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I INTRODUCTION

The federal government has supported public housing under the
auspices of two programs. Section 79 of the National Housing
Act permitted CMHC to cost-share initial capital costs and
ongoing operating costs with the provinces and territories.
Under this arrangement CMHC funded 75 per cent of the program.
The second program, Section 81 of the National Housing Act,
permitted 90 per cent loans to the provinces and territories,
while Section 82 allowed CMHC to cost-share all program
operating losses on a 50/50 basis.

Since 1949 when the first public housing project was financed,
and 1985 when new construction under the program terminated,
over 205,000 units and 4,800 projects have been built
representing over 40 per cent of the federal government's
current social housing portfolio. Although new commitment
activity under the program has ceased, the management of this
portfolio continues to consume a large portion of CMHC
expenditures on social housing (30 per cent) or about $450
million annually. Once a program designed to deliver new social
housing, program resources are now focussed on the "property
management" of a large, national, housing portfolio. It remains
an important source of shelter for households in need. In pure
financial terms, the public housing stock is a valuable asset
which would be very difficult to replace.

This evaluation examines a broad range of issues pertaining to
the physical condition and social environment of the public
housing stock; the physical, financial and administrative
management of the portfolio; and the clientele that the program
serves.

A. Study Context

Since its inception in 1949, the Public Housing Program has
often attracted attention on issues such as community acceptance
of projects with a "negative" image. Public housing tenants
have often been stigmatized for living in these projects and
nearby residents have often expressed concern and sometimes
outright opposition to the location of projects in their
neighbourhoods. Also, tenants have expressed concern about the
character of the living environment provided by public housing
projects.

1 As a result of the recent statute revisions, Section 40, 43
and 44 of the National Housing Act are now numbered Sections 79,
81 and 82 respectively.



In 1984, CMHC completed the first major regeneration of a public
housing project in Regina (Regent Court) as concerns about the
Public Housing Program were broadening. Increasingly, concerns
were being focussed on the physical condition of the stock and
several factors were cited as contributing to its deteriorating
condition, including the aging process, changing construction
standards, tenant abuse of their projects and inadequate
maintenance. In 1986, CMHC started the regeneration of a second
public housing project in Halifax (Uniacke Square). Other
provinces began to identify projects in their portfolios which
would benefit from regeneration-type interventions.

At the same time, there was heightened federal and provincial
interest in the overall management of the public housing stock.
In 1986, federal, provincial and territorial housing ministers
identified the proper maintenance, preservation and overall
management of the existing social housing stock, particularly
the public housing stock, as a major priority.

In the absence of information on the overall state of the public
housing stock, it had not been possible to consider alternative
strategies for dealing with a deteriorating public housing stock
in a systematic fashion. To this end, an evaluation of the
Public Housing Program was authorized by CMHC Management
Committee in August, 1987.

For accountability purposes, the evaluation provides an
assessment of the extent to which the program is currently
achieving its objectives (as set by government) and at what
costs. 1In addition the evaluation sets the stage for a policy
and consultation process on options for the future management of
the public housing stock.

B. Data Sources

In the course of this evaluation, a number of data collection
and data compilation activities were undertaken.

a) Physical Inspections

Following the method of previous physical condition studies in
England and the United States, a precise approach to the
measurement of house condition, particularly for high-rise
buildings, was developed and pretested. CMHC inspectors who
administered the survey, conducted a second pilot of the
instrument as part of a three day orientation program.
Buildings, sites and units in a sample of 1,000 public housing
projects were inspected. (Sample characteristics for the
Physical Condition Survey are presented in Appendix A).



b) Client Survey

A survey was completed of a sample of 3,500 tenants living in
the inspected projects. The method for the survey, which
achieved an 80 per cent response rate, was a combination of mail
questionnaire and telephone follow-up. In addition to
collecting information on the characteristics of the client
group and their units, tenants were asked to comment on the
management of the project, quality of life in their project and
the project's overall condition. (Sample characteristics for
the Survey of Public Housing Tenants are presented in Appendix
A).

c) Management Survey

All 4,800 project managers were asked to complete a mail
questionnaire covering the following topics: characteristics of
the project and its surrounding neighbourhood, physical
condition and social problems, social and physical management
practices, additions and upgrading needs of the project and
project manager characteristics. The survey was administered
with the cooperation of the local housing authorities and
achieved a response rate of 85 per cent. (Sample
characteristics for the Survey of Public Housing Project
Managers are presented in Appendix A).

d) Provincial/Territorial Guidelines and Procedures

In establishing a profile of provincial/territorial property
management programs and the level of support offered the local
housing authorities, all provinces and territories were asked to
provide their Guidelines and Procedures manuals. A follow-up
telephone survey was also undertaken of provincial and
territorial public housing administrators.

e) Case Studies of the Need for Conversions, Redesign or
Redevelopment

In the absence of a clear understanding of the issues relating
to major upgrading activities, eight case studies were completed
representing a range of project ages, sizes and types, client
types and settlement types. This work involved the collection
of background information on each project including site plans,
a site visit and on-site interviews. A group of technical
experts in the field of social housing administration reviewed
the results of the case studies prior to their finalization.

f) Operating Expense Data

Patterns of expenditure are important in understanding the
condition of the portfolio and the impact of financial
management on the program. CMHC manual records were collected,
verified, coded and automated. From 1979-86, the data base



includes all projects; from 1971-78, only the inspected projects
are covered.

g) Project Characteristics Data

The need to create a project characteristics data base reflected
the poor quality of data on such basic characteristics as the
total number of units, distribution of project types and bedroom
counts. In addition, data were required for drawing samples for
the inspections, project manager and tenant surveys. Much of
the initial data was provided by the provinces and territories.
In the absence of provincial/territorial data, CMHC manual
records were used. Data were collated, verified where possible,
coded and automated.

C. Provincial/Territorial Involvement

Although CMHC has provided loans or capital for the construction
or acquisition of public housing and continues to share in the
operating losses of these programs, the provinces and
territories are responsible for the day-to-day management of the
programs. CMHC therefore worked very closely with provincial
and territorial representatives to gain initial support and
cooperation in undertaking the evaluation. 1In addition, CMHC
informed both parties of progress on the evaluation and
regularly solicited provincial and territorial advice. 1In view
of its commitment to "the proper maintenance, preservation and
overall management of the existing social (public) housing stock

.", CMHC worked most closely with the F/P/T Sub-Committee on
the Existing Housing Stock.

D. Structure of the Report

Since CMHC no longer delivers new housing projects under the
Public Housing Program, this evaluation is not an assessment of
past program delivery. Instead, this evaluation focuses on the
program in place for the "property management" or "portfolio
management" of the public housing stock.

Further, this evaluation does not attempt to re-establish the
need for a subsidized social housing program. This has been
adequately established in recent evaluations, and an additional
review would not supplement this information.

In responding to the evaluation issues identified in the
Assessment Report of August, 1987, this evaluation addresses
four main groupings of issues:

a) An assessment of the physical condition of the portfolio
begins with a description of the main characteristics of the
stock. It then examines the extent to which the program
continues to provide adequate housing, by discussing



condition ratings and repair/replacement costs, the need for
additions, conversions, redesign and redevelopment. A long
range projection of project condition is provided as is an
analysis of the factors influencing physical condition.

b) The examination of the social environment begins by
establishing the characteristics of public housing tenants,
including their extent of need for housing assistance.

Issues pertaining to quality of life, social problems,
community acceptance and overall tenant satisfaction are then
examined. An assessment of the degree to which public
housing has become a permanent source of shelter for most
tenants is also undertaken.

¢) The second grouping of issues concerns management
performance. A review of provincial/territorial guidelines
and procedures examines the comprehensiveness of support from
provinces and territories to the local housing authorities,
efforts to maximize unit and overall condition, management
planning and tenant relations and the project managers' roles
and responsibilities. Management performance at the project
level looks at the characteristics of project managers,
maintenance and M&I identification and planning, the
responsiveness of unit supply, project manager recognition of
project condition and tenant involvement in the management of
public housing.

d) Operating expenses are closely linked with management
performance and physical condition. A profile of operating
expenditures between 1979-86 is presented and differences for
each of the sub-components of the budget are examined by key
explanatory variables. A discussion of the factors
contributing to high operating expenditures is also provided.

E. Program Background

History of the Public Housing Program

The record of publicly supported social housing in Canada began
in 1938 with the passing of the first National Housing Act.

This Act included a new federal program designed to accommodate
low-income households. Specifically, the program assisted local
housing authorities, limited dividend housing companies and
non-profit housing associations in the construction of
low-income rental housing projects to be leased at below market
rents to low and moderate income families. 1In return for 90 per
cent direct federal long term loans at preferred interest rates,
the companies were required to limit their return on equity to a
maximum of 5 per cent and rents charged could not exceed 20 per
cent of family income.



It was not until the NHA Amendments of 1949 that the first
program identified as "public housing" was introduced -- the
Section 79 Federal/Provincial Public Housing Program. This
program launched the federal/provincial partnership technique to
acquire and develop land and to design, build and operate public
housing projects. The federal/provincial partnership shared
initial capital costs and operating losses on a 75 per cent/25
per cent basis respectively. As majority owner, CMHC accepted
responsibility for approving, planning and designing public
housing projects, although the management and administration of
the projects and the program's clients were in most cases taken
on by the provinces. Initially, the provinces were
unenthusiastic about this responsibility, leading to low levels
of activity in the early years of the program. Take-up by some
provinces was consistently low over the course of the program.
In addition to its use as a means of upgrading the housing
quality of low-income households, the Section 79 Program was
also used by some provinces in the redevelopment of blighted
areas.

The design of the Section 79 Federal/Provincial Program and its
operation led to a number of concerns regarding its overall
effectiveness. First, there did not appear to be provincial
willingness -- largely for financial and organizational reasons
-- to address the housing problems of urban populations. The
limited provincial/territorial share in the partnership was
thought to contribute to a lower level of commitment from the
provinces and territories; it was therefore seen as an
impediment. The delegation of more responsibility to the
provinces and territories was seen as a solution to this
problem. Second, the Section 79 Federal/Provincial Program had
removed the municipalities from any significant role in the
delivery of public housing; yet municipalities are often the
most affected by the program both in terms of its benefits and
problems.

The NHA Amendments of 1964 addressed these problems with the
introduction of a new program -- the Section 81/82 Regular
Public Housing Program. These amendments also introduced the
Section 82 Provincially-Financed Public Housing Program. Under
Section 81, loans were offered by CMHC to municipalities and
provinces/territories for up to 90 per cent of the capital costs
of public housing projects. Section 82 authorized CMHC to
absorb 50 per cent of operating losses associated with public
housing projects for a period not exceeding 50 years.

Provincial interest and program take-up increased with the
introduction of the new program as the initial capital cost of
building projects was now only 10 per cent (versus 25 per cent
under the Section 79 program) and the provinces/territories
retained ownership of the projects (unlike the Section 79
program). This is despite the fact that the provincial/
territorial share of operating losses increased from 25 per cent
to 50 per cent. The dramatic increase in the use of these



programs under the NHA provided a strong impetus to provinces
and territories to establish housing agencies of their own.

The 1969 (Hellyer) Task Force on Housing and Urban Development
criticized the physical adequacy and quality of life in the
large, high density public housing projects being developed in
major urban centers. In response to Task Force criticisms,
guidelines introduced in 1970 reduced the maximum rent-to-income
ratio from 30 per cent 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 and
the stock of public housing continued to grow, the number of
low-income families, individuals and elderly people in need of
assistance remained high. There were increasing social problems
being experienced in large-scale projects, prompting a sustained
anti-public housing reaction. These concerns, coupled with the
rise in public housing operating losses, spurred the federal
government to consider alternative techniques of providing
low~income housing. In 1973, the Section 27 Non-Profit and
Section 61 Co-operative Housing Programs were introduced.

The deciding factor in the move away from public housing was the
direct cost to government of building these projects. The
Section 95 Non-Profit and Co-operative Housing Programs relied
on private sector capital and provided an alternative to public
housing. In 1978 the Section 81/82 Regular and Section 82
Provincially=-Financed Programs were terminated, except in the
Northwest Territories where activity continued until the end of
1983; while the use of Section 79 was restricted to those
provinces and territories that had used it over the past decade,
(i.e. Newfoundland, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, Nova
Scotia, Saskatchewan and the Northwest Territories). With the
introduction of the current social housing programs in 1986, new
commitment activity ceased under Section 79. Section 95 now
provides the legislative authority for building social housing
projects which are wholly targeted to low=-income households.

The late 1970's also witnessed the move by the federal
government towards the streamlining and administrative
simplification of the Public Housing Program. The Program's
budgeting and claims settlement process was simplified. Under
the former non-simplified process, budgets were prepared for
each project; the provinces/territories in turn would review and
submit these individual project budgets for CMHC approval.

Under the current simplified process, only consolidated
provincial/territorial portfolio budgets have to be submitted to
CMHC for approval.

As noted earlier, an area of increasing focus is the physical
state of the existing public housing portfolio. Both this and
administrative economies in public housing were discussed at the
Housing Ministers Conference in July 1986. As a result, the
Federal/Provincial/Territorial Sub-Committee on the Maintenance



and Preservation of the Existing Housing Stock was formed. Due
to the large size of both the public housing stock and its
associated annual budgetary expenditures, the Public Housing
Program has been identified as a particularly important area of
concern. Enhanced portfolio management of the social housing
stock is also emphasized in recent CMHC Strategic Plans.

In CMHC, administration of the Public Housing Program has
traditionally been handled centrally at National Office.
However, the Program Portfolio Management Division relies
heavily on field offices for support, particularly with respect
to initial contact and recommendations regarding modernization
and improvement activity. The National Office Review Study,
undertaken by CMHC in 1986, confirmed the potential to
decentralize responsibility for CMHC administration of the
Public Housing Program to its field offices. The transfer of
day-to-day administrative practices to CMHC field offices,
including the review and analysis of budgets and payment of
claims is well underway.

Program Description

A brief description of the key features of the Public Housing
Program is presented below. New commitment activity under the
Public Housing Program ceased as of December 31st, 1985.
Nonetheless, the original production phase will be described in
addition to the current operating phase since several of the
identified evaluation issues relate back to original project
design and construction.

Section 79 Federal/Provincial Program:

Under Section 79 of the NHA, CMHC and the government of a
province or territory entered into agreements for the
construction or acquisition of public housing projects.

Capital costs were shared 75/25 by the federal and provincial/
territorial governments respectively. The provinces and
territories, in turn, could request that municipalities
participate in their 25 per cent share. Amortization of the
costs was spread over a period of up to 50 years with interest
rates set by the partnership.

Operating losses on the Section 79 projects are cost-shared on
the same basis as the original project costs. The projects are
managed by housing authorities, or their equivalent, set up by
the provinces/territories.

Rents charged to the occupants are based on the federal or a
provincial/territorial rent-geared-to-income scale and generally
equal 25 per cent or less of a household's income (except in
British Columbia and New Brunswick where the upper range has



been revised upward to 30 per cent). Federal subsidies are
calculated according to the scale producing the higher revenues.

