC and the B.C. Housing 
Management Commision for occupants of rent supplement 
units were not as close. For all rent supplement house
holds, the average income calculated by CMHC was 15 per 
cent higher than that calculated by the B.C. Housing 
Management Commission. Given, however, that the B.C. 
Housing Management Commission included approximately 
11,000 Section 44(1)(b) and 6,000 provincially funded 
rent supplement units that CMHC did not, this is not sur
prising. However, again, the smallest absolute 
difference was observed in B.C. 

2. CMHC/CHF/City of Vancouver Incomes for Cooperative 
Occupants 

The distribution of incomes for all households in Section 
56.1 cooperatives at the national level reported by CMHC 
is very close to that observed in the five metropolitan 
areas for which CHF collected information. (Table D.3 
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and Figure 0.1). With the exception of Montreal, in each 
case the largest proportion of households earned between 
$20,000 and $30,000 per year. 

- It is interesting to note that the distribution of income 
for cooperative households and all renters (Table 0.4) 
was also very close, particularly for Canada, Toronto, 
Ottawa and Montreal. 

- In each city (except Montreal), there was a slightly 
greater representation of all renter households with 
incomes less than $11,000, while households earning 
between approximately $15,000 and $30,000, in contrast, 
accounted for the largest proportion within 
cooperatives. With the exception of Peel/Halton and 
Vancouver, households earning more than $30,000 accounted 
for a somewhat larger proportion of all renter 
households. 

- Figure 0.1 which compares the percentage of cooperative 
households with incomes below the regional average for 
all renters indicates that, with the exception of 
Montreal, calculations based on income information 
collected by the Cooperative Housing Foundation yield 
results which are similar to those based on CMHC's. 
Nationwide, approximately 51 per cent of all section 56.1 
co-op households had incomes less than the national 
average for all renters while in Peel/Halton 51 per cent 
of the co-op households fell below the Ontario average 
for all renters, as compared to 54 per cent in Ottawa, 
57 per cent in Vancouver, 62 per cent in Toronto and 72 
per cent in Montreal. 
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B. DATA COMPARABILITY: 

For each of the five data sources, the unit of analysis, data 
collection procedures, income variable format and categorical 
comparisons were examined. The major differences and 
similarities have been summarized below in point form. 

1. Data Collection Procedures 

CMHC- questionnaire completed by a nationwide sample of 
social housing occupants. 

BCHMC- questionnaire completed by each of the twelve 
provincial/terrirorial housing coporations on the 
basis of averages for their social housing 
portfolio. 

CHF - questionnaires distributed to households in CHF 
member co-ops in four urban areas. 

City- questionnaires completed by each co-operative to have 
of received a subsidy from the City of Vancouver. 

Vancouver 

2. Unit of Analysis - the household in all five cases. 
3. Income Definition - 1981 household income reported in each 

case 
4. Income Variable Format (Averages vs. Distributions) 

- Average annual incomes were available for each of the 
five data sources. (The B.C. Housing Management 
Commission reported average monthly incomes from which 
annual averages were calculated). 

- Income distributions were not available for the B.C. 
Housing Management Commission. Only provincial level 
averages were collected in this case. 

- Data files on computer tapes available in-house for the 
CMHC Social Housing Occupant file and Statistic Canada's 
HIFE 82 file. Consequently we have access to actual 
income amounts in each of these two cases and can 
therefore generate any averages or distributions 
required. 

- Reports written by the Cooperative Housing Foundation of 
Canada and the City of Vancouver Planning Department 
provide distributions of household income and overall 
averages for selected cities. Consequently these sources 
have less flexibility. In order to compare distributions 
it was necessary to collapse income categories as 
reported by the City of Vancouver and to generate 
distributions for the CMHC and HIFE data using CHF's 
income categories. 
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5. Categorical Comparisons -

By Geographic Level - CMHC, The B.C. Housing Management 
Commission and Statistics Canada income information can be 
presented at either a provincial, regional or national 
level. The Cooperative Housing Foundation and City of 
Vancouver income information, in contrast, is available for 
selected metropolitan areas. 

By Program: - CMHC income statistics can be reported 
separately for public housing occupants 
(Sections 40, 43/44), co-op/non-profit occupants in units 
funded under both the old and new programs 
(Sections 15.1/34.18 and 56.1) and rent supplement 
occupants (Section 44(1)(a». Income statistics collected 
by the B.C. Housing Management commission are reported 
separately for occupants in public housing units managed by 
each of the twelve provincial/territorial housing 
corporations (funded for the most part under either Section 
40 or 43/44) and occupants in units receiving rent 
supplement assistance administered by the housing 
corporation (funded under Section 44(1)(a), 44(1)(b) and 
other provincial programs). The Cooperative Housing 
Foundation and City of Vancouver reported incomes for 
occupants in cooperatives funded under both Sections 34.18 
and 56.1 which cannot be distinguished by program in either 
case. The Statistics Canada income data from HIFE 82 is 
for all renter households. Consequently comparison by 
social housing program is not relevant. 

By Project Type (Family/Senior) - Income statistics for 
both the B.C. Housing Management Commission and CMHC, (with 
the exception of Section 44(1)(a», can be reported 
separately for family and senior projects. Although the 
information required to compare incomes by project type is 
not available for either the HIFE 82 file or the City of 
Vancouver report, income statistics can be reported 
separately by age (occupants under 65 years and occupants 
over 65 years). Occupant incomes cannot be compared by 
either age or project type on the basis of the information 
available in CHF's research bulletins. 

C. PRIMARY SOURCES: 

1. CMHC: 

Social Housing Occupant Survey Data file, 1982. 

Section 56.1 Non-Profit and Co-operative Housing Program 
Evaluation, November 1983. 
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2. B.C. Housing Management Commission: 

Canadian Social Housing Managed by Provincial and 
Territorial Housing Corporations: Comparative 
Characteristics, December 1983. 

3. Cooperative Housing Foundation of Canada: 

Research Bulletin 2, Housing Cooperatives in Metropolitan 
Toronto: A Survey of Members, September 1982. 

Research Bullitin 4, Housing Cooperatives in Peel and 
Halton: A Survey of Members, October 1982. 

Research Bulletin 5, Housing Cooperatives in Ottawa: 
Survey of Members, December 1982. 

Research Bulletin 6, Housin1 Cooperatives in Montreal: 
Survey of Members, June 198 • 

4. City of Vancouver Planning Department: 

A 

A 

Who Lives in Non-Market Housing? An Evaluation of the City 
of Vancouver Housing Program, July 1983. 

5. Statistics Canada: 

Household Income Facility and Equipment Micro Data File, 
1982. 
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FIGURE 0.1 Percentage of Co-operative Households with Incomes 
Below the Regional Average Income for all Renters 

Percent 
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Cooperative Housing Foundation of Canada, 
Research Bulletins 2, 4, 5, 6 

City of Vancouver Planning Department: 
Who Lives in Non-Market Housing? An Evaluation of the 
City of Vancouver Housing Program, July 1983. 



APPENDIX E 

INCOME DISTRIBUTION EFFECTS: RENT DATA 

The market value measure of benefits accruing to housholds 
participating in the social housing programs can be expressed in 
equation form as follows: 

Where Bv = market value measure of benefits to participants 
Rm = market rent of comparable housing 
Rp = actual rent paid 

Data for Rp are available from the surveys of social housing 
occupants. 

Unpublished market rent data are available for selected cities 
from CMHC's Statistical Services Division. These data are based 
on a sample of privately-initiated apartment structures visited 
during the apartment vacancy survey. Since no attempt has been 
made to adjust data to the total universe, the rents are not 
necessarily representative of the private market as a whole. 
However, these data represent the best consistently collected 
information available for a cross-section of cities. 

Since the market rent data are available only for apartment 
buildings in certain cities, only social housing occupants of 
apartment buildings in those cities could be included in the 
analysis. For the public housing and Sections 15.1/34.18 
non-profit and cooperative programs there were not enough 
observations meeting these conditions to permit estimates of Bv. 

For each city, market rent is the average rent paid over all 
areas of the city for a market rental unit of comparable bedroom 
count to that occupied by the Section 56.1 household. 
Comparability of the market rental unit with the social housing 
unit is, therefore, based on the city in which the unit is 
located and the size of the unit in terms of number of 
bedrooms. The market rents are also comparable to rent paid by 
social housing occupants with respect to time. Market rent data 
are for April, 1982, while the surveys of social housing 
occupants were conducted in May and June, 1982. No attempt has 
been made to achieve further comparability by distinguishing 
rents for specific areas within cities. While the market rent 
data would permit this to be done in many cases, the additional 
time and resources costs are substantial. 
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Two further comments can be made concerning the comparability of 
the rent data. First, the average market rent is not 
necessarily the rent that could be obtained for comparable 
housing. To the extent that the social housing units differ 
from the "average" private apartment accommodation in terms of 
age, space, need for repair or location within the city, the 
average market rent may overstate or understate the market rent 
for a comparable unit. Second, the average market rent data do 
not indicate whether monthly utility payments are included. 
Since utility payments are included in rent paid by social 
housing occupants, there may be an underestimate of Bv if the 
market rent data generally exclude utilities. Because we are 
dealing only with apartment buildings, however, it is likely 
that utility payments are included in many of the market rent 
observations on which the average market rent is based. 



APPENDIX F 

CALCULATION OF DWELLING STARTS UNDER THE SOCIAL HOUSING 
PROGRAMS 

1. 1973-1981 

The data in Table 14, CHS, 1980 provide an annual aggregate 
figure for housing starts under the social housing programs 
of interest in this study as well as dwelling starts under 
other programs which are not included in the present study. 
These other programs are Section 15, Entrepreneurial and 
Non-Profit and Section 40 Federal/Provincial Housing for 
Sale not provided under the RNH program. The aggregate data 
presented in CHS are based on annual tabulations of raw data 
on a program basis. However, because of changes in programs 
and changing program activity levels, starts for several 
programs have been grouped together in certain years. 