Sections 81/82 Regular and 82 Provincially-Financed Programs:

Under Section 81 of the NHA, CMHC made long term loans to
provinces, territories, 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 had an amortization period of up to 50
years. The projects are owned and operated by the provinces,
territories, municipalities or public housing agencies. Under
the Section 82 Provincially-Financed Program, the projects were
financed entirely by the provinces and territories (i.e. there
were no Section 81 loans involved).

Upon execution of a Federal/Provincial Operating Agreement, the
federal and provincial/territorial governments commenced the
sharing of operating losses on a 50/50 basis under Section 82 of
the NHA.

Rents charged to the occupants are based on the same federal or
provincial/territorial rent-to-income scales as employed in the
Section 79 Federal/Provincial Program. The calculation of
operating losses, for federal subsidy purposes, uses the scale
producing the greater revenues.

Program Objectives

The Public Housing Program's officially-stated objectives were
established during the production phase of the program and
appear in CMHC's program delivery guidelines and procedures
manuals. These objectives contain a large degree of overlap
between sub-programs and are as follows:

Section 79 Federal/Provincial Program:

1. To provide adequate housing accommodation for individuals and
families of low-income within their financial capabilities.

2. To achieve the production of public housing in the most
efficient and effective manner and at reasonable cost to the
governments involved.

3. To cost-share with the provinces the difference between the
rent paid according to the rental scale and the actual cost
of amortizing and operating the project.

Section 81/82 Regular Program:
1. To provide decent, safe and sanitary housing for individuals

and families of low income suitable to their identified needs
and at rents they can afford.



2. To increase the housing stock available to low income people.

3. To provide accommodation which most effectively integrates
public housing occupants into the community.

4. To achieve the production of public housing in the most
efficient and effective manner and at reasonable cost to the
governments involved.

Section 82 Provincially-Financed Program:

1. To provide adequate housing accommodation for individuals and
families of low income within their financial capabilities.

2. To cost-share with the provinces the difference between the
rent paid according to the rental scale and the actual cost
of amortizing and operating the project.

It should be noted there are no officially-stated program
objectives for the ongoing administration of the Public Housing
Program. However, in recognition of the fact that the Public
Housing Program is now entirely property management oriented,
CMHC's Program Portfolio Management Division (PPMD) has
re-stated the original delivery-oriented objectives in its
internal administrative work routines. This re-statement of
program objectives did not entail the development of any new
objectives, but rather the deletion of those original objectives
which were delivery oriented, and the slight re-wording of the
remaining ones. The resulting current management objectives
stated in PPMD's administrative work routines apply to both the
Section 79 Federal/Provincial Program and the Section 82 Regular
Program:

1. To accommodate individuals and families of low-income at
rentals which are within their financial capabilities.

2. To cost-share with the provinces the difference between the
rent paid according to the rental scale and the actual cost
of amortizing and operating the project.

Several working-level administrative objectives have arisen from
time to time. For instance, the first objective of the 1987
Work Plan of CMHC's Program Portfolio Management Division is "To
enhance the overall administration and management of the
Corporation's public and rural and native housing portfolios".

The important point to note is that there has been no
comprehensive and systematic attempt to date aimed at
re-evaluating and re-stating the Public Housing Program's
objectives to reflect the fact that it has shifted out of the
delivery phase and now remains solely in the management phase.

In this same vein, it is worth noting that there are no
administrative guidelines and procedures manuals at the federal



level for the management of the Public Housing Program. In the
absence of stock management oriented manuals, other documents
have been produced and circulated to the provinces and within
CMHC. The most significant of these was the simplification or
disentanglement package negotiated during the early 1980's. 1In
1985, administrative work routines were produced by CMHC for its
internal use. In 1988, CMHC provincial offices were provided
with a document to assist in the decentralization of public
housing administration.

F. Summary

The evaluation of the Public Housing Program responds to a
number of social and physical issues which have emerged since
the program was introduced in 1949. 1In light of recent concerns
over seriously deteriorated projects, information on the
condition of the portfolio and its regeneration potential is
required as a basis for subsequent consultation and policy work
in the public housing stock management and regeneration areas.

In responding to a set of key issues, several surveys were
conducted and data bases compiled. The most important data
sources were inspections of buildings, units and sites in 1,000
public housing projects, a survey of project managers in all
4,800 public housing projects and a survey of a sample of 3,500
tenants in the 1,000 inspected public housing projects.

CMHC worked closely with the provinces and territories at all
stages of the evaluation, in particular, the F/P/T Sub-Committee
on the Existing Housing Stock.

The Public Housing Program introduced in 1949, was terminated in
1985. The objectives, originally designed for a new
construction delivery program, have not been formally re-stated
to reflect the current portfolio management orientation of the
program. There are currently no administrative guidelines and
procedures manuals at the federal level for the management of
the Public Housing Program.

Poor data quality and the absence of automated data for managing
the program, both of which were identified as problems at the
planning stages of the evaluation, can be rectified to a large
extent by the data collection initiatives associated with this
evaluation and with new initiatives from CMHC's Program
Portfolio Management Division.






IT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO

The public housing stock is considerably more diverse in
character than may be commonly recognized. Perceptions of
public housing in Canada are in many cases unduly influenced
by the most visible components of the portfolio. As a result,
the term "public housing" evokes for many an image of large,
high density projects centered in the nation's largest cities.
This section presents a brief overview of the characteristics
of the public housing portfolio.

A. Physical Characteristics

A large variety of project types have been constructed or
acquired under the Public Housing Program (Table 2.1). Half
of all projects consist of either detached, semi-detached or
row housing structures. Low-rise apartment structures
(buildings with less than four storeys) constitute an
additional one-third of all projects. These relatively low
density project types account for roughly 48 per cent of all
public housing units. High-rise projects (buildings with four
or more storeys) constitute only 11.4 per cent of all
projects. Due to their larger average size, however,
high-rise projects contain 38.8 per cent of all dwelling
units. Projects which include a mixture of building types
account for the remaining 3.9 per cent of projects and 13.6
per cent of public housing units.

TABLE 2.1
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO (1988)
BY PROJECT TYPE

PROJECTS UNITS
PROJECT TYPE NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER PER CENT
Detached, Semi & Row 2,311 50.9 45,969 23.8
Low rise 1,537 33.8 45,980 23.8
High rise 517 11.4 75,089 38.8
Mixed (no high rise) 114 2.5 10,369 5.3
Mixed (with high rise) 64 1.4 16,097 8.3
ALL 4,543 100.0 193,504 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC 1988.
NOTE: Project type information is missing for 258 projects.




The majority of public housing projects are relatively small
in size. Fully 77.2 per cent of all projects contain fewer
than 50 units (Table 2.2). Projects with 100 units or more
comprise only 11.3 per cent of all projects, but account for
roughly one-half of all units in the portfolio. While the
largest projects (with 200 units or more) comprise only 3.6
per cent of all projects, they account for 27.4 per cent of
all units.

TABLE 2.2
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO BY PROJECT SIZE

PROJECTS UNITS
PROJECT SIZE NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER PER CENT
Less than 10 units 955 19.9 5,192 2.5
10 - 49 units 2,752 57.3 57,829 28.1
50 - 99 units 552 11.5 37,381 18.2
100 - 199 units 371 7.7 48,860 23.8
200 units or more 171 3.6 56,430 27.4
ALL 4,801 100.0 205,692 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

As might be expected, a clear relationship exists between pro-
ject type and project size (Table 2.3). Detached, semi-
detached or row housing projects contain an average of 20
units. Low-rise apartment projects are somewhat larger,
averaging 30 units. In contrast, high-rise projects and mixed
projects with a high-rise component contain an average of 145
and 252 units respectively. Nearly three-fifths of high-rise
projects and almost all mixed projects with a high-rise
component contain more than 100 units. Although a clear
relationship exists between project type and size, exceptions
to this trend can also be noted. As many as 13.2 per cent of
all projects containing 100 or more units were comprised
wholly of detached, semi-detached or row housing structures.
Overall, 29.1 per cent of all projects with 100 or more units
did not have a high-rise component.



TABLE 2.3
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO
PROJECT SIZE BY PROJECT TYPE

100 OR MORE UNITS PER PROJECT

MEAN MEDIAN PROPORTION
PROJECT PROJECT OF
SIZE S1ZE # OF INCIDENCE TOTAL
PROJECT TYPE (UNITS) (UNITS) PROJECTS (%) (%)
Detached,

Semi & Row 20 10 68 2.9 13.2
Low rise 30 21 50 3.3 9.7
High rise 145 105 308 59.6 59.7
Mixed

(no high rise) 91 52 32 28.1 6.2
Mixed

(with high rise) 252 201 58 90.6 11.2
ALL 43 20 516 11.4 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC 1988.
NOTE: Project type information is missing for 258 projects.

B. Program Activity and Age Profile of the Stock

The majority of public housing has been financed under the
Section 81/82 Program (Table 2.4). This program accounts for
69.9 per cent of all public housing projects and 79.9 per cent
of all units. Although provincial governments were
responsible for a larger share of operating losses associated
with Section 81/82 projects, they required a smaller amount of
capital to initiate projects than under Section 79. Projects
financed under Section 79 comprise the remainder of the
portfolio (30.1 per cent of all projects and 20.1 per cent of
all units). Section 79 projects were developed through a
federal-provincial partnership. Under the terms of the
agreements, the federal government is a joint owner of the
41,254 public housing units financed under Section 79 and is
responsible for 75 per cent of all operating losses.



TABLE 2.4
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO
BY PROGRAM
PROJECTS UNITS

PROGRAM NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER PER CENT
Section 79 1,444 30.1 41,254 20.1
Section 81/82 3,357 69.9 164,438 79.9
ALL 4,801 100.0 205,692 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC 1988.

NOTE: Included in the Section 81/82 figures are 444
projects with 16,830 units which received Section 82
funding only.

Although the Section 79 Public Housing Program was initiated
in 1949, virtually all public housing has been developed since
the 1964 amendments to the NHA which introduced the Section
81/82 Program (Table 2.5). Only 1.8 per cent of all projects
and 4.3 per cent of all units were developed prior to 1964.
The majority of the public housing portfolio was developed
during the 1970's. Roughly two-thirds of all public housing
projects (64.9 per cent) and units (69.1 per cent) were put in
place between 1970 and 1979. One-quarter of all public
housing projects (13.3 per cent of all units) were developed
after 1980.

TABLE 2.5
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO
BY YEAR OF COMPLETION

PROJECTS UNITS
PROJECT AGE NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER PER CENT
Pre-1964 86 1.8 8,833 4.3
1964-1969 371 7.7 27,155 13.3
1970-1974 1,330 27.7 77,383 37.6
1975-1979 1,784 37.2 64,867 31.5
1980-1987 1,230 25.6 27,454 13.3
ALL 4,801 100.0 205,692 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.




Contrary to popular impressions, the public housing portfolio
has a fairly young age profile (Table 2.6). In 1988, fully
87.2 per cent of all public housing units were less than 20
years old; just under one-fifth were less than 10 years old.

TABLE 2.6
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO BY AGE GROUP

PROJECTS UNITS
AGE OF STOCK IN 1988 NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER PER CENT
0 - 4 vears 328 6.8 4,200 2.0
5 - 9 years 1,204 25.1 34,692 16.9
10 - 14 years 1,769 36.9 67,717 32.9
15 - 19 years 1,149 23.9 72,841 35.4
20 - 24 years 265 5.5 17,409 8.5
25 - 29 years 32 0.7 3,696 1.8
30 years and over 54 1.1 5,137 2.5
ALL 4,801 100.0 205,692 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

NOTE: Because some projects consist of acquired buildings,
the completion date is not an accurate indicator of
project age in all cases.

Although it currently has a youthful profile, the aging of the
public housing portfolio over the next two decades can be
expected to bring in its wake increasing repair requirements.
While only 2.5 per cent of all public housing (5,137 units)
was 30 years or older in 1988, by the year 2,000, just under
one-quarter of the stock (47,667 units) will cross this
threshold (Table 2.7). One decade later, in the year 2010,
187,712 units (91.3 per cent of the total stock) will be aged
30 years or older.



TABLE 2.7
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO
DWELLING AGE PROJECTION, 1990 - 2010

UNITS AGED 30 YEARS OR OLDER

YEAR AVERAGE AGE MEDIAN AGE # OF UNITS % OF TOTAL STOCK

1988 14 12 5,137 2.5
1990 16 14 5,982 2.9
1995 21 19 10,676 5.2
2000 26 24 47,667 23.2
2005 31 29 128,769 62.6
2010 36 34 187,712 91.3

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Not surprisingly the housing developed under Section 79 has
the oldest age profile (Table 2.8). This is an important
consideration for the federal government in that it shares
ownership of this stock with the provinces and territories.
Roughly one-third (32.1 per cent) of Section 79 units were
developed prior to 1970, compared with only 13.8 per cent of
Section 81,/82 units.

TABLE 2.8
PUBLIC HOUSING UNITS BY PROGRAM AND YEAR OF COMPLETION
S.79 5.81/82 ALL

# OF PER # OF PER # OF PER
PROJECT AGE UNITS CENT UNITS CENT UNITS CENT
Pre-1964 8,833 21.4 0 0.0 8,833 4.2
1964-1969 4,400 10.7 22,755 13.8 27,155 13.3
1970-1974 7,949 19.3 69,434 42 .2 77,383 37.6
1975-1979 10,301 25.0 54,566 33.2 64,867 31.6
1980-1987 9,771 23.6 17,683 10.8 27,454 13.3
ALL 41,254 100.0 164,438 100.0 205,692 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.




C. Locational Distribution

The volume of activity under the Public Housing Program varies
considerably among provinces and territories. The
geographical distribution of the public housing portfolio is
illustrated in Table 2.9. By far, the largest proportion of
the stock is located in Ontario. With 1,329 projects and
96,582 units, Ontario's public housing portfolio accounts for
27.6 per cent of all projects and almost half (47.0 per cent)
of all units. Quebec has the next largest stock of public
housing. Quebec's 630 projects with 35,632 units comprise
13.1 per cent of all projects nationwide and 17.3 per cent of
all units. The remaining provinces and territories account
for just over one-third of all units. Among this group, the
Yukon has the smallest portfolio (261 units) while Alberta has
the largest (16,899 units).

TABLE 2.9
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY

PROJECTS UNITS
PROVINCE/TERRITORY NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER PER CENT
Newfoundland 176 3.7 4,710 2.3
Prince Edward Island 90 1.9 951 0.5
Nova Scotia 477 9.9 10,288 5.0
New Brunswick 157 3.3 3,892 1.9
Quebec 630 13.1 35,632 17.3
Ontario 1,329 27.6 96,582 47.0
Manitoba 336 7.0 12,808 6.2
Saskatchewan 577 12.0 12,353 6.0
Alberta 531 11.1 16,899 8.2
British Columbia 100 2.1 7,978 3.9
Yukon 22 0.5 261 0.1
Northwest Territories 376 7.8 3,338 1.6
CANADA 4,801 100.0 205,692 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

An indication of the relative age profile of the public
housing stock in each province and territory is shown in Table
2.10. On average, the public housing stock in New Brunswick,
Ontario and British Columbia is the oldest in the country.