For those years when the Section 15 dwelling starts are 
tabulated separately from the other programs, they can be 
readily removed from the annual aggregate figure. When the 
Section 15 starts are grouped with other programs, loan 
approvals data were used to estimate the number of starts 
under Section 15.1 for 1973 and after. The procedure was to 
determine the ratio of loan approvals, expressed as dwelling 
units, for new housing under Section 15.1 to loan approvals 
for new housing under all the programs which are grouped 
together. As loan commitments tend to bunch up at year end, 
the starts in any given year were assumed to reflect 25 per 
cent of the new loan commitments made in that year plus 75 
per cent of the new loan commitments made in the previous 
year. The ratio was then applied to the dwelling starts 
data for thi program group to get an estimate of Section 
15.1 starts. Annual loan approvals by program were 
obtained from the CMHC loan approvals data in the 
Statistical Handbook and the computer-based approvals file. 

To eliminate Federal/Provincial Housing for Sale, which is 
not provided under RNH, the approach was to remove all F/P 

1 The allocation procedure can be expressed as: 
SlS.lt = TSt (LAlS.l / TLAt) 
where SlS.lt = Section 15.1 rental starts in year t 

TSe = Total Sections 15 and 15.1 rental starts in 
year t 

LA15.lt = Section 15.1 loan approvals for new units in 
year t 

TLAt = Sections 15 and 15.1 loan approvals for new 
units in year t 
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Housing for Sale, including RNH and AHOP-COOP, from the 
aggregate Section 40 dwelling starts figures and to add an 
independent estimate of RNH housing starts. The technique 
involved applying the ratio of loan approvals for regular 
Section 40 F/P housing for rental to loan approvals for all 
new housing under Section 40. The procedure used was 
similar to the one employed for Section 15.1. Loan 
approvals for new F/P housing were obtained from a computer 
run on the CMHC loan approvals files. 

Estimates of housing starts under the RNH program were 
calculated by presuming that units committed in anyone year 
are translated into starts in that year and over the next 
three years in the following pattern: 33 per cent, 32 per 
cent, 24 per cent, 11 per cent. The 1980 RNH Review found 
about 10.1 per cent of commitments were for existing units; 
unfortunately the distribution of new or existing units by 
year and province is not available. Thus existing units 
appear in the provincial tables as starts or as additions to 
the housing stock. 

2. 1964-1972 

Prior to 1973, the only two active social housing programs 
were Section 40 and Section 43 public housing. Housing 
starts under these programs were separated from the 
aggregate annual dwelling starts under all programs as 
reported in CHS using the underlying data tabulations, where 
available, or using loan approvals data, where necessary. 

3. 1950-1963 

Of the social housing programs under consideration in this 
study, the only active program between 1950 and 1963 was 
Section 40 federal-provincial rental housing. For the years 
1960-1963, dwelling starts generated by this program can be 
estimated using loan approvals data as outlined above. 
However, for the years prior to 1960, data on dwelling 
starts by principal source of financing are not available. 
For this period, therefore, Section 40 loan approvals for 
new housing were used as an estimate of dwelling starts. 
Because these data take account of loan cancellations and 
changes, they are likely to approximate dwelling starts very 
closely. The use of loan approvals could result in a slight 
over-estimate of dwelling starts because of the time lag 
between loan approvals and start of construction. Some loan 
approvals made in 1959 may not have resulted in dwelling 
starts until 1960 and would be counted twice using the 
procedure outlined here. However, since there were loan 
approvals for only 672 new units in 1959, the extent of 
double counting is likely to be small. 
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4. Dwelling starts by program and province 1950-1971 

The underlying data tabulations for dwelling starts by 
principal source of financing published in CHS are available 
on a program (or group of programs) basis, by province. In 
those instances where dwelling starts are not available by 
province, the loan approvals data by program and province 
permits disaggregation of aggregate dwelling starts under 
the social housing programs to an individual program and 
province basis. The procedure rests on the assumption that 
cumulative loan approval activity by province for new units 
over the period 1950 to 1971 is proportional to the 
provincial distribution of dwelling starts over that period. 

While this assumption is unlikely to hold in all instances, 
it nevertheless provides a reasonable estimate of the 
relative contribution to the stock of housing of each 
program by province. 



APPENDIX G 

RENT SCALES 

Federal, provincial and territorial income definitions and rent 
scales are provided in the following chart. 
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APPENDIX H 

MARGINAL TAX RATES 

The marginal tax rate of the system of income taxes and 
transfers is the most relevant tax rate to consider when a 
tenant is faced with the choice of changing earnings at the 
margin, such as by working a few hours overtime. The 
contribution of the federal rent-to-income scale to the system's 
marginal tax rates varies, depending on whether or not the 
tenant receives social assistance. 

When the tenant receives welfare, the federal formula does not 
appear to contribute significantly to the already high marginal 
tax rates of the income transfer system, except over short 
ranges of earning levels. Rent-to-income formulae do contribute 
to the tax rates facing tenants with incomes slightly above the 
welfare breakeven level or the earnings level at which welfare 
benefits drop to zero. 