The stock built prior to 1970 is particularly prominent in the
public housing portfolio in Ontario (28.1 per cent),
Newfoundland (27.1 per cent), New Brunswick (23.9 per cent)
and British Columbia (21.6 per cent). The youngest stock is
found in the Northwest Territories, Prince Edward Island,
Alberta and Saskatchewan.
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TABLE 2.10
PUBLIC HOUSING UNITS BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY
AND YEAR OF COMPLETION

Pre- 1964- 1970- 1975- 1980- AVERAGE

PROVINCE/ 1964 1969 1974 1979 1987 ALL AGE
TERRITORY (%) (D (% (%) (%) (%) (yrs.)
Newfoundland 11.5 15.6 9.2 34.4 29.3 100.0 14
P.E.I. 0.0 3.2 13.0 39.4 44 .4 100.0 9
Nova Scotia 7.1 9.8 34.8 26.8 21.5 100.0 14
New Brunswick 15.0 8.9 47 .6 25.2 3.3 100.0 17
Quebec 2.2 0.9 39.0 41.0 16.9 100.0 13
Ontario 4.9 23.2 44 .0 24.1 3.8 100.0 16
Manitoba 2.0 2.6 51.4 39.9 4.1 100.0 14
Saskatchewan 3.2 6.0 12.6 39.3 38.9 100.0 11
Alberta 0.0 0.9 21.6 38.6 38.9 100.0 10
B.C. 9.8 11.8 35.3 43.1 0.0 100.0 16
Yukon 0.0 0.0 65.1 34.9 0.0 100.0 14
N.W.T. 0.0 3.6 6.0 38.3 52.1 100.0 8
CANADA 4.3 13.3 37.6 31.5 13.3 100.0 14

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Public housing has been provided in communities of all sizes
as well as in rural areas. The distribution of the portfolio
by settlement size is illustrated in Table 2.11. Only half
(55.2 per cent) of all public housing units are located in
urban areas with population in excess of 100,000. Settlements
with populations of less than 30,000 account for almost
two-thirds (65.1 per cent) of all public housing projects but,
due to their smaller average size, comprise a considerably
smaller proportion of all units (29.6 per cent). It is
interesting to note that 8.8 per cent of all public housing
units are located in rural areas (with populations under
2,500). 1In total, the stock of public housing units in rural
areas provides some 6,567 family units, 9,848 senior units,
1,563 units in projects having a mixture of family and senior
clients and 90 units in projects serving clients other than
families and seniors. These 18,068 public housing units
represent a sizeable contribution to the meeting of needs in
rural areas when compared to the total portfolio of units
provided under the Rural and Native Housing Program (roughly
22,000 in 1988).
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TABLE 2.11
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO
BY SETTLEMENT SIZE

PROJECTS UNITS
SETTLEMENT SIZE NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER PER CENT
Rural 1,418 29.5 18,068 8.8
2,500 - 9,999 1,080 22.5 22,165 10.8
10,000 - 29,999 631 13.1 20,603 10.0
30,000 - 99,999 584 12.2 31,358 15.2
100,000 - 499,999 510 10.7 58,908 28.7
500,000 and over 578 12.0 54,590 26.5
ALL 4,801 100.0 205,692 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

D. Clients Served

Roughly equal numbers of families and seniors have been served
by the Public Housing Program (Table 2.12). The mix of family
and seniors projects, however, varies considerably among
provinces and territories (Table 2.13). Newfoundland, the
Northwest Territories and the Yukon have the highest
proportions of family projects. In contrast, Saskatchewan,
Prince Edward Island, and Nova Scotia have the highest
proportions of seniors projects. Ontario, Quebec, New
Brunswick, Alberta and Manitoba have the most balanced
portfolios, in terms of client type.

TABLE 2.12
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO BY CLIENT TYPE
PROJECTS UNITS
CLIENT TYPE NUMBER PER CENT NUMBER PER CENT
Family 2,320 48.3 89,615 43.6
Seniors 2,271 47.3 101,263 49.2
Family & Seniors 192 4.0 14,247 6.9
Other 18 0.4 567 0.3
ALL 4,801 100.0 205,692 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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TABLE 2.13
PUBLIC HOUSING UNITS
BY CLIENT TYPE AND BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY

CLIENT TYPE

FAMILY SENIORS MIXED
PROVINCE/ # OF PER # OF PER # OF PER
TERRITORY UNITS CENT UNITS CENT UNITS CENT
Newfoundland 4,301 91.3 199 4.2 210 4.5
P.E.I. 280 29.4 671 70.6 0 0.0
Nova Scotia 2,969 28.9 6,702 65.1 617 6.0
New Brunswick 1,998 51.3 1,700 43.7 194 5.0
Quebec 14,030 39.4 14,527 40.7 7,075 19.9
Ontario 45,948 47.6 49,770 51.5 864 0.9
Manitoba 5,013 39.1 6,363 49.7 1,432 11.2
Saskatchewan 2,782 22.7 8,991 73.3 492 4.0
Alberta 6,836 40.5 8,769 51.8 1,294 7.7
B.C. 2,274 29.8 3,342 43.7 2,027 26.5
Yukon 195 74.7 24 9.2 42 16.1
N.W.T. 2,989 93.6 205 6.4 0 0.0
CANADA 89,615 43.7 101,263 49.4 14,247 6.9

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

NOTE: Not included in this table are 567 units which serve
clients other than families and seniors.

Over the life of the Public Housing Program, the client mix
has evolved from one dominated by family clients to an
emphasis on seniors (Table 2.14). Prior to the 1970's, the
Public Housing Program served primarily family clients.
Roughly three-quarters of the public housing units developed
between 1950 and 1969 were in family projects. This
proportion dropped to 48.7 per cent between 1970 and 1974 and
to 20.1 per cent between 1975 and 1979. This trend was
partially reversed between 1980 and 1987, when the proportion
of units developed in family projects rose to 30.3 per cent.
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TABLE 2.14
PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO
BY CLIENT TYPE AND YEAR OF COMPLETION

FAMILY SENIORS MIXED

PROJECT # OF 7 OF # OF 7% OF # OF % OF TOTAL
AGE UNITS TOTAL UNITS TOTAL UNITS TOTAL UNITS
Pre-1964 6,633 75.1 o) 0.0 2,200 24.9 8,833
1964-1969 21,098 77.7 4,303 15.8 1,754 6.5 27,155
1970-1974 40,090 51.9 32,273 41.8 4,873 6.3 77,236
1975-1979 13,370 20.7 46,927 72.6 4,323 6.7 64,620
1980-1987 8,424 30.9 17,760 65.1 1,097 4.0 27,281
ALL 89,615 43.7 101,263 49.4 14,247 6.9 205,125
AVERAGE AGE 16 12 16

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

NOTE: Not included in this table are 567 units developed
between 1970 and 1987 which serve clients other than
families and seniors.

E. Management Structure

In the majority of provinces and territories (Alberta,
Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec, Nova Scotia and the
Northwest Territories), responsibilities for day-to-day
management of public housing projects are decentralized to
local housing authorities or other private organizations. In
the remaining provinces and territories, these
responsibilities are partially or wholly assumed by provincial
or territorial housing agencies, often through regional
offices. In British Columbia and Newfoundland, the provincial
government is solely responsible for the day-to-day management
of the portfolio. In New Brunswick and the Yukon, the
province/territory manages all units except those under the
management of the Saint John Housing Authority and the
Whitehorse Housing Authority, respectively. In Prince Edward
Island, family projects are managed by local housing
authorities while seniors projects are managed directly by the
province.

There are a total of 1,092 local housing authorities, private
organizations or provincial/territorial offices which manage
public housing projects in Canada. The local housing
authorities contained in this figure represent only a portion
of the total number in Canada, as this discussion concerns
only those groups which manage public housing. The portfolio
of public housing managed by individual management groups
ranges in size from 2 units to 29,151 units. Most groups
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manage relatively small public housing portfolios. The
majority manage only one project, while less than one-fifth
manage 5 or more projects (Table 2.15). Similar patterns are
evident when measured in terms of the number of units.
Two-thirds of all local management groups have fewer than 50
units in their portfolio, while only one-fifth manage
portfolios of 100 units or more.

TABLE 2.15
LOCAL PUBLIC HOUSING MANAGEMENT GROUPS BY SIZE CATEGORIES
NUMBER OF PUBLIC # OF % OF
HOUSING PROJECTS MANAGEMENT GROUPS TOTAL
1 589 54.0
2 198 18.1
3 70 6.4
4 41 3.8
5 or more 194 17.7
TOTAL 1,092 100.0

NUMBER OF UNITS

Less than 10 140 12.9
10 - 19 230 21.0
20 - 49 344 31.5
50 - 99 136 12.4
100 or more 242 22.2
TOTAL 1,092 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC 1988.

NOTE: Offices of provincial and territorial housing
agencies are included in these totals where they
assume responsibilities for day-to-day management of
public housing projects.

Nationally, individual local housing authorities, private
organizations and provincial/territorial offices manage an
average of 4 projects and 189 units (Tables 2.16 and 2.17).
These figures are subject to considerable variation among
provinces and territories, however, due to differences in the
size of the portfolio and the degree to which management
responsibilities are decentralized. The average humber of
projects per local management group ranges from a low of 2 in
Saskatchewan, Alberta, Quebec and the Yukon to a high of 25 in
Newfoundland. The average number of units per management
group ranges from a low of 29 in the Yukon to 1,581 in Ontario
(Table 2.17). Average figures for Ontario are skewed by the
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presence of the two largest local management groups in the
country: the Metropolitan Toronto Housing Authority (with
29,412 units) and the Metropolitan Toronto Housing Company
Ltd. (with 12,896 units).

Judging by the number of groups involved in the management of
public housing projects, the decentralization of portfolio
management responsibilities is most apparent in Quebec,
Alberta and Saskatchewan.

Local public housing management groups tend to be larger in
the Atlantic Provinces, Ontario, British Columbia and the
Northwest Territories.

TABLE 2.16
NUMBER OF PROJECTS PER MANAGEMENT GROUP BY PROVINCE/TERRITORY

NUMBER OF PROJECTS PER MANAGEMENT GROUP

PROVINCE/ NUMBER OF UNDER 5 5 OR MORE
TERRITORY MGMT. GROUPS MEAN MEDIAN (%) (%)
Newfoundland 7 25 12 14.3 85.7
P.E.I. 10 9 4 60.0 40.0
Nova Scotia 44 11 4 54.5 45 .5
New Brunswick S 16 15 10.0 90.0
Quebec 282 2 1 94.0 6.0
Ontario 61l 22 17 4.9 95.1
Manitoba 117 3 1 91.5 8.5
Saskatchewan 243 2 1l 91.8 8.2
Alberta 259 2 1 97.7 2.3
B.C. 7 14 15 0.0 100.0
Yukon 9 2 2 88.9 11.1
N.W.T. 44 9 9 18.2 81.8
CANADA 1,092 4 1 82.3 17.7

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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TABLE 2.17
NUMBER OF UNITS PER MANAGEMENT GROUP
BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY

NUMBER OF UNITS PER MANAGEMENT GROUP

UNDER 100 OR

PROVINCE/ NUMBER OF 100 MORE
TERRITORY MGMT. GROUPS MEAN MEDIAN (%) (%)
Newfoundland 7 673 315 0.0 100.0
Prince Edward Island 10 95 25 90.0 10.0
Nova Scotia 44 231 58 68.2 31.8
New Brunswick 9 432 313 10.0 90.0
Quebec 282 125 30 75.2 24.8
Ontario 61 1,581 599 3.3 96.7
Manitoba 117 111 25 79.1 20.9
Saskatchewan 243 51 16 93.0 7.0
Alberta 259 65 20 91.9 8.1
British Columbia 7 1,136 830 0.0 100.0
Yukon 9 29 16 88.9 11.1
Northwest Territories 44 76 61 72.7 27.3
CANADA 1,092 189 29 77.8 22.2

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

F. Summary

This section has provided an overview of the characteristics
of the public housing portfolio. This review has demonstrated
that the portfolio is diverse in nature. Public housing
projects cover a full range of building types and project size
categories. The majority of the portfolio has been developed
under Section 81/82. As a consequence, the stock has a
younger age profile than might be otherwise expected.

Although a Public Housing Program has been in place for almost
40 years, close to 90 per cent of all units have been
constructed or acquired in the last 20 years. Public housing
has been developed in every province and territory. The
Province of Ontario has been particularly active, accounting
for almost one-half of the public housing stock nationwide.
Public housing has been provided in communities of all sizes
and in rural areas. The portfolio is roughly evenly split
between family and seniors projects. An emphasis on seniors
projects emerged during the 1970's, and is particularly
pronounced in the Provinces of Saskatchewan, Prince Edward
Island and Nova Scotia. In the majority of provinces and
territories, responsibilities for the day-to-day management of
public housing projects are decentralized to local housing
authorities or other private organizations.
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IIT PROFILE OF PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS

A. Introduction

Previous chapters have described the key operating
characteristics of the Public Housing Program and the nature
of the portfolio. This chapter presents a profile of the
households which reside in public housing. This chapter draws
extensively on a survey of public housing residents which was
undertaken as part of the evaluation. Conducted between
November 1988 and March 1989, questionnaires were mailed to a
total of 3,513 residents nationwide. Completed responses were
returned by 2,798 residents (a response rate of 80 per cent).

B. Demographic Structure

Approximately 430,000 people reside in public housing projects
nationwide. Children and senior citizens comprise the
majority of public housing residents (Table 3.1). Just over
one-quarter of public housing residents are children under the
age of 15 years. A similar proportion of clients are aged 65
years or older, approximately two and one-half times the
proportion recorded in the general population. Almost
two-thirds (62.2 per cent) of public housing residents are

TABLE 3.1
AGE DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS BY CLIENT GROUP

PER CENT OF PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS

PER CENT

FAMILY SENIORS FAM/SEN ALL OF GENERAL
AGE GROUP PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS POPULATION
Under 15 37.5 0.4 29.2 26.7 21.3
15 - 24 20.4 0.8 16.0 14.7 16.5
25 - 34 13.8 0.3 9.2 9.8 17.9
35 - 44 12.3 1.8 11.9 9.4 14.4
45 - 54 8.1 1.9 8.2 6.4 10.1
55 - 64 4.5 12.3 6.8 6.8 9.2
65 - 74 2.6 38.5 10.8 13.0 6.5
75 - 84 0.8 34.2 7.3 10.4 3.2
85 and over 0.1 9.9 0.6 2.8 0.9
ALL AGES 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Sample (n) (1,089) (1,289) (229) (2,615)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989; 1986 Census of Canada, Statistics Canada, Cat. 93-101.
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female, a reflection of the preponderance of female household
heads among single parent families as well as the greater
longevity of women.

As was mentioned in the previous chapter, public housing has
been developed to serve two principal client groups: families
and senior citizens. In most cases, these groups are housed
separately (less than 5 per cent of all projects house
families and senior citizens together). As would be expected,
when projects housing different client groups are considered
separately, the age distribution is considerably more
polarized. Children under the age of 15 constitute over
one-third of all residents of family projects. Fully 58 per
cent of residents are under the age of 25 years. Just under
one-half of all residents of seniors projects are 75 years of
age or older and 9.9 per cent are at least 85 years of age.