In Figure H.l, two measures are presented of disposal income as 
a function of the gross income received by the household. 
Disposable income is (1) after taxes and transfers but before 
rent, and (2) after taxes, transfers and GRS rent charges. 
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FIGURE H.l 

A- New Brunswick 
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Income after transfers 
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Note: Marginal tax rate at a given earnings level is the slope of the income line. 
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FIGURE H.1 

C-Ontario 

D-British Columbia 

Income after transfer. 
and taxes but before 
rent (1) 

I.-orne after taxe., 
transfers and federal 
formula rent charge. (2) 

(1) 

(2) 

Note: Marginal tax rate at a given earnings level is the slope of the income lin •. 
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The marginal tax rates are zero up to the earnings exemptions 
allowed by the provincial social assistance program. In New 
Brunswick, for example, the first $1,200 of earnings for a 
single parent, two child family are exempted. The marginal tax 
rate from this level to the welfare breakeven level exceeds 
100 per cent and the federal formula increases the marginal tax 
rates by approximately two per cent. The pattern varies in each 
province due to variations in earnings exemptions, social 
assistance breakeven levels and the presence of the Work Income 
Supplement Program in Qu~bec. Above the breakeven levels the 
federal formula virtually doubles the marginal tax rate although 
the effect is less marked in Qu~bec again due to the Work Income 
Supplement Program. 



APPENDIX I 

SUBSIDY COST CALCULATIONS 

This appendix provides the assumptions and values used to 
calculate the present value of social housing subsidies by 
program for rent-geared-to-income units. In addition, example 
calculations for each program are presented for the initial year 
of the 35-year program period under the 14 per cent interest rate 
assumption. 

1. Assumpt ions 

Project Characteristics: 

Number of Units 
Capital Costs 
Total Capital Cost 
Operating Costs (Year 1) 
Lower End of Market Rent 
Market Rent 

Average Income of RGI Tenants 

Average Rent of RGI Tenants 
(25% of income) 

Program Period 

Interest Rate and Annual Rates of Change: 

Interest Rate 18% 
Operating Costs 
Lower End of Market Rent 
Market Rent 
RGI Rents 

Interest Rate 14% 
Operating Costs 
Lower End of Market Rent 
Market Rent 
RGI Rents 

Interest Rate 10% 
Operating Costs 
Lower End of Market Rent 
Market Rent 
RGI Rents 

20 
$54,979/unit 
$1,099,580 
$39,211.20($163.38/unit/month) 
$450.00/unit/month 
$500.00/unit/month 

$9,228 

$192. 25/unit/month 

35 years 

10% 
10% 
10% 

9% 

8% 
8% 
8% 
7% 

6% 
6% 
6% 
5% 
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2. Public Housing (Sections 40 and 43/44) 

Under Section 40, 100 per cent capital funding is provided, 
shared 75:25 between Federal and provincial governments. 
Operating subsidies equal the difference between economic 
rent and rent according to the rent to income scale and are 
shared on a 75:25 basis. 

Under Section 43, 90 per cent loans are made available by 
the federal government with the province providing the 
remaining capital. Operating subsidies equal to the 
difference between economic rent and rent according to the 
rent to income scale are shared 50:50 between federal and 
provincial governments. 

Total subsidy calculations for either program are 
illustrated below for the first year of operation of the 
hypothetical project. 

(a) Total Capital Cost 

(b) Mortgage Payments (14.0%) 

(c) Operating Costs 

(d) Total Cost/Economic Rent 
(b+c) 

(e) Rent Revenue 
($192.25 x 20 x 12) 

(f) Subsidy Required 
(d-e) 

(g) Number of RGI Units 

(h) Subsidy/RGI Unit (Year 1) 

(i) Present Value of Year 1 Total 
Subsidy (in Year 0, 
14% discount rate) 

$1,099,580 

$39,211 

$190,170 

$46,140 

$144,030 

20 

$7,202 

$126,342 
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4. Section 44(1)(a) Private Landlord Rent Supplement 

Subsidies are provided to bridge the gap between market 
rents and rents-geared-to-incomes. Costs are shared on a 
50/50 basis with the province. Since the hypothetical 
project is less than 80 units, all 20 units may receive rent 
supplement. The maximum subsidy term is 35 years. 

(a) Market Rent (Revenue) 

(b) RGI Rent Revenue 
($192.25 x 20 x 12) 

(c) Total Subsidy Required 
(a-b) 

(d) No. of RGI Units 

(e) Subsidy/RGI Unit 

(f) Present Value of Year 1 Total 
Subsidy (in Year 0, 14% 
rate) 

$120,000 

$46,140 

$73,860 

20 

$3,693 

$64,189 
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5. Sections 15.1/34.18 Non-Profit and Co-operative Housing with 
Section 44(1)(b) Stacked Assistance 

Subsidies available under Sections 15.1/34.18 include a 10 
per cent capital grant and an interest reduction grant to 
reduce the interest rate to 8 per cent. In addition, 60 per 
cent of units (12 units per year) qualify for subsidies 
under Section 44(1)(b). 

(a) Total Capital Cost $1,099,580 

(b) 10% Capital Grant $109,958 

(c) Loan Amount $989,622 

(d) Mortgage Payment (14.0%) $135,863 

(e) Mortgage Payment (8.0) $83,226 

(f) Total Interest Subsidy Required $52,636 
(d-e) 

(g) Operating Costs $39,211 

(h) Breakeven Rent per Unit 
(e+g)'t'20 $6,122 

(i) RGI Rent per Unit 
($192.25 x 12) $2,307 

(j) Number of RGI Units 12 

(k) Total 44(i)(b) Subsidy 
(h-i) x 12 units $45,778 

(1) Total Annual Subsidy 
(f+k) $98,415 

(m) Total annual Subsidy per Unit 
(1't'20) $4,921 

(n) Total Annual Subsidy per RGI Unit 
(1)'t'12 $8,201 

(0) Present Value of Year 1 Total 
Annual Subsidy 
(in Year 0, 14% discount rate) $86,329 
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6. Section 56.1 Non-Profit Housing 

Subsidies available under Section 56.1 are equal to the 
difference between amortization of the total project cost at 
the mortgage rate of interest and at a 2 per cent rate of 
interest. A 35-year amortization period is used. 
Assistance is first used to bridge the gap between the 
economic rent and the maximum occupancy charge. Any 
remaining assistance is available for income-tested 
occupants. 

(a) Total Capital Cost $1,099,580 

(b) Mortgage Payments (14.0%) $150,959 

(c) Mortgage Payments (2.0%) $43,654 

(d) Total Subsidy (b-c) $107,305 

(e) Operating Costs $39,211 

(f) Economic Rent (b+e) $190,170 

(g) Lower End of Market Rent (Total) 
($450 x 20 x 12) $108,000 

(h) Economic Rent/LEMR Rent Gap $82,170 

(i) Subsidy Surplus 
(d-h) $25,135 

(j) RGI Rent per Unit 
($192.25 x 12) $2,307 

(k) RGI Rent Gap per Unit $3,093 

(1) No. of RGI Units in Year 1 
(i~k) 8.13 

(m) Total Subsidy per Unit 
(d~20) $5,365 

(n) Total Subsidy per RGI Unit 
(d~8.13) $13,199 

(0) Present Value of Year 1 Total Subsidy 
(in Year 0, 14% discount rate) $94,127 
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7. section 56.1 Co-operative Housing 

Subsidies available under Section 56.1 are equal to the 
difference between amortization of the total project cost at 
the mortgage rate of interest and at a 2 per cent rate of 
interest. A 35-year amortization period is used. 
Assistance is first used to bridge the gap between the 
economic rent and the maximum occupancy charge. This is 
referred to as predetermined assistance. Once the 
predetermined assistance is used, any remaining subsidy is 
available for income-tested occupants. The predetermined 
assistance remains constant for the first three years of 
operation but declines in each subsequent year by an amount 
equal to 5 per cent of the mortgage payment component of the 
occupancy charge. This 5 per cent step-out of the 
predetermined assistance occurs until such time as the full 
mortgage payments are reached. At this point, the full 
interest write-down subsidy is available to assist RGI 
households. 

(a) Total Capital Cost $1,099,580 

(b) Mortgage Payments (14.0%) $150,959 

(c) Mortgage Payments (2.0%) $43,654 

(d) Total Subsidy (b-c) $107,305 

(e) Operating Costs $39,211 

(f) Economic Rent (b+e) $190,170 

(g) Maximum Occupancy Charge (Total) $108,000 

(h) Predetermined Assistance (f-g) $82,170 

(i) Subsidy Surplus 
Cd-h) $25,135 

(j) Reduced Principal and Interest $68,789 
(b-h) 

(k) RGI Rent per Unit $2,307 
($192.25 x 12) 

(1) RGI Rent Gap per Unit $3,093 
(g1'20)-k 

(m) No. of RGI Units Year 1 
(i1'l) 8.13 
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(n) Total Subsidy per Unit 
(d't20) $5,365 

( 0) Total Subsidy per RGI Unit 
(d't8.l3) $13,199 

(p) Present Value of Year 1 
Total Subsidy $94,127 



APPENDIX J 

DELIVERY ARRANGEMENTS 

Disentanglement 

Up until the middle of the 1960's, the federal government, via 
CMHC, had a generally recognized institutional dominance in the 
field of formal housing programs. There was little or no 
duplication of services because there were few other agencies 
involved in the delivery of housing programs. Provincial 
housing agencies were developed in all provinces between 1964 
(when Sections 43/44 public housing were introduced) and 1973. 
Provincial interventions in the housing field grew to the point 
where overlapping federal and provincial efforts become a 
significant problem. 

Beginning in early 1978, the federal Minister of State for Urban 
Affairs, in conjunction with his provincial counterparts, 
initiated a process of "disentanglement". This involved the 
systematic identification and elimination of duplicated controls 
and services, and the clarification as to which level would 
become the main focus of responsibility for program delivery. 