Provincial variations in the age structure of the client
population are presented in Table 3.2. Differing targeting
within the population in need is reflected in variations in
the age profile of the client population across the country.
For example, Manitoba, Alberta and Newfoundland have the
highest proportions of clients aged under 15 years. 1In
contrast, Saskatchewan, Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia and

TABLE 3.2
AGE DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS
BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY

PER CENT OF RESIDENTS IN EACH AGE GROUP

SAMPLE
PROVINCE/ UNDER 15-24 25-44 45-64 65-74 75+ SIZE
TERRITORY 15 YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS (n)
Newfoundland 30.9 22.7 30.6 12.4 3.0 0.4 (152)
P.E.I. 26.5 6.3 19.7 4.8 21.8 20.9 (197)
Nova Scotia 19.8 l6.1 15.0 13.9 14.4 20.8 (200)
New Brunswick 27.6 17.4 20.8 17.3 8.8 8.1 (214)
Quebec 16.0 16.3 17.4 16.8 18.1 15.2 (433)
Ontario 26.5 15.3 18.9 14.3 12.7 12.3 (655)
Manitoba 4]1.1 4.1 20.8 7.8 9.5 16.7 (144)
Saskatchewan 22.5 7.1 14.5 7.1 23.6 25.2 (193)
Alberta 34.9 12.4 20.5 7.1 10.8 14.3 (175)
B.C. 26.3 13.5 21.6 16.1 11.4 11.1 (205)
Yukon - - - - - - (21)
N.W.T. - - - - - - (26)
CANADA 26.7 14.7 19.2 13.2 13.0 13.2 (2,615)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.
NOTE : Insufficient cases for analysis in the Yukon and N.W.T.




Quebec have the highest proportions of clients aged 65 years
or older. An emphasis on serving the elderly is most
prominently displayed in Saskatchewan, where fully one-quarter
of the client population is aged 75 years or older.

The characteristics of households residing in public housing
are displayed in Table 3.3. Single person households clearly
predominate among public housing residents, accounting for
approximately one-half of all client households. Single
parent households comprise the next largest group (24.1 per
cent) and are almost twice as numerous as those where both
parents are present (13.3 per cent). When compared to the

TABLE 3.3
CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS RESIDING IN PUBLIC HOUSING

PER CENT OF PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS PER CENT1
OF ALL
HOUSEHOLD FAMILY SENIORS FAM/SEN ALL RENTER
CHARACTERISTICS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS HOUSEHOLDS
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
One person living alone 14.6 85.6 37.0 52.0 40.4
One adult with children 50.1 0.3 36.0 24.1 10.2
Couple with children - 28.5 0.7 12.8 13.3 20.5
Couple without children 3.6 12.9 10.8 8.7 17.8
Other 3.2 0.5 3.5 1.9 11.1
Sample size (n) (1,032) (1,262) l (217) (2,519) (10,131)
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
One person 13.7 85.4 39.1 51.3 40.4
‘Two persons 24.6 13.7 17.6 18.5 29.8
Three persons 23.6 0.3 20.1 11.8 14.2
Four persons 18.0 0.6 18.6 9.4 9.9
Five persons 11.9 0.0 3.1 5.4 4.0
Six or more persons 8.2 0.0 1.5 3.6 1.7
Sample size (n) (1,069) (1,307) (224) (2,609) (10,131)
DISABLED/INFIRM PERSON IN HOUSEHOLD
Yes 9.0 21.7 11.7 15.5 N/A
No 91.0 78.3 88.3 84.5 N/A
Sample size (n) (1,000) (1,164) (205) (2,377)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989; 1988 HIFE Microdata, Statistics Canada.
NOTE : Excluding renters in the Yukon and Northwest Territories.
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general population, single person households and single parent
families are over-represented in public housing. Other
household types are under-represented.

Approximately one~half of all households residing in family
projects are single parent families, roughly five times the
proportion recorded among the renter population in general.
Couples with children constitute the next largest group of
households in family projects (28.5 per cent), followed by
single person households (14.6 per cent). Seniors clients are
predominantly single person households (85.6 per cent).
Couples without children are the next largest group (12.9 per
cent). The incidence of other household types is negligible.

The nature of household composition is reflected in the size
distribution of client households. Just over 80 per cent of
all client households are comprised of three or fewer persons,
roughly the same proportion as in the general renter
population. Less than 10 per cent of all client households
are comprised of five or more persons. The large family
households which constituted one of the principal client
groups in the early years of the Public Housing Program are
considerably less common today. Only one-fifth of family
households have five or more persons. Over one-third of
family households are composed of two persons or less.

Approximately 15.5 per cent of all client households reported
that one or more members were disabled or infirm. The
proportion of households with disabled or infirm members was
more than twice as great among residents of seniors projects
(21.7 per cent) as that recorded for family projects (9.0 per
cent).

C. Socio-Economic Characteristics

Information concerning the educational and employment status
of public housing clients is presented in Table 3.4. Almost
one-half of survey respondents reported that they had not
attended high school. Approximately 5 per cent indicated that
they had not received any formal education. The "working
poor" constitute only a small percentage of all client
households. Fewer than one-fifth (18.7 per cent) of survey
respondents reported having some kind of employment, whether
full-time, part-time, or self employment (compared to 66.9 per
cent in the renter population at large). Over sixty per cent
of survey respondents indicated that they were either retired
(48.2 per cent) or were unable to work due to disability (13.3
per cent). Approximately 7.2 per cent of respondents were
unemployed and were currently looking for work. A similar
proportion were not employed and were not seeking employment.
In total, three-quarters of survey respondents were not in the
labour force, compared to 28.5 per cent of the general renter
population.
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TABLE 3.4
SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS

PER CENT OF PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS PER CENT1
OF ALL
FAMILY SENIORS FAM/SEN ALL RENTER
CHARACTERISTICS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS HOUSEHOLDS
EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT
No formal schooling 4.8 5.6 7.3 5.3 N/A
Grade school 29.1 50.9 36.7 40.2 N/A
High school 44 .7 33.1 46.8 39.3 N/A
Community college/CEGEP  15.5 6.1 5.8 10.2 N/A
University 5.3 2.8 3.3 4.0 N/A
Other 0.6 1.5 0.1 1.0 N/A
Sample size (n) (1,087) (1,265) (222) (2,583)
EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Full-time employee 24.9 . 1.6 9.8 12.5
Part-time employee 8.7 1.8 5.6 5.2 } 18.7 66.9
Self-employed 2.2 0.0 0.5 1.0
Unemployed & looking
for work 12.6 1.0 16.6 7.2 4.6
Not employed & not
looking for work 12.4 2.9 13.8 7.9
Retired 11.4 83.8 35.2 48.2
Unable to work 74.1 28.5
due to disability 18.4 8.5 14.6 13.3
Other 9.6 0.4 3.9 4.7
Sample size (n) (1,091) (1,266) (222) (2,588) (10,131)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989; 1988 HIFE Microdata, Statistics Canada.
NOTE : Excluding renters in the Yukon and Northwest Territories.

Over one-third (35.8 per cent) of family clients have
employment of some kind (full-time, part-time or self
employed); one-quarter are employed full-time. Just under
one-third (29.8 per cent) are retired or unable to work due to
disability. Approximately one-quarter of survey respondents
in family projects reported being either unemployed and
looking for work (12.6 per cent) or unemployed but not looking
for work (12.4 per cent). The vast majority (83.8 per cent)
of senior citizen respondents are retired and a further 8.5
per cent reported being unable to work due to disability.

Table 3.5 presents information pertaining to the source of
income reported by survey respondents. O0ld Age Security (OAS)
and the Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) were the most
frequently cited major source of income (29.8 per cent). A
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similar proportion (30.4 per cent) of clients rely principally
on either provincial (18.8 per cent) or municipal (11.6 per
cent) social assistance. Closely matching the proportion of
survey respondents who reported being employed (see Table
3.4), employment income was reported by 17.8 per cent of
respondents to be their major source of income.

As would be expected, given the differences in employment
status, income sources of public housing residents differ
considerably from the general renter population. In 1988,
67.7 per cent of renter households reported that employment
income was the major source of income, while 26.6 per cent
cited government transfer payments and 2.3 per cenf reported
retirement pensions, superannuation and annuities.

TABLE 3.5
PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS BY SOURCE OF INCOME
PER CENT PER CENT
MAJOR SOURCE PARTIAL SOURCE

SOURCE OF INCOME OF INCOME OF INCOME
OAS or GIS 29.8 40.0
Provincial social assistance 18.8 20.3
Employment income 17.8 20.0
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan 11.8 36.1
Municipal social assistance 11.6 14.1
Worker's Compensation,
Disability Allowance, Veteran
Allowance & Income Supplement 2.8 6.4
Unemployment Insurance 2.6 5.6
Interest income 1.2 13.1
Private retirement pension 1.1 7.2
Other 2.5 6.2
Sample size (n) (2,223) (2,624)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1989.

Table 3.6 identifies the major source of income for different
client groups. Just under one-half (48.2 per cent) of clients
residing in family projects reported that provincial or
municipal social assistance constitutes their major source of
income. One-third of family clients report that employment

1 1988 HIFE Microdata, Statistics Canada. (Excluding renters
in the Yukon and Northwest Territories).



was their major source of income.

The majority of seniors

clients (59.4 per cent) rely on 0ld Age Security benefits or
the Guaranteed Income Supplement as their major source of

income.
pensions (i.e.

retirement pensions) were their major source of income.

TABLE 3.6

MAJOR SOURCE OF INCOME OF PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS

Approximately 20.2 per cent of seniors reported that
Canada/Quebec pension plans or private

MAJOR SOURCE OF INCOME (PER CENT)

SAMPLE
EMPLOYMENT SOCIAL OAS/ SIZE
CHARACTERISTICS INCOME ASSISTANCE GIS PENSIONS OTHER (n)
CLIENT TYPE
Family 32.1 48.2 4.8 4.8 10.1 (1,017)
Senior 2.5 9.8 59.4 20.2 8.1 (994)
Family & Senior 16.4 39.0 13.1 23.0 8.5 (206)
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
One person living alone 2.7 16.1 57.8 16.8 6.6 (984)
One adult with children 24.2 62.7 1.1 3.5 8.5 (549)
Couple with children 56.9 28.3 0.2 2.1 12.5 (303)
Couple without children 13.7 5.5 21.5 43.5 15.8 (171)
Other 29.2 29.6 15.9 8.9 16.4 (47)
PROVINCE/TERRITORY
Newfoundland 30.8 33.3 7.0 6.0 22.9 (135)
Prince Edward Island 11.0 10.0 68.8 2.8 7.4 (149)
Nova Scotia 12.9 20.3 51.1 7.9 7.8 (144)
New Brunswick 8.9 50.5 29.2 7.0 4.4 (197)
Quebec 6.9 38.7 4.2 46.0 4.2 (390)
Ontario 18.1 32.2 35.2 4.6 9.9 (561)
Manitoba 15.7 34.2 33.9 6.6 9.6 (124)
Saskatchewan 20.8 10.1 50.9 9.1 9.1 (153)
Alberta 23.9 17.7 37.9 6.7 13.8 (142)
British Columbia 23.2 28.3 33.9 5.4 9.2 (180)
Yukon - - - (21)
Northwest Territories - - - (27)
ALL 17.8 30.4 29.8 12.9 9.1 (2,223)
SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

NOTE : Insufficient cases for analysis in the Yukon and Northwest

Territories.
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Almost two-thirds of single-parent families rely on social
assistance as their major source of income, while employment
was the major source of income for the majority of families
where two parents are present (56.9 per cent).

The highest incidence of employment being the major source of
income was recorded in Newfoundland (30.8 per cent). Reliance
on social assistance is highest in New Brunswick (50.5 per
cent). O0ld Age Security and Guaranteed Income Supplement
payments were the major source of income in Prince Edward
Island (68.8 per cent), Nova Scotia (51.1 per cent) and
Saskatchewan (50.9 per cent), a reflection of the dominance of
senior citizen clients in those jurisdictions. Pensions
(CPP/QPP and private retirement pensions) were infrequently
reported to be the major source of income, with the exception
of Quebec (46.0 per cent). The high incidence of "other"
income sources reported in Newfoundland reflects the inclusion
of UIC payments as the major source of information in the
category "other" (ie. 18.9 per cent of clients in Newfoundland
reported UIC as their major source of income).

Survey respondents reported annual household incomes which
averaged $10,632. Annual household incomes are highly
clustered within a narrow range (Table 3.7). Over one-half
(55.9 per cent) of survey respondents reported incomes of
between $5,000 and $10,000. Over 80 per cent reported
household incomes of between $5,000 and $15,000. A small
proportion (5.4 per cent) of client households reported annual
incomes of $20,000 or more. Average incomes of households in
family projects ($11,752) are only marginally higher than
those residing in seniors projects ($9,799). Almost
one~quarter of family households reported annual incomes of
$15,000 or more, compared to only 7.6 per cent of seniors.

The average income of households residing in public housing is
only 40 per cent of the average for renter households in
general ($26,892). While 60.7 per cent of households residing
in public housing have incomes of less than $10,000 per annum,
only 18.2 per cent of all renter households were in this
category.



TABLE 3.7
ANNUAL INCOMES OF HOUSEHOLDS RESIDING IN PUBLIC HOUSING (1988)

PER CENT OF PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS PER CENT1
OF ALL
HOUSEHOLD FAMILY SENIORS FAM/SEN ALL RENTER
INCOME GROUPS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS HOUSEHOLDS
Under $5,000 4.4 5.1 5.4 4.8 3.6
$5,000 - $9,999 50.6 60.1 57.4 55.9 14.6
$10,000 - $14,999 22.2 27.2 27.4 25.1 14.2
$15,000 - $19,999 12.4 6.1 6.6 8.8 11.8
$20,000 or more 10.3 1.5 3.2 5.4 55.8
ALL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
AVERAGE INCOME $11,752 $9,799 $9,796 $10,632 $26,892
Sample size (n) (1,000) (1,255) (221) (2,480) (10,128)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989; 1988 HIFE Microdata, Statistics Canada.
NOTE : Excluding renters in the Yukon and Northwest Territories.