Under the disentanglement option, CMHC loan insurance and 
subsidy aid for provincial and municipal non-profit and public 
housing projects would be triggered by provincial certification 
of compliance with the National Housing Act. The number of 
steps in the public housing project approval process was reduced 
by eliminating those of a more administrative (rather than 
financial) nature. Under Section 40, one of the partners was 
clearly designated as the active partner. Provinces were to be 
given greater financial flexibility and forward planning 
capacity through the institution of three-year planning cycles 
for social housing budgets. Direct federal/municipal activity 
in program delivery was terminated. 

The disentanglement process had another purpose. Several 
provinces were pushing for the transfer of tax points or federal 
block funding of social housing programs. Instead, the federal 
government countered with disentanglement which essentially 
offered unilateral federal funding of a core housing program for 
which the federal government would set the objectives and 
criteria. Provinces could deliver the core program and could 
enhance it but never reduce its level of support to the 
individual tenant. 
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First to be disentangled was the Section 56.1 public non-profit 
program in Ontario. The province had seen this step as the 
precursor to the eventual disentanglement of all social housing 
and rehabilitation programs. The other provincies followed with 
the exception of Manitoba and Newfound1and.1 Prince Edward 
Island, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Saskatchewan and Alberta 
deliver public non-profit housing. In Newfoundland and British 
Columbia, the municipal non-profit housing program is delivered 
by CMHC. 

The next program suggested for disentanglement was Section 56.1 
private non-profit. Again, a core federal program would be 
defined by agreements spelling out general program objectives 
and criteria. These would ensure that any provincial 
modifications did not prevent all Canadians from having access 
to the same core program, that the basic program objective would 
be to accommodate low income people to the maximum extent 
possible under the federal subsidy, and that federal 
accountability for the program would be safeguarded through 
adequate program administration and information reporting. 

Originally, disentanglement of the private non-profit program 
was only to be permitted when the province contributed an amount 
equal to at least 25 per cent of the project capital cost. 

Saskatchewan and British Columbia agreed to this condition. The 
Saskatchewan operating agreements were negotiated on the 
understanding that the province would provide a 20 per cent 
capital grant with municipal tax exemptions to bring the total 
contribution up to 25 per cent of project costs. Saskatchewan 
took the lead role, under this arrangement, for senior citizen 
self-contained and special care projects, as well as some other 
types of special care facilities. British Columbia assumed the 
lead role for senior citizen self-contained housing in locations 
where no other rental alternatives existed. The province 
contributes a 10 per cent capital grant and puts the equivalent 
22 1/3 per cent or more of the capital cost in trust as an 
operating grant to reduce rents to 25 per cent of tenant 
income. These are the only two provinces which have 
disentangled delivery of private non-profit housing. 

Ontario and Qu~bec were willing to administer the private 
non-profit program under other sets of conditions. Ontario 
proposed provincial administration of the private non-profit 
program in December 1979 (and cooperative housing to follow in 

1. While Manitoba never opted for disentanglement, special 
purpose units from the global funding unit allocation are 
put aside for the province even though they are approved in 
the normal CMHC-1ed (non-global) fashion. Newfoundland was 
never interested in disentanglement and did not sign the 
global funding or operating agreements. 



- 3 -

1981) with a provincial contribution on a second-in basis. The 
contribution would take the form of a rent reduction grant not 
to exceed 85 per cent of the federal Section 56.1 subsidy. 
Municipalities would provide a contribution on a third-in basis 
worth up to 15 per cent of the federal contribution. These 
subsidies would also be available retroactively to all projects 
approved. Ontario proposed a maximum of 25 per cent 
rent-geared-to-income tenants in family units and 50 per cent in 
senior citizen projects. As second-in, the province would 
determine the percentage of RGI units because the federal 
subsidy could go mainly to reducing economic rents to market 
levels. The federal position was that 25 per cent was too low 
for a social housing program and unsuited to scattered site 
developments typical of private non-profit housing. Moreover, 
there was no minimum provincial contribution. 

Few provinces were willing to meet the condition and in October 
1979 the Minister recanted and dropped the mandatory requirement 
for a 25 per cent capital cost contribution or equivalent 
annuity as not being in keeping with the general spirit of 
Section 56.1 as a unilateral federal subsidy. 

Negotiations continued. At issue were such concepts as the 
minimum acceptable proportion of RGI tenants, federal 
accountability and visibility, whether provincial modifications 
to the core federal private non-profit would limit the access of 
all Canadians to the same program, and how to disentangle the 
Section 37.1 Start-Up Program. Pending resolution of these 
questions, the Minister responsible for CMHC placed a moratorium 
on further disentanglement in November 1980. 

Simplification 

The management of the public housing stock was already a 
provincial responsibility but provinces were increasingly 
irritated by duplications of effort in the cost-sharing process 
and by the amount of information they were required to provide 
on a project-by-project basis in order to calculate and validate 
the federal share of the operating losses. The federal Minister 
agreed in 1980 to simplify the process and eliminate overlaps in 
the .review of public housing budgets and claims for the entire 
public housing stock, including Sections 40, 43 and 44 public 
housing and 44(1)(a) Rent Supplement housing. 