Table 3.8 provides further data pertaining to household
income. Only small provincial variations in average household
incomes are apparent. Single person households and single
parent families reported the lowest average incomes ($9,088
and $10,031, respectively). The average annual income of
households for whom employment was the major source of income
($17,250) was well above the average for income from all
sources ($10,632). Average incomes for the remaining
households ranged from a low of $8,069 (where municipal social
assistance was reported to be the major source of income) to
$12,883 (for households whose major source of income was
Workers' Compensation, disability allowances, or Veterans'
Allowance and Income Supplements).
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TABLE 3.8

BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

AVERAGE SAMPLE

CHARACTERISTICS INCOME SIZE (n)
PROVINCE/TERRITORY
Newfoundland 10,298 (147)
Prince Edward Island 9,964 (191)
Nova Scotia 10,103 (197)
New Brunswick 9,007 (186)
Quebec 9,594 (431)
Ontario 10,662 (604)
Manitoba 9,366 (129)
Saskatchewan 10,782 (188)
Alberta 10,792 (164)
British Columbia 10,955 (199)
Yukon - (21)
Northwest Territories - (23)
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
One person living alone 9,088 (1,190)
One adult with children 10,031 (541)
Couple with children 15,343 (302)
Couple without children 14,284 (222)
Other 11,378 (51)
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
One person 9,060 (1,243)
Two persons 11,224 (455)
Three persons 11,230 (291)
Four persons 12,434 (242)
Five or more persons 16,363 (170)
MAJOR SOURCE OF INCOME

OAS or GIS 9,581 (645)
Provincial social assistance 8,158 (288)
Employment income 17,250 (347)
Canada or Quebec Pension Plan 9,349 (263)
Municipal social assistance 8,069 (301)
Workers' Compensation, Disability

Allowance, Veterans' Allowance

& Income Supplement 12,883 (48)
Unemployment Insurance 8,715 (57)
Private retirement pension 10,955 (33)
Other 11,022 (74)
ALL 10,632 (2,480)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants,
1989.

Evaluation Division, CMHC,
NOTE: Insufficient cases for analysis in the Yukon and
Northwest Territories.

Program
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D. Summary

This section has presented a profile of the characteristics of
public housing residents based on data obtained through the
survey of public housing tenants. The survey data reveal that
the majority of public housing residents are either children
under the age of fifteen years or senior citizens. These two
groups account for one-half of all residents of public housing
nationwide, as compared to one-third of the general
population. Single person households predominate (52 per
cent) among public housing clients, with the next largest
group being single-parent families (24.1 per cent).

Two-parent families comprise only 13.3 per cent of all
households residing in public housing. One-half of family
clients are single-parent families, while almost 90 per cent
of senior citizen clients are one person households. Almost
one-quarter of senior households have a disabled or infirm
person present.

Almost half of all survey respondents indicated that they had
not attended high school. Few respondents were employed (18.7
per cent). Fully 48.2 per cent were retired and a further
13.3 per cent were unable to work due to a disability. The
average household income was $10,632 in 1988, compared to
$26,892 for the renter population in general. Social
assistance benefits are the major source of income for almost
one-half of all family households. Only one-third of family
clients rely principally on employment income. O0ld Age
Security and Guaranteed Income Supplement payments are the
major source of income for 59.4 per cent of all senior citizen
clients.
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IV OVERVIEW OF THE PHYSICAL CONDITION SURVEY

Subsequent chapters of this report focus on the physical
condition of the public housing portfolio. The data presented
in these chapters have been derived from the Physical
Condition Survey. This chapter provides a brief overview of
how these-.condition.and cost data were collected.

A. Purpose of the Survey

The Physical Condition Survey was completed in 1988 as a major
component of the evaluation. Over 1,000 public housing
projects across Canada were inspected by CMHC inspectors in
order to collect information on the physical condition of the
public housing stock.

The purpose of the Physical Condition Survey was to answer the
following questions put forward at the outset of the
evaluation of the Public Housing Program:

- Does the program provide its clients with dwellings/
properties which are structurally sound and free of health
and safety problems?

- What are the estimated costs for repairs and replacements?

- What are the estimated costs for additions and upgrades?

B. Description of the Inspection Procedures

The Physical Condition Survey was completed using new
inspection forms and procedures developed by the Program
Evaluation Division in consultation with Research Division,
Professional Standards Division and field inspections staff.
The challenge facing the evaluation team was to develop
inspection procedures which would enable the collection of
detailed information on repair and replacement needs and cost
estimates across the diverse range of project types found in
the public housing stock.

A total of seven inspection forms were developed as shown in
Table 4.1. All the inspection forms, with the exception of
one collecting basic project and building characteristics,
were developed according to the same general format. This
format, illustrated in Figure 4.2, involved a breakdown of the
units, buildings or sites into elements and, if necessary,
sub-elements for which the inspectors provided information on
their type and, if appropriate, their need for repair or
replacement actions, as well as the estimated cost, urgency
and reason for these actions.
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TABLE 4.1
EXAMPLES OF PROJECT TYPES AND APPLICABLE INSPECTION FORMS

PROJECT/ HORIZONTALS/

BUILDING SINGLES SINGLES APART. APART. SEPARATE/
PROJECT CHAR BUILDING UNIT BUILDING UNITS ATTACHED
TYPE (P-1) (B-1) (B-2) (c-1) (C-2) (PS-1)

Row
housing
only 1 1 * - - -

High rise

with separate

parking

structure 1 - - 1 * 1

Mix of

single-

detached

and row

housing 1 2 * - - -

Mix of

row and

low~-rise

housing 1 1 * 1 * -

Mix of row,

low-rise and

high-rise

housing 1 1 * 2 * -

Mix of

single-

detached,

row and

low=-rise

housing 1 2 * 1 * -

NOTE: * Multiple forms depending on number of buildings
1 inspected and on size of project.
PS~1 was used for separate parking structures.

In addition, the inspectors were asked to provide overall
ratings on the condition of the units, buildings, sites and
projects inspected. Figure 4.3 presents a sample question on
condition ratings for buildings.
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» FIGURE 4.3
SAMPLE OF RATING QUESTIONS FROM PHYSICAL CONDITION SURVEY

HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE OVERALL CONDITION OF THIS BUILDING
ON THE BASIS OF YOUR INSPECTION OF ITS EXTERIOR AND
INTERIOR STRUCTURAL AND SURFACE CONDITIONS?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
i | ] ] ] | |
i I | ] ! 1 1
| i I I I | I
1 1 | ! I ] ]
| I | i | I f
- - - + ++ +++
(BEYOND REPAIR, DEMOLISH) (TOP CONDITION)

WHERE A RATING OF 4 MEANS THAT OVERALL THE BUILDING
MINIMALLY MEETS THE NHA MINIMUM PROPERTY STANDARDS FOR
EXISTING RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS.

Finally, information on needed additions and upgrades was also
collected. For each project inspected, the inspectors were
provided with a list of potential additions or upgrades for
fire safety, lighting, ventilation, energy efficiency and
durability/maintenance. The inspectors were asked to indicate
whether these additions or upgrades were necessary because of
current code requirements or would result in major cost
savings.

C. Sampling and Weighting Procedures

In total, inspections were completed for a sample 1,001 public
housing projects including 1,024 sites, 1,153 buildings and
2,483 dwelling units. A geographical breakdown of the sample
is provided in Table 4.4.

The selection of the inspection sample involved three major
steps. First, a sample of public housing projects had to be
selected. To ensure that key characteristics of the portfolio
were represented and that regional and provincial estimates can
be obtained, the sample of projects was stratified by project
size, project age, building type, region, client type and
settlement size. Projects having characteristics of particular
interest (e.g. older projects and high-rise buildings) were
over-represented in the sample to ensure an adequate number of
cases for subsequent analysis.
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TABLE 4.4
PROJECTS, BUILDINGS AND UNITS IN THE SAMPLE,
BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY

PROVINCE/ NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
TERRITORY PROJECTS BUILDINGS UNITS
Newfoundland 46 56 112
Prince Edward Island 39 43 55
Nova Scotia 79 87 178
New Brunswick 45 52 104
Quebec 180 228 457
Ontario 242 277 655
Manitoba 71 79 204
Saskatchewan 93 98 219
Alberta 83 90 223
British Columbia 60 79 183
Yukon 21 22 27
Northwest Territories 42 ' 42 66
CANADA 1,001 1,153 2,483

Second, a sample of buildings was selected for each sampled
project. One building was drawn in the sample for each type of
building found in the project. As there are four major types
of buildings (e.g. detached/semi-detached housing, row housing,
low-rise housing and high-rise housing), the building sample
for each project could therefore vary from 1 to 4 depending on
the variety of buildings found in each project. Third, a
sample of dwelling units was selected for each sampled project.
The number of units inspected in each project varied from 1 to
8 depending on the number of buildings inspected and the total
number of dwelling units in the project.

A final product of the sampling procedures was three sets of
weights at the unit, building and project level to restore the
samples to the actual population proportions. The sample was
chosen in a scientific manner in that each project had a known
probability of selection. Therefore, the results of the
Physical Condition Survey can be projected and inferences can
be made to the total population of public housing projects in
Canada.

D. Data Collected in the Physical Condition Survey

Three major types of data relating to the condition of the
public housing stock were collected during the Physical
Condition Survey:

1. Repair and replacement needs and costs data.
2. Condition ratings data.
3. Additions and upgrades data.



1. Repair and Replacement Needs and Costs Data

For each element or sub-element to be inspected, the CMHC
inspectors were asked to indicate each necessary

repair or replacement action. "For this purpose, the inspectors
were provided with a list of the most common repair and
replacement actions for each element or sub-element. The
actions identified by the inspectors were then classified under
one of the following categories:

1. Repair

2. Replace

3. Repair & Replace
4. Other

These actions involve the repair and replacement of existing
elements and sub-elements. With the exception of a few
additions relating to fire and safety code compliance,
additions and upgrades to existing sites, buildings and units
are dealt with in a separate section of the Physical Condition
Survey.

The assessment of the need for repair or replacement action was
made on the basis of the NHA Minimum Property Standards for
Existing Residential Buildings.~ The selection of Minimum
Property Standards was undertaken in close consultation with
CMHC research, technical and inspection staff. Furthermore,
design guidelines for the Public Housing Program specified that
existing buildings (for acquisitions) had to meet the Minimum
Property Standards.

The Minimum Property Standards recognize that variations from
the standards for new housing can be acceptable, except that in
terms of health and safety a reasonable quality of structural
soundness, fire protection, electrical, plumbing and heating
systems, is mandatory. The Minimum Property Standards are
permissive (i.e. the optional "should" appears instead of the
mandatory "shall") and the recommended requirements should be
met whenever it is practical to do so. Also, wherever
municipal by-laws or provincial legislation require higher
standards than the Minimum Property Standards, these higher
standards govern.

1 National Housing Act: Minimum Property Standards for
Existing Residential Buildings, Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation, 1986.




The inspectors were instructed that replacement to meet local
standards should not be automatically advocated if the element
or system is still functional. Where replacement is necessary
because the element or system is no longer functional,
replacement should be undertaken based on the Minimum Property
Standards (which refers to the National Building Code) or the
locally established standard, whichever is higher. Data on the
need for additions and upgrades to meet current code
requirements (i.e. including local or provincial codes) were
collected separately from the need for repairs and replacements
to the public housing stock. These additions and upgrades were
in one of the following areas: 1) fire safety; 2) lighting; 3)
ventilation; 4) energy efficiency; 5) durability/maintenance.

The inspectors were also instructed that, where appropriate,
repairs and replacements should be made to endure for at least
15 years. Finally, work in progress at the time of the survey
was not included as a repair and replacement action.

Once the need for a repair or replacement action had been
identified, the inspectors provided an estimate of the costs
associated with each necessary repair or replacement action.
For more complex construction systems, such as parking garages,
the inspectors had the option to indicate whether an
engineering report on the problem had been completed or was
necessary. In total, they indicated that engineering reports
were needed or had been completed for close to 50 projects in
the sample.

In order to maximize the gquality of cost data, these more
complex problems were given closer examination by an
engineering firm with extensive cost estimation experience
(J.L. Richards, Ottawa). This firm was awarded a contract to
contact CMHC inspectors and the concerned local housing
authority officials, collect relevant information on the
problems, and advise the evaluation team on new or revised cost
estimates where necessary.

Finally, the inspectors provided urgency and reason ratings for
each repair or replacement action required. Urgency ratings
could vary from one to five years. Reason ratings were
assigned according to one of the following codes:

Code Reason
1 To address health and safety concerns
2 To restore structural soundness
3 To prevent health and safety problems

or maintain structural soundness

4 Other reasons.
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2. Condition Ratings Data

In addition to providing estimates of repair and replacement
needs for individual construction systems, the CMHC inspectors
were asked to answer summary rating guestions on physical
condition after completing their inspection.

a) Condition Ratings

Overall condition ratings were provided for each site,
building and dwelling unit inspected as well as for the
project as a whole. Their condition was rated on a
seven-point scale ranging from "Beyond repair, demolish"
(rating=1) to "Top condition" (rating=7) and where a rating
of 4 means that the overall site, building, dwelling unit
or project minimally meets the NHA Minimum Property
Standards for Existing Residential Buildings.

b) Major/Minor Repair Question

For the purpose of comparability with previous studies of
housing condition, an additional rating question on the
need for major or minor repair was asked for each dwelling
unit inspected. The question asked the inspector to assess
whether the dwelling unit is in need of any repairs, where
repairs do not include desirable remodelling, additions,
conversions or energy improvements. To respond, the
inspectors could choose one of the following three answers:

1. Yes, major repairs are needed. (To correct, for
example corroded pipes, damaged electrical wiring,
sagging floors, bulging walls, damp walls and
ceilings, crumbling foundations, rotting porches or
steps).

2. Yes, minor repairs are needed. (To correct, for
example 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. No, only regular maintenance is needed. (For example,
painting, leaking faucets, clogged gutters or
eavestroughs).

3. Additions and Upgrades Data

The final type of data collected in the Physical Condition
Survey was on the incidence of the potential for additions or
upgrades to public housing projects. These addition and
upgrade actions would be above and beyond the repair and
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replacement actions to existing construction systems described
above. The inspectors were provided with a list of potential
additions and upgrades in the following five major areas:

1. Fire safety (e.g. add smoke or heat detectors, upgrade
fire alarm system);

2. Lighting (e.g. add emergency lighting, upgrade site
lighting);

3. Ventilation (e.g. add exhaust ventilation fans in dwelling
units);

4. Energy Efficiency (e.g. reglaze existing windows with
double glazing);

5. Durability/Maintenance (e.g. change inappropriate floor
finishes in dwelling units).

The inspectors indicated whether any of these additions or
upgrades were needed either to meet current code requirements
or because they would likely result in major cost savings. In
order to keep the inspection manageable and not to overburden
the inspectors, only the incidence of the potential for
additions or upgrades was collected.

The services of Scanada Consultants Limited were retained to
develop cost estimates for each addition or upgrade on the list
provided to the inspectors. Cost estimates were developed for
each of the following typical building types:

1. single/semi-detached dwelling unit (per unit costs)

2. horizontal multiple dwelling unit (row housing) (per unit
costs)

low-rise apartment building (three storeys)

high-rise apartment building (six storeys)

high-rise apartment building (ten storeys)

Np W

Efforts were made to identify where additions and upgrades were
not mutually exclusive to avoid double-counting. The costs of
the additions estimated directly by the inspectors were also
identified to avoid gouble-counting between the cost estimates
for repair and replacement and the cost for additions and
upgrades. g

These cost estimates were then linked to the incidence of
additions and upgrades reported by the CMHC inspectors in order
to develop national cost estimates for additions and upgrades.
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E. Summary

The Physical Condition Survey represents the most comprehensive
assessment of the condition of the public housing stock
undertaken to date in Canada. The Physical Condition Survey
was completed using new inspection forms and procedures
developed by the Program Evaluation Division in consultation
with Research Division, Professional Standards Division and
field inspections staff. Over 1,000 public housing projects
across Canada were inspected by CMHC personnel in order to
complete this survey.

The Physical Condition Survey collected quantitative
assessments of the condition of the stock. More importantly,
the survey identifies those repair and replacement actions
required to bring the stock up to Minimum Property Standards
and provides the basis for the estimation of the total costs
associated with these outstanding requirements. The Physical
Condition Survey also estimates the costs for additions or
upgrades to existing construction systems which are necessary
to meet current code requirements or which would likely result
in major cost savings.
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v NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF THE CONDITION OF THE PUBLIC HOUSING
PORTFOLIO

Prior to this survey, little information was available
concerning the condition of the public housing portfolio in
Canada. Despite the absence of accurate indicators of
physical condition, negative publicity over the years has
characterized public housing as being in a state of overall
physical deterioration. More recently, the aging of the stock
has prompted concerns over whether the program continues to
provide housing that meets minimum standards. This chapter
provides information, from the Physical Condition Survey, on
the condition of the public housing portfolio and estimates of
costs for repairs and replacements. Cost estimates are also
provided for potential additions and upgrades to public
housing projects.

A. Overall Condition Ratings

The Physical Condition Survey provides condition ratings
against the NHA Minimum Property Standards for Existing
Residential Buildings at the unit, building, site and overall
project level as judged by CMHC inspectors. Overall condition
ratings for projects, as assessed by project managers, are
also available from the Survey of Public Housing Project
Managers.

Each of these measures reflect favourably on the condition of
the public housing portfolio in Canada. Perhaps the most
significant finding in this respect is that 96.5 per cent of
public housing projects, containing 93.7 per cent of all units
in the portfolio, meet or exceed NHA Minimum Property
Standards (Table 5.1).

Although the stock is generally in good condition, an estimate
of 169 projects (3.5 per cent), containing close to 13,000
public housing units (6.3 per cent), fail to meet minimum
property standards. In addition, more than half of all
projects only minimally meet minimum property standards.

These projects are at risk of falling below the standards.
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TABLE 5.1
OVERALL CONDITION OF PROJECTS IN THE PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO
(n=997, N=4781)

NHA STANDARDS # OF PROJECTS % # OF UNITS %
Fails 169 3.5 12,994 6.3
Meets 2,525 52.9 106,620 51.7
Exceeds 2,087 43.6 86,537 42.0
TOTAL 4,781 100.0 206,151 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, 1988.

The condition of buildings, units (rating of the interior of
the dwelling units) and sites are consistent with findings at
the project level with 5.9 per cent of buildings, 4.0 per cent
of units and 4.2 per cent of sites failing to meet minimum NHA
standards (Table 5.2).

TABLE 5.2
OVERALL CONDITION OF BUILDINGS, UNITS AND SITES
IN PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS

CONDITION CONDITION CONDITION
NHA OF BUILDINGS OF UNITS OF SITES
STANDARDS (%) % (%) 1
(n=1141, N=23441) (n=2461, N=204709) (n=824, N=3715)

Fails 5.9 4.0 4.2

Meets 61.2 47 .4 58.1
Exceeds 32.9 48.6 37.7

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

NOTE: Condition ratings of sites were missing for 177 or
18 per cent of projects inspected.

B. Costs for Needed Repairs and Replacements

While condition ratings provide a good indication of the
overall state of the public housing stock, estimates of the
need for and cost of repairs and replacements provide a
measure of the nature and magnitude of the corrective
interventions required.
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The total estimated cost of undertaking repair and replacement
actions is just under $350 million (Table 5.3). This
represents an average cost of $1,693 per unit in the public
housing stock. Over half of the total cost is required to
complete repair and replacement actions on buildings (as
opposed to the interior of the dwelling units or the sites on
which the buildings are located). Actions on buildings
include all repairs and replacements to the building exterior,
foundations, service rooms, parking garages and common areas
(e.g. entrance halls, corridors, meeting rooms, staircases,
etc.).

Repairs and replacements to the interior of the dwelling units
account for 36.6 per cent of total costs while repairs and
replacements to project sites (e.g. paving, landscaping, walls
and fences) account for the remaining 7.9 per cent of total
costs.

TABLE 5.3
TOTAL AND PER UNIT REPAIR COSTS FOR UNITS
BUILDINGS AND SITES OF PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS

PROJECTS TOTAL COST COST/UNIT

($MILLIONS) (5) % N (n)
Units 127.9 620 36.6 206,344 (2,483)
Buildings 193.9 939 55.5 23,880 (1,154)
Sites 27.5 133 7.9 987  (1,024)
ALL 349.3 1,693 100.0 4,793  (1,001)

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

A review of projects by cost categories indicates that the
majority of projects do not require extensive repairs.

Roughly one-half of all projects require less than $10,000 in
repairs and replacements (Table 5.4). Together, these
projects require less than 2 per cent of total repair and
replacement costs. At the other extreme, a minority of
projects require the majority of repair and replacement costs.
While only 2.8 per cent of all projects (133) have repair and
replacement costs exceeding $500,000, these projects account
for over 50 per cent of all repair and replacement costs ($180
million).
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TABLE 5.4
TOTAL PROJECT REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS PER PROJECT
(n=1001, N=4793)

R&R TOTAL % OF

COSTS COSTS TOTAL % OF % OF
PER PROJECT (SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECTS UNITS
Less than 2,500 0.61 0.2 29.7 19.3
2,500 - 4,999 1.49 0.4 8.1 4.4
5,000 - 9,999 3.41 1.0 9.8 4.5
10,000 - 24,999 15.62 4.5 19.8 13.7
25,000 - 49,999 20.18 5.8 11.3 11.7
50,000 - 99,999 24.13 6.9 7.3 7.9
100,000 - 249,999 60.90 17.4 8.6 14.5
250,000 - 499,999 42.85 12.3 2.6 8.6
500,000 or more 180.09 51.5 2.8 15.4
TOTAL 349.28 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Measured in terms of repair and replacement costs per unit,
almost one-half of public housing projects require less than
$500 per unit. These projects, (Table 5.5) which include 45.3
per cent of all public housing units, require only 3.6 per
cent of total repair and replacement costs. At the other
extreme, a small percentage of projects (6.9 per cent),
require $5,000 or more per unit and account for 44 per cent of
total repair and replacement costs.

TABLE 5.5
TOTAL PROJECT REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS PER UNIT
(n=1001, N=4793)

R&R TOTAL % OF

COSTS COSTS TOTAL % OF % OF
PER UNIT (SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECTS UNITS
Less than 500 12.67 3.6 47.0 45.3
500 - 999 18.37 5.3 14.5 12.2
1,000 - 2,499 82.87 23.7 22.8 24.0
2,500 -~ 4,999 81.65 23.4 8.8 11.0
5,000 or more 153.72 44.0 6.9 7.5
TOTAL 349.28 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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C. Costs for Additions and Upgrades

The Physical Condition Survey collected information on the
potential for additions and upgrades to the public housing
stock in the areas of fire safety, lighting, ventilation,
energy efficiency and durability/maintenance. These additions
and upgrades are either necessary to meet current code
requirements or would result in major cost savings in the
opinion of the CMHC inspectors.

Table 5.6 presents the costs for each category of addition and
upgrade studied in the Physical Condition Survey. In total,
$133.4 million are required to complete these additions and
upgrades. Additions and upgrades for energy efficiency make
up the largest category with $54.8 million and 41.1 per cent
of the total costs for additions and upgrades. Additions and
upgrades for fire safety items follow with $35.0 million and
26.3 per cent of the total costs. Finally, additions and
upgrades for ventilation, lighting and durability/maintenance
items follow with respectively 19.5 per cent, 8.7 per cent and
4.5 per cent of the total costs.

TABLE 5.6
COST OF ADDITIONS AND UPGRADES TO THE PUBLIC HOUSING STOCK
(n=1001, N=4793)

CATEGORY OF TOTAL % OF
ADDITION OR COSTS TOTAL
UPGRADE (SMILLIONS) COSTS
Fire safety 35.0 26.3
Lighting 11.6 8.7
Ventilation 26.0 19.5
Energy efficiency 54.8 41.1
Durability/ 6.0 4.5
Maintenance

TOTAL 133.4 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Table 5.7 presents a breakdown of the individual additions and
upgrades which account for the bulk of the costs for additions
and upgrades. These 12 additions and upgrades, out of a total
of 53, account for $111 million or 83 per cent of the total
cost for additions and upgrades.

A more detailed breakdown of costs for each individual
addition and upgrade can be found in Appendix B.
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TABLE 5.7
COST OF ADDITIONS AND UPGRADES TO THE PUBLIC HOUSING STOCK
(n=1001, N=4793)

TOTAL % OF

ADDITION OR COSTS TOTAL
UPGRADE : (SMILLIONS) COSTS
Add exhaust ventilation fans

in dwelling units 17.3 12.9
Add insulation to flat roofs 15.4 11.5
Install sprinkler systems 13.2 9.9
Reglaze existing windows with

double glazing 11.7 8.7
Add lighting fixtures in

dwelling 10.2 7.7
Add insulation to basement

walls (heated areas) 9.7 7.3
Add smoke detectors 8.0 6.0
Add insulation to basement

walls 7.1 5.4
Add roof ventilation 7.1 5.3
Upgrade doors in dwelling

units/fire-separation walls 7.0 5.2
Change inappropriate floor

finishes in dwelling units 4.6 3.5
SUB-TOTAL 111.3 83.4
Other A 22.1 16.6
TOTAL 133.4 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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D. Repair and Replacement Costs by Project Condition Ratings

This section compares repair and replacement costs by
condition ratings. This comparison of these two different
measures of project condition supports the validity of their
assessment of the physical state of the public housing
portfolio. 1In addition, it provides information on the
difference in repair and replacement needs between projects,
buildings, units and sites in poor and good condition.

The results of the comparison at the project level, presented
in Table 5.8, show that, while they account for only 3.5 per
cent of all projects, public housing projects which fail to
meet NHA Minimum Property Standards account for close to a
quarter (22 per cent) of all repair and replacement costs. 1In
fact, projects which fail the NHA standards have repair and
replacement costs per unit equal to more than three times the
national average, while projects which exceed the NHA
standards have repair and replacement costs per unit equal to
less than half the national average. In absolute terms,
projects which minimally meet the NHA standards require the
bulk of total repair and replacement expenditures with just
under 60 per cent of total costs.

TABLE 5.8
TOTAL REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS
BY PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=997, N=4781)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE AVERAGE % OF
NHA COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER COSTS PER TOTAL
STANDARDS (SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECT UNIT PROJECTS
Fails 76.0 21.8 49,376 5,851 3.5
Meets 204.5 58.6 80,995 1,918 52.9
Exceeds 68.5 19.6 32,812 791 43.6
ALL 349.0 100.0 73,108 1,693 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1988.

Table 5.9 presents the comparison between repair and
replacement costs and condition ratings at the building level.
Buildings which fail the NHA standards represent 6.0 per cent
of all buildings, but account for over a quarter of building
repair and replacement costs. At close to $35,000 per
building, they require more than seven times the amount of
repairs and replacements required for buildings exceeding the
NHA standards. The bulk of total building repair and
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replacement expenditures (56.0 per cent), however, are needed
for buildings which just meet the NHA standards.

TABLE 5.9
BUILDING REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS
BY BUILDING CONDITION RATINGS
(n=1141, N=23441)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE % OF

COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER TOTAL
NHA STANDARDS (SMILLIONS) COSTS BUILDING BUILDINGS
Fails 49.0 25.2 34,978 6.0
Meets 108.2 56.0 7,559 61.2
Exceeds 36.4 18.8 4,728 32.8
ALL 193.6 100.0 8,259 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Table 5.10 compares repair and replacement costs and condition
ratings at the unit level. Units failing the NHA standards,
which represents 4.0 per cent of all units, account for close
to 20 per cent of all unit repair and replacement costs. At
just over $3,000 per unit, these units require repair and
replacement expenditures which are more than twelve times
higher than the expenditures required on units exceeding the
NHA standards. As was the case with projects and buildings,
the bulk of repair and replacement expenditures (61.2 per cent)
are needed for units which just meet the NHA standards.

TABLE 5.10
UNIT REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS BY UNIT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=2468, N=204709)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE % OF

COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER TOTAL
NHA STANDARDS (SMILLIONS) COSTS UNIT UNITS
Fails 25.1 19.6 3,061 4.0
Meets 78.5 61.2 810 47 .4
Exceeds 24.6 19.2 247 48.6
ALL 128.2 100.0 626 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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Finally, Table 5.11 presents a comparison of repair and
replacement costs and condition ratings at the site level.
Sites which fail the NHA standards require by far the highest
level of repair and replacement costs per site ($23,760).
Again, the bulk of site repair and replacement expenditures
(76.9 per cent) are needed for sites which just meet the NHA
standards.

TABLE 5.11
SITE REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS BY SITE CONDITION RATINGS
(n=824, missing=177, N=3715)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE % OF

COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER TOTAL
NHA STANDARDS (SMILLIONS) COSTS SITE SITES
Fails 3.7 14.6 23,760 4.2
Meets 19.5 76.9 9,042 58.1
Exceeds 2.2 8.5 1,550 37.7
ALL 25.4 100.0 5,744 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

E. Repair and Replacement Costs by Construction Systems

Repair and replacement costs can also be examined in terms of
which construction systems are in need of attention.
Individual construction systems which require in excess of $5
million for repairs and replacements are identified in

Table 5.12. Collectively, these systems account for 88.3 per
cent of total costs.

Among the construction systems identified, five require in
excess of $25 million for repair and replacement actions.
These are, in order of descending magnitude: surface finishes
($62.9 million), exterior walls ($38.7 million), roofs and
ancillary features ($38.7 million), parking garages ($26.9
million) and windows ($26.1 million). Together, these five
construction systems account for 55.3 per cent of all repair
and replacement costs.
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TABLE 5.12
TOTAL REPAIR COSTS FOR PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS
BY CONSTRUCTION SYSTEMS
(n=1001, N=4793)

CONSTRUCTION SYSTEM TOTAL COST

(SMILLIONS) (%)
Surface finishes 62.9 18.1
Exterior walls 38.7 11.1
Roofs and ancillary features 38.7 11.0
Parking garages 26.9 7.7
Windows 26.1 7.4
Exterior doors 17.0 4.9
Appliances 13.8 3.9
Cabinets, shelves, specialties 12.0 3.4
Ventilation and exhaust systems 10.8 3.1
Communal areas 10.7 3.1
Heating and air conditioning 9.2 2.6
Paved areas 8.9 2.5
Interior doors 7.9 2.3
Balconies and canopies 7.6 2.2
Communications/protective systems 6.8 1.9
Plumbing service 5.7 1.6
Plumbing fixtures 5.2 1.5
SUB-TOTAL 308.9 88.3
Others 40.4 11.7
TOTAL 349.3 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

F. Urgency and Reason for Repair and Replacement Needs

As noted in the previous sections, the Physical Condition
Survey indicates that just under $350 million in repair and
replacement actions are necessary to restore or maintain the
public housing stock to NHA Minimum Property Standards. Not
all repair and replacement actions are of equal urgency or
priority. To assist in the identification of priority areas,
the inspectors provided an assessment of the relative urgency
of the repair and replacement actions as well as the reason for
these actions.