Before 1980, provinces provided detailed budgets for public 
housing projects under management (or expected to come under 
management during the year) on an individual project basis. 
These budgets were reviewed by CMHC to confirm project 
eligibility and seek justification of any apparently high 
estimates. With the exception of administration, and 
modernization and improvement costs (for which the Corporation 
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had established standards and guidelinesl ) the budget review 
process for the last few years had little significant impact on 
final subsidy claim levels. The considerable amount of CMHC 
time spent reviewing the budgets was judged to be unnecessary, 
especially since the provinces were, in theory, as interested as 
the federal government in controlling subsidy levels. Provinces 
were also exhibiting a well developed management capability and 
CMHC lacked the analytic resources to provide more than a 
perfunctory review of detailed documentation. 

The provinces were also pressing for subsidy claim payments to 
be made to them on a quarterly basis rather than annually, in 
order to alleviate their cash flow problems. 

Under the simplication proposal, provinces were permitted to 
approve all public housing budgets and claims2 if they would 
certify that they met CMHC's program guidelines. There would be 
no CMHC review and analysis except on a post hoc budget 
certification basis. Interim claims would be paid on the basis 
of certified but unaudited requests if supported by project 
operating expense and revenue data. Final claims for the 
federal share of the operating loss across the portfolio would 
require the submission of certified statements for the 
portfolio, backed by audited project information. Any CMHC 
anlaysis would be on a post-claim certification basis only. 

Social Housing Program Administration Activities 

CMHC administration activities have been divided into three 
categories: 

1. Program development, monitoring, planning, evaluation and 
support 

2. Program delivery 

1 Modernization and improvements, because of the aging of the 
portfolio, are an increasingly costly item in project 
operating costs. Replacement reserves, while possible, have 
never been considered practical because of the political 
difficulties of setting aside large sums of public funds for 
future use. Modernization and improvement costs must be 
within CMHC guidelines or in accordance with amounts an items 
established by local CMHC office. Administrative costs cannot 
exceed six per cent of full recovery rent. This limitation 
was imposed to encourage efficient portfolio management. In 
contrast, under the Section 56.1 programs there is no specific 
requirement that project administration costs be limited to a 
specific maximum. Provincial costs of actually administering 
the program are not an acceptable charge against CMHC. 

2 Global funding and F/P operating agreements vested authority 
for approving public housing subsidy budgets, for projects 
approved under the agreements, with the province. It was then 
decided that all public housing budgets, whether delivered 
under the global agreements or not, should be treated in this 
way. 



- 5 -

3. Loan or agreement administration. 

Listed below are the activities included in each category based 
on CMHC's modified time reporting system. 

1. Program Development, Monitoring, Planning, Evaluation and 
Support 

Market Planning 

Program 
Development 

Program 
Evaluation 

Program 
Support 

2. Program Delivery 

Program Delivery 

Sub-division 

Pre-Application 
Plans Examination 

Time spent identifying and analyzing 
housing needs and establishing 
priorities, including the development 
of plans to maximize the efficient 
marketing of CMHC programs. 

Time spent in the initiation and 
development of specific programs in 
response to needs determined or 
through legislation, including 
policies, procedures, guidelines and 
standards. 

Time spent on studies, etc., to 
determine how effectively and 
efficiently CMHC programs are meeting 
the government's housing policy. 

Time spent at National Office and 
Regional Offices, assisting the Field 
Offices in delivery of their programs 
by poviding such clarification of 
policy, procedures, guidelines, etc., 
as may be necessary. 

Time spent on delivery of a program 
not accounted for by any other code, 
including time spent on discussions 
relating to market loans prior to a 
formal application. 

The review and acceptance or rejection 
of new sub-division plans, review of 
existing plans, maintenance of 
records, information, and related 
correspondence. 

Work relating to examinations carried 
out to see if plans, etc., would be 
acceptable to CMHC if a loan 
application was submitted. 



Pre-Application 
Inspections 

Pre-Application 
Appraisals 

Negotiations of 
Guarantees, 
Operating Agree
ments and F/P 
Agreements 

Application 
Processing 

Plans 
Examination 

Advancing 

Placing Loan 
on Repayment 
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Inspection work for which applications 
may be received later, e.g., 
foundation walls and footings before 
winter sets in. 

Appraisal work related to preliminary 
discussions for which applications may 
be received later. 

Time spent in the negotiation, 
preparation and signing of guarantees 
under the NHA, operating agreements or 
federal/provincial agreements. 

Time spent in the verification and 
registration of documents received: 
initial processing of application and 
setting up of files: all work related 
to obtaining credit reports on 
individuals and reviewing financing 
statements; applicant interviews; 
notifying applicants of acceptance or 
rejection. Also includes such further 
file preparation and documentation as 
necessary to set up a loan for 
advancing; sending data to solicitors, 
and issuing undertakings-to-insure. 

Review of plans for conformity to CMHC 
Housing Standards. Includes 
architectural, landscaping and 
engineering reviews and any related 
correspondence. 

Work related to issuing Notice - Loan 
Advance CMHC 990 or advance cheques, 
cancelling and/or re-issuing advance 
cheques, obtaining Grants of Hypothec 
(Qu6bec only). Excludes Interest 
Adjustment Date work but includes file 
maintenance. 

Time spent on work related to the 
Interest Adjustment Date including 
delaying date, work related to closing 
out loan processing files and sending 
documents to National Office, Mortgage 
Administration and storage. 



Non-Chargeable 
PIP Projects 

General 

Inspections-Site 

Inspections -
Existing Dwelling 

Inspections -
Compliance 

Inspections -
Travel Time 

Inspections -
Training 

Inspections -
Administration 

Appraisals - Data 
Co ... lection and 
Analysis 
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All other time spent on PIP projects 
during the construction phase, and any 
time spent planning the specific 
project. 

Time spent maintaining information; on 
post-commitment activities up to 
project completion; statistical 
reports; loan registers; answering 
client queries; consulting and 
advising external groups; and general 
coordination and control of loan 
processing activities. 

Site inspections including 
re-inspections, report preparation and 
correspondence time. 

Time spent on the initial inspection 
of an existing dwelling to determine 
the condition of premises, repairs 
needed, etc. Includes all report 
preparation and correspondence time. 

Time spent performing stage or 
Mandatory Inspections to ensure 
compliance with CMHC Housing 
Standards. Includes Intermediate and 
Supplementary Inspections and 
re-inspections. 

All time spent in travelling to and 
from a site for inspection purposes. 

Time spent in training sessions either 
in the office or elsewhere and 
recorded as hours worked. 

Time spent in support of the 
inspection function by clerical 
staff. Time spent in the general 
administration of a group of 
inspectors. 

Time spent on the analysis and filing 
of sales data received from MLS 
listings, TEELA sales or NHA re-sales; 
recording and developing lending and 
land values, reviewing municipal taxes 
and property characteristics and on 
surveys of material prices. 



Appraisals -
Supervision/ 
Administration 

Appraisals -
Appraisal 

Appraisals -
Travel Time 

Appraisals -
Training 
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Time spent performing general 
supervision of a group of appraisers 
and in support of the appraisal 
function by clerical staff. 

Time spent actually performing an 
appraisal; feasibility analysis, 
estimating cost of repairs or 
improvements, re-appraisals and 
including report preparation and other 
related clerical work. 

Time spent travelling to and from a 
site for appraisal purposes. 

Time spent by appraisers training, 
either at the office or on courses and 
recorded as hours worked. 

3. Loan and Agreement Administration 

Remittance 
Processing 

Mortgage 
Renewals 

Ownership Change 

Tax Administration 

Statement of 
Accounts 

Payments in Full 

Time spent processing cheques -
received, posted on terminal and 
payments recorded on Record-Payments, 
Arrears, Collection Action. Time 
spent includes establishing or 
changing CMPP accounts and processing 
post-dated cheques. 

Time spent in reviewing requests for 
mortgage assistance renewals upon 
expiration of term. 

Time spent in recording changes of 
ownership in files, on index cards, 
tax cards and in the MSS upon receipt 
of notification. 

Time spent processing tax bills for 
payment, including payment reviews, 
notification of payment changes 
policing of clients paying their own 
taxes, etc. 

Time spent receiving requests for 
statements, ordering statements and 
preparing and issuing statements. 

Time spent reconciling payments 
received to amounts due, affecting 
collection action or refunds, 
retrieving legal documents, processing 
discharge documents and release of 
discharge documents. 



Ledger Keeping 

Arrears Collection 

Mortgage 
Foreclosure 

Operating 
Agreements 

General Mortgage 
Administration 

Subsidy 
Administration 
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Time spent posting loan particulars, 
cheque vouchers and payments to ledger 
cardsi preparing journal vouchers; 
calculating interest semi- annually on 
payments, taxes, etc.i completing 
control account balances, preparing 
reports and maintaining subsidiary 
ledgers in balance with the General 
Ledger. 

Time spent trying to collect money 
from mortgagor and clearing of 
arrears. 

Time spent on legal action and 
associated activities to regain 
possession of a mortgaged property. 
Includes quit claims, but excludes all 
insured mortgage work which belongs to 
SF 570 Insurance Settlements. 

Time spent on rent reviews, financial 
statement reviews, processing legal 
documentation and administration of 
loan operating agreements (physical 
inspections, audit or project records, 
etc.) and tripartite agreements. 

Time spent on general mortgage 
administration matters not covered 
above (e.g., payment changes to 
correct non-amortizing accounts; 
partial discharges; fire insurance 
administration, etc.); liaising with 
government and other external groups 
regarding mortgage administration 
policies and procedures; and 
coordinating the administration of the 
branch mortgage (loan) portfolio from 
the date loans are placed on repayment 
until the mortgage debt is discharged. 

Time spent on activities relating to 
the administration of the subsidy 
arrangements, monthly disbursements of 
assistance loans and cheque 
preparation, assistance and financial 
statement reviews and sales. 



Administration 
F/P Projects 
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All time spent on accounting and 
administration of specific projects 
after the construction phase has been 
completed. This does not include time 
spent developing a program or meeting 
with governments at any level unless 
related to a specific project. 