The results of this assessment (Table 5.13) indicate that $278
million or 79.4 per cent of all repair and replacement costs
are required within 3 years. The decline in repair and
replacement costs in years 4 and 5 can be understood as these
costs only reflect the repair and replacement actions which
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were necessary at the time of the inspections. Not included in
this assessment are repairs and replacements in years 2 through
5 for systems which become substandard after the inspection has
taken place.

TABLE 5.13
TOTAL REPAIR COSTS FOR
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS, BY URGENCY CODE
(n=1001, N=4793)

URGENCY (YEAR) TOTAL COSTS (SMILLIONS) %
1 141.6 40.5
2 90.8 26.0
3 45,2 12.9
4 16.9 4.9
5 32.3 9.3
Missing Codes 22.5 6.4
TOTAL 349.3 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

G. Immediate Health and Safety Hazards

A minority of the repair and replacement actions recommended to
address health and safety concerns involved conditions which
pose an immediate threat to health and safety. Such conditions
were the subject of a special procedure initiated by the
Program Evaluation Division while the Physical Condition Survey
was in progress.

The inspectors conducting the Physical Condition Survey were
requested to immediately (on-site) advise the housing authority
officials and then notify Program Evaluation Division by
electronic mail if any immediate fire, health or safety hazards
were detected. On receipt of the inspector's reports, the
appropriate provincial agency, local housing authority, or
other officials responsible for the administration of the
projects in question were immediately informed of the situation
by the Program Evaluation Division. It was made clear to these
officials that the inspectors' visit to their project did not
constitute a compliance inspection and that, since not all
buildings and units were inspected, other immediate fire,
health or safety hazards may remain undetected.

In total, immediate fire, health and safety hazards were
reported in 20 public housing projects across Canada. This
represents 2 per cent of the sample of projects selected for
inspection. Examples of reported hazards include a suspected
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gas leak in a gas meter, the lack of a protective cover for an

electrical panel box and insufficient clearance between chimney
flues and combustible materials. Follow-up with the provinces

confirmed that all necessary actions had been taken to correct

the identified fire, health and safety hazards.

H. Summary

This chapter presented national estimates of the condition of
the public housing portfolio. It provided information from the
Physical Condition Survey on the condition of the public
housing portfolio, estimates of costs for repair and
replacement to bring the stock up to minimum property
standards, and estimates of costs for potential additions and
upgrades to public housing projects.

The public housing portfolio is generally in good condition
with 96.5 per cent of public housing projects, containing 93.7
per cent of all units in the portfolio, meeting or exceeding
NHA Minimum Property Standards. On the other hand, an estimate
of 169 projects (3.5 per cent), including close to 13,000 units
(6.3 per cent), fail to meet minimum property standards. In
addition, more than half of all projects only minimally meet
minimum property standards. These projects may be at risk of
falling below the standards.

The total estimated cost to undertake repairs and replacements
is just under $350 million, representing an average cost of
$1,693 per unit in the public housing stock. A small
percentage of projects (6.9 per cent), which require $5,000 or
more per unit, account for 44 per cent of total repair and
replacement costs.

Just over $133 million is required to complete additions and
upgrades to the public housing stock in the areas of fire
safety, lighting, ventilation, energy efficiency and
durability/ maintenance. These additions and upgrades either
are necessary to meet current code requirements or would result
in major cost savings.

The comparison of project condition ratings and repair and
replacement costs supports the validity of their assessment of
the physical condition of the public housing portfolio.
Projects which fail the NHA Minimum Property Standards (3.5 per
cent) account for close to a quarter (22 per cent) of all
repair and replacement costs. Projects which minimally meet
the NHA standards (52.9 per cent) require the bulk of repair
and replacement costs with close to 60 per cent of total costs.

Five construction systems in the public housing stock require
in excess of $25 million and account for 55.3 per cent of all
repair and replacement costs. These are: surface finishes
($62.9 million), exterior walls ($38.7 million), roofs and
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ancillary features ($38.7 million), parking garages ($26.9
million) and windows ($26.1 million). Of all repair and
replacement costs, $278 million or 79.4 per cent are required

within three years.
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VI FACTORS INFLUENCING THE CONDITION OF THE PORTFOLIO

Chapter V has demonstrated that the public housing stock is in
good condition overall. This chapter takes a closer look at
the cost and condition data. Repair and replacement costs and
condition ratings are presented first by key variables and
then by province or territory. Major factors influencing
project condition are identified in this chapter.

A. Repair and Replacement Costs and Condition Ratings by Key
Variables

Project Age

It was expected that repair and replacement costs would
increase with the age of the stock. As Table 6.1 indicates,
this appears to be true as average repair and replacement
costs per unit decrease from over $3,000 for projects
completed before 1970 to just under $2,000 for projects
completed between 1970 and 1974, and finally to under $1,000
for projects completed after 1974. Public housing projects
completed before 1970 require 29 per cent of all repair and
replacement expenditures although they represent only 14.0 per
cent of all public housing units. The bulk of the
expenditures (44.4 per cent) are however needed in projects
completed between 1970 and 1974 which include 39.5 per cent of
all public housing units.

TABLE 6.1
TOTAL REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS BY PROJECT AGE
(n=1001, N=4793)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE AVERAGE % OF
PROJECT COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER COSTS PER TOTAL
AGE (SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECT UNIT UNITS
Pre-1964 29.0 8.3 317,619 3,233 4.4
1964-1969 72.4 20.7 199,647 3,646 9.6
1970-1974 155.0 44 .4 116,559 1,900 39.5
1975-1979 69.0 19.8 38,739 976 34.3
1980-1987 23.8 6.8 19,412 946 12.2
ALL 349.3 100.0 72,872 1,693 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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Tables 6.2 and 6.3 present the number and percentage of
projects by age and condition ratings. In absolute terms,

the bulk of projects which fail or minimally meet the NHA
standards were committed between 1970 and 1979. Approximately
three quarters of the 169 projects failing and 2,526 projects
minimally meeting the NHA standards were committed during the
1970's. In relative terms, the incidence of projects failing
the NHA standards was 5 per cent or above for projects
committed prior to 1975. Projects committed since 1975 had
the lowest incidence of failure.

TABLE 6.2
PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS BY PROJECT AGE
(NUMBER OF PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

PRE-1964 1964~69 1970-74 1975-79 1980-87
NHA # OF # OF # OF # OF # OF
STANDARDS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS TOTAL

Fails 8 18 82 44 17 169
Meets 48 133 861 998 486 2,526
Exceeds 36 208 386 734 723 2,086
TOTAL 91 359 1,329 1,776 1,226 4,781

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

TABLE 6.3
PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS BY PROJECT AGE
(PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

PRE-1964 1964-69 1970-74 1975-79 1980-87
NHA % OF % OF % OF % OF % OF
STANDARDS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS

Fails 7.8 5.0 6.2 2.5 1.4
Meets 47.1 37.0 64.8 56.2 39.6
Exceeds 45.1 57.9 29.0 41.3 59.0
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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Tables 6.4 and 6.5 present the number and percentage of units
by project age and project condition ratings. In absolute
terms, the bulk of the units in projects failing the NHA
standards (just under 60 per cent) are also in projects
committed in the 1970's. Projects committed before 1970,
which account for 15 per cent of failing projects, because of
larger project size account for close to 40 per cent of units
located in failing projects.

TABLE 6.4
PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS BY PROJECT AGE
(NUMBER OF UNITS IN PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

PRE-1964 1964-69 1970-74 1975-79 1980-87

NHA # OF # OF # OF # OF # OF

STANDARDS UNITS UNITS UNITS UNITS UNITS TOTAL
Fails 1,909 3,087 5,627 1,969 401 12,993
Meet 5,395 12,407 46,797 33,089 8,933 106,621
Exceeds 1,674 4,218 29,148 35,659 15,838 86,537
TOTAL 8,978 19,712 81,572 70,717 25,172 206,151

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

The data presented in Table 6.5 confirms that a strong
relationship exists between project age and project condition.
Results are expressed in terms of the percentage of units
located in projects failing, meeting or exceeding the NHA
standards, and account for variations in the size of project.
Projects committed prior to 1970 also have the highest
incidence of units located in projects failing the NHA
standards with 21.3 per cent for projects committed prior to
1964 and 15.7 per cent for projects committed between 1964 and
1969. Projects committed between 1970 and 1974 have a much
lower incidence of units located in failing projects (less
than 7 per cent). Finally, projects committed after 1974 have
the lowest incidence of units located in failing projects
(less than 3 per cent).
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TABLE 6.5
PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS BY PROJECT AGE
(PERCENTAGE OF UNITS IN PROJECTS)
(N=997, n=4781)

PRE-1964 1964-69 1970-74 1975-79 1980-87

NHA % OF % OF % OF 9% OF % OF
STANDARDS UNITS UNITS UNITS UNITS UNITS
Fails 21.3 15.7 6.9 2.8 1.6
Meets 60.1 62.9 57.4 46.8 35.5
Exceeds 18.6 21.4 35.7 50.4 62.9
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Type of Client

As Table 6.6 indicates, projects serving family clients
require repair and replacement expenditures more than one and
a half times the national average (per unit) and close to
three times that for projects serving senior clients only. As
a whole, public housing projects serving family clients or a
mix of senior and family clients require close to 75 per cent
of all repair and replacement expenditures while they
represent just under 50 per cent of all public housing units.

TABLE 6.6
TOTAL REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS BY CLIENT TYPE
(N=1001, n=4793)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE AVERAGE % OF
TYPE OF COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER COSTS PER TOTAL
CLIENTS (SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECT UNIT UNITS
Family 228.8 65.5 99,820 2,676 41.5
Senior 95.9 27.5 42,044 916 50.9
Family/
Senior 24.2 6.9 121,917 1,544 7.6
Other 0.4 0.1 - - -
ALL 349.3 100.0 72,872 1,693 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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The family and senior public housing stocks vary in their age
profile. Because the age of projects is the main factor apart
from client group which is strongly related to the condition
of the stock, Table 6.7 presents repair and replacement costs
per unit by client type controlling for age group. It shows
that, for each age category where costs can be estimated for
both family and seniors projects, family projects have repair
and replacement costs well above that of seniors projects.

TABLE 6.7
REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS PER UNIT
BY PROJECT AGE AND CLIENT TYPE
(n=918, N=4573)

PROJECT TYPE OF CLIENT

AGE FAMILY SENIOR
Pre-1964 3,479 -
1964-1969 3,998 *
1970-1974 2,319 1,333
1975-1979 1,971 717
1980-1987 2,574 403
ALL 2,676 916

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

NOTE: * Indicates cells where there were not enough cases to
estimate repair and replacement costs (minimum n was
set at 30).

Repair and replacement costs per unit standardize costs for
projects of different size in terms of number of units. This
measure is satisfactory in most comparisons or analysis.
Family and senior clients, however, are likely to live in
dwelling units of different sizes. Senior clients are more
likely to live in smaller bachelor and one-bedroom units,
while family clients will live in units with one or more
bedrooms. Since buildings with larger units will require
higher repair and replacement costs at the unit level and to a
certain extent at the building level (ie. due to larger
construction systems for the same number of units), repair and
replacement costs per unit may over emphasize differences in
the physical condition of the family public housing stock
versus the seniors stock.

Table 6.8 presents repair and replacement cost data
standardized for the number of bedrooms in each project.
These costs per "standardized unit" do not measure with
precision the impact of combinations of units of different
size within public housing projects; they may in fact



exaggerate the impact of unit size on costs. They are however
a useful tool for establishing whether the higher per unit
costs for family versus seniors projects are due in part to
larger unit sizes for family projects.

The data indicate that cost per standardized unit generally
increases as projects age for both family and seniors
projects. Controlling for project age, costs per standardized
unit remain consistently higher for family projects than for
seniors projects. The difference between family and seniors
projects however diminishes as projects age. Most importantly
for this analysis, the difference between family and seniors
projects is smaller for costs per standardized unit than per
non-standardized unit. As mentioned above, this analysis does
not establish the magnitude of the difference in costs per
unit between family and seniors projects which is due to
differences in the size of units for family and senior
clients. It does, however, establish that larger unit sizes
for family clients, while they do not account for all the
difference in costs between the two client types, do indeed
contribute to higher costs per unit for family clients than
for senior clients.

TABLE 6.8
PROJECT REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS
PER UNIT AND STANDARDIZED UNIT
BY PROJECT AGE AND CLIENT TYPE
(n=904 N=4550)

FAMILY SENIOR

cosT COSsT COSsT COSsT
PROJECT PER PER STD PER PER STD
AGE UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT
Pre-1964 3,479 1,443 - -
1964-1969 4,004 1,706 * *
1970-1974 2,317 1,038 1,341 976
1975-1979 1,979 826 721 503
1980-1987 2,579 1,104 403 268
ALL 2,693 1,164 919 668

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

NOTE : Standardized units were computed according to the
following ratios based on Maximum Unit Sizes for
social housing apartment buildings;

Studio=1.00, l-bedroom=1.51, 2~bedroom=2.00,
3-bedroom=2.51, 4-bedroom=3.00, 5-bedroom=3.5.

* Indicates cells where there were not enough cases to
estimate repair and replacement costs (minimum n was
set at 30).




In order to verify further the impact of unit sizes on family
and senior repair and replacement costs, the same analysis was
repeated for unit repair and replacement costs (ie. for
repairs and replacement to the interior of dwelling units).
Results of this analysis are presented in Table 6.9. The
results confirm the relationships established in Table 6.8 for
project-level costs. Unit repair and replacement costs per
standardized unit increase with age for both family and
seniors projects. Controlling for project age, costs per
standardized unit are consistently higher for family projects
than for seniors projects. Again, the difference between
family and seniors projects decreases as projects age.
Finally, the difference between family and seniors projects is
also smaller for costs per standardized unit than per
non-standardized unit. This analysis, which was limited to
unit-level costs directly affected by variations in unit size,
provides further evidence that larger unit sizes for family
clients contribute to higher costs per unit than for senior
clients.

TABLE 6.9
UNIT REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS PER UNIT AND
STANDARDIZED UNIT BY PROJECT AGE AND CLIENT TYPE
(n=904, N=4550)

FAMILY SENIOR

COST COST COSsT COST
PROJECT PER PER STD PER PER STD
AGE UNIT UNIT UNIT UNIT
Pre-1964 1,436 595 - -
1964-1969 1,530 652 * *
1970-1974 767 344 440 320
1975-1979 772 322 274 191
1980-1987 807 345 106 70
ALL 966 419 334 238

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC 1988.

NOTE: Standardized units were computed according to the
following ratios based on Maximum Unit Sizes for
social housing apartment buildings:

Studio=1.00, 1l-bedroom=1.51, 2-bedroom=2.00,
3-bedroom=2.51, 4-bedroom=3.00, 5-bedroom=3.5.

* Indicates cells where there were not enough cases to
estimate repair and replacement costs (minimum n was
set at 30).

Tables 6.10 and 6.11 present the number and percentage of
projects and of units located in these projects by type of
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client and their condition ratings. They clearly indicate
that by any measure of project condition, family projects are
in worse condition than seniors projects. Family projects
have an incidence of failing NHA standards of more than double
that of seniors projects; in terms of units in projects the
failure rate is 5 times greater for families. Furthermore,
over 60 per cent of family projects only minimally meet NHA
standards, leaving just under one-third of family projects
which exceed NHA standards. In comparison, close to 60 per
cent of seniors projects exceed NHA standards.

TABLE 6.10
PROJECT CONDITION BY CLIENT TYPE
(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS)
(n=992, N=4759)

FAMILY SENIOR FAMILY/SENIOR
NHA # OF # OF # OF
STANDARDS PROJECTS % PROJECTS % PROJECTS %
Fails 120 5.3 43 1.9 6 3.0
Meets 1,453 63.7 879 38.5 175 88.4
Exceeds 708 31.0 1,358 59.6 17 8.6
TOTAL 2,282 100.0 2,280 100.0 198 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

TABLE 6.11
PROJECT CONDITION BY CLIENT TYPE
(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF UNITS IN PROJECTS)
(n=992, N=4759)

FAMILY SENIOR FAMILY/SENIOR
NHA # OF # OF # OF
STANDARDS UNITS % UNITS % UNITS %
Fails 9,899 11.6 2,264 2.2 1,831 5.3
Meets 58,147 68.1 34,852 33.3 13,251 84.6
Exceeds 17,281 20.3 67,537 64.5 1,580 10.1
TOTAL 76,327 100.0 104,653 100.0 15,662 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Table 6.12 presents average project repair and replacement
costs per unit by client type and project condition ratings.
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As expected, needed repair and replacement expenditures
increase as project condition worsens. For all condition
ratings, family projects consistently require higher levels of
expenditures for repair and replacement than seniors projects.

TABLE 6.12
REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS PER UNIT BY CLIENT TYPE
AND PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=914, N=4561)

FAMILY SENIOR
NHA AVG COST AVG COST
STANDARDS PER UNIT PER UNIT
Fails 6,768 2,610
Meets 2,464 1,238
- Exceeds 1,060 693
ALL 2,676 916

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Project Type

As was previously discussed, the public housing stock is quite
diverse in its built form, ranging from single-detached
housing to projects with a mix of building types including
high rises. Table 6.13 presents repair and replacement costs
by the type of building mix found in public housing projects.
Overall, projects composed of either low-rise or high-rise
buildings (i.e. apartment buildings) have the lowest repair
and replacement costs per unit at just over $1,200. At almost
$2,200 per unit project repair and replacement costs for
single, semi-detached or row housing have the next highest
costs per unit. Projects with a mix of building types,
including or excluding high rises, have the highest repair and
replacement costs per unit with close to $2,500 and $2,900 per
unit respectively. It should be noted, however, that projects
with a mix of building types are older than average with 67
per cent of all projects completed before 1975, and almost all
of them (98 per cent) are serving a family or family/senior
clientele.
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TABLE 6.13
TOTAL REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS BY PROJECT TYPE
(n=1001, N=4793)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE AVERAGE % OF
PROJECT COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER COSTS PER TOTAL
TYPE (SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECT UNIT UNITS
Detached,

Semi & Row 119.8 34.3 46,005 2,198 26.4
Low rise 60.3 17.3 40,650 1,260 23.2
High rise 91.7 26.3 177,278 1,226 36.3
Mixed (no

high rise) 37.5 10.7 305, 489 2,864 6.3
Mixed (with

high rise) 39.9 11. 4 622,995 2,484 7.8
TOTAL 349.3 100.0 72,872 1,693 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Tables 6.14 and 6.15 present the number and percentage of
projects and of units located in these projects by building
type and project condition ratings. Both measures indicate
that again projects with mixed building types are in worse
condition followed by projects composed of detached, semi-
detached or row housing. Apartment buildings, low rises or
high rises, are by far in the best condition with more than 50
per cent of their projects and units exceeding NHA standards.

TABLE 6.14
PROJECT CONDITION BY PROJEGT TYPE
(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

DETACHED, MIXED W/0 MIXED W/
NHA SEMI & ROW LOW RISE HIGH RISE HIGH RISE HIGH RISE
STAN- # OF # OF # OF # OF # OF
DARDS PROJ. % PROJ. 4 PROJ. % PROJ. % PROJ. %
Fails 87 3.4 43 2.9 18 3.5 10 8.5 10 15.7
Meets 1,484 57.2 680 45.9 220 42.5 99 80.8 42 65.6
Exceeds 1,022 39.4 760 51.2 280 54.0 13 10.7 12 18.7

TOTAL 2,593 100.0 1,483 100.0 518 100.0 122 100.0 64 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, GMHC, 1988.
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TABLE 6.15
PROJECT CONDITION BY PROJECT TYPE
(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF UNITS IN PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

DETACHED, MIXED W/O MIXED W/
NHA SEMI & ROW LOW RISE HIGH RISE HIGH RISE HIGH RISE
STAN- # OF # OF # OF # OF # OF
DARDS UNITS % UNITS % UNITS % UNITS % UNITS %
Fails 3512 6.5 1644 3.4 3086 4,1 1796 13.7 2956 18.4
Meets 35584 65.5 20631 43.1 29555 39.5 10221 78.0 10629 66.2
Exceeds 15238 28.0 25574 53.4 42178 56.4 1082 8.3 2466 15.4

TOTAL 54334 100.0 47849 100.0 74819 100.0 13099 100.0 16051 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC, 1988.

Program

Public housing was delivered solely under one program, Section
79, until 1964 when a second delivery program, Section 81/82,
was introduced. Table 6.16 presents repair and replacement
costs for each program. Section 79 projects, which include
all those completed prior to 1964, have a higher average
repair and replacement cost per unit than Section 81/82
projects. These latter projects, which include close to four-
fifths of all units, account for three-quarters of all repair
and replacement costs.

TABLE 6.16
TOTAL REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS BY PROGRAM
(n=1001, N=4793)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE AVERAGE % OF

COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER COSTS PER TOTAL

PROGRAM (SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECT UNIT UNITS

Section 79 85.0 24.3 59,074 2,050 20.1
Section

81/82 264.3 75.7 78,789 1,603 79.9

ALL 349.3 100.0 72,872 1,693 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Tables 6.17 and 6.18 present the number of projects and of
units located in these projects by program and project
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condition ratings. Section 79 projects would appear to be in
better condition if measured in terms of the number of
projects meeting or exceeding NHA standards. If measured as a
percentage of all units delivered under each program, Section
79 projects are in worse condition with 11.8 per cent of all
units located in projects failing the NHA standards compared
to 4.9 per cent for Section 81/82 projects.

TABLE 6.17
PROJECT CONDITION BY PROGRAM
(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

SECTION 79 SECTION 81/82
NHA # OF # OF
STANDARDS PROJECTS % PROJECTS %
Fails 37 2.6 132 3.9
Meets 657 45.9 1,869 55.8
Exceeds 738 51.5 1,348 40.3
TOTAL 1,432 100.0 3,349 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC 1988.

TABLE 6.18
PROJECT CONDITION BY PROGRAM
(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF UNITS IN PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

SECTION 79 SECTION 81/82
NHA # OF # OF
STANDARDS UNITS 4 UNITS 9
Fails 4,882 11.8 8,112 4.9
Meets 18,286 44.1 88,334 53.6
Exceeds 18,251 44.1 68,286 41.4
TOTAL 41,419 100.0 164,732 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Project Size

Public housing projects also vary greatly in terms of size,
ranging from less than 10 units to more than one thousand.



Table 6.19 presents repair and replacement costs for different
sizes of projects. There is no significant difference in
repair and replacement costs per unit relative to project
size, except for larger projects with 200 or more units. It
should be noted that 80 per cent of the units in these larger
projects were completed prior to 1975 and that these larger
projects are on average older than projects of any other size.

TABLE 6.19
TOTAL REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS BY PROJECT SIZE
(n=1001, N=4793)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE AVERAGE % OF
PROJECT COSTS TOTAL: COSTS PER COSTS PER TOTAL
SIZE (SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECT UNIT UNITS
< 10 units 8.4 2.4 8,179 1,416 2.9
10-49 units 85.7 24.5 32,098 1,470 28.2
50-99 units 46.9 13.4 86,317 1,244 18.3
100~-199 units 84.5 24.2 232,911 1,651 24.8
200 units 123.6 35.5 740,371 2,326 25.8
Oor more '
ALL 349.3 100.0 72,872 1,693 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Tables 6.20 and 6.21 present the number and percentage of
projects and of units located in these projects by project
size and project condition ratings. Again, larger projects
with 200 units or more are in worse condition than smaller
projects.



TABLE 6.20
PROJECT CONDITION BY PROJECT SIZE
(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS)
(=997, N=4781)

100 - 199

NHA <10 UNITS 10-49 UNITS 50-99 UNITS UNITS > 200 UNITS
STAND- # OF # OF # OF # OF # OF

ARDS PROJ. % PROJ. y 4 PROJ. % PROJ. % PROJ. %
Fails 2 0.2 102 3.8 29 5.3 17 4.6 19 11.4
Meets 498 48.5 1,445 54.2 306 56.2 207 55.0 69 41.3
Exceeds 528 51.3 1,118 42.0 209 38.5 153  40.4 79 47.3
TOTAL 1,028 100.0 2,665 100.0 544 100.0 377 100.0 167 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC, 1988.

TABLE 6.21
PROJECT CONDITION BY PROJECT SIZE
(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF UNITS IN PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

100 - 199
NHA <10 UNITS 10-49 UNITS 50-99 UNITS UNITS > 200 UNITS
STAND- # OF # OF ## OF # OF # OF
ARDS PROJ. 4 PROJ. * PROJ. % PROJ. % FROJ. %
Fails 15 0.2 2268 3.9 1876 5.0 2623 5.1 6212 11.7

Meets 3022 51.0 30536 52.5 22266 59.0 28011 54.7 22785 42.9
Exceed 2899 48.8 25323 43.6 13590 36.0 20561 40.1 24164  45.4

TOTAL 5936 100.0 58127 100.0 37732 100.0 51195 100.0 53161 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC, 1988.

Settlement Size

Public housing projects are dispersed across rural and urban
Canada in settlements or municipalities of all sizes. As
indicated in Table 6.22, there does not appear, with the
exception of rural areas, to be any significant pattern in
repair and replacement costs per unit across settlement sizes.
Rural areas, with 80 per cent of their stock of public housing
units completed since 1975, have the youngest stock and also
cater to a higher percentage of senior clients (55.6 per cent)
than the national average (45 per cent).



TABLE 6.22
TOTAL REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS BY SETTLEMENT SIZE
(n=1001, N=4793)

TOTAL % OF AVERAGE AVERAGE
MUNICIPALITY COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER COSTS PER
SIZE (SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECT UNIT
Rural l14.6 4.2 10,963 920
2,500 to 9,999 31.3 9.0 32,878 1,632
10,000 to 29,999 40.1 11.5 45,252 1,553
30,000 to 99,999 62.1 17.8 69,056 1,795
100,000 to 499,999 103.2 29.4 207,427 1,781
500,000 or more 98.0 28.1 179,802 1,850
ALL 349.3 100.0 78,272 1,693

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

B. Factors Influencing the Condition of the Portfolio

So far, this chapter has identified trends in the physical
condition of the public housing stock. Further statistical
analysis was conducted to test the existence and strength of
relationships between the various project characteristics, as
well as other variables, and the project condition ratings
provided by the CMHC inspectors. More specifically, measures
of association and logistic regression modelling were used in
this analysis; detailed results can be found in Appendix C.

Evidence presented so far in this chapter points toward
treating family and senior public housing as two separate
programs. Tests were therefore conducted to examine whether
the patterns of association with project condition for all
public housing projects vary between family and seniors
projects.

The analysis confirmed that a significant general association
exists between both client type~ and project age and the
condition of public housing projects. In fact, project age
and client type have the strongest relationship with project
condition of all descriptive variables of public housing
projects tested (i.e. client type, project age, program,
building type, project size and settlement size).

1 Project with mixed client types (i.e. families and seniors)
were included with family projects for the purpose of this
analysis.
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A clear relationship exists showing better project condition
for seniors projects than for other types of client groups.
At the same time, project condition worsens as projects get
older. The relationship between project age and project
condition remains strong when controlling for seniors
projects, but is weaker for family projects.

The statistical tests also indicated that project condition is
also generally associated with the types of buildings found in
public housing projects. Several combinations of building
types were examined to clearly identify the relationship with
project condition.

First, although low-rise or high-rise apartment buildings
require lower repair and replacement costs per unit than other
building types, overall only a very weak relationship exists
between apartment buildings and better project condition. For
family projects, apartment buildings are in slightly better
condition than detached/semi-detached or row housing. On the
other hand, no relationship was found for seniors projects.
The relationship identified overall may therefore be
attributed to the great number of low~rise and high-rise
apartment buildings which house senior clients and, because of
this, are in better condition. A logistic regression model of
project condition did not find a variable representing
apartment buildings to be significant when controlling for
client type and project age.

On the other hand, statistical analysis indicated that
projects composed of a mix of building types, whether with or
without high-rise buildings, were in worse condition than in
any other types of projects. These projects almost
exclusively serve family clients and are older and larger than
average; all factors associated with poor project condition.
Nonetheless, logistic regression modelling confirmed a
relationship between projects with mixed building types and
project condition when controlling for client type and project
age. It remains unclear, however, whether the association
with worse project condition is related to the mix of building
types, the number of units or the original design of these
projects.

Statistical tests also identified a weak relationship between
large projects (200 units or more) and project condition
ratings. However, drastically different relationships with
project condition were identified for family versus seniors
projects. Statistical tests identified strong relationships
between better project condition and large projects for
seniors projects, and on the other hand, between poorer
project condition and large project size for family projects.

Tests of association with project condition were also
conducted for the average annual maintenance and modernization
& improvement (M&I) expenditures per unit between 1979 and



1986, under the hypothesis that deteriorating project
condition will be associated with increasing maintenance and
M&I expenditures. Chi~square tests indicated general
associations between both variables and project condition. A
strong relationship was found between higher maintenance costs
per unit and poorer project condition. On the other hand, a
much weaker relationship exists between project condition and
M&I expenditures per unit. Therefore, the physical condition
of the stock in 1988 does not appear to be strongly associated
with the level of M&I expenditures recorded in the preceding
eight years. 1In fact, the very weak relationship established
previously disappears when controlling for client type, most
likely because M&I costs per unit are higher for family
projects than for seniors projects irrespective of project
condition. Projects with higher maintenance costs continue to
be associated with worse project condition when controlling
for the type of client served.

Finally, a weak relationship was identified between worse
project condition and the location of public housing projects
in municipalities with a population of 500,000 or more.
General association between location in these municipalities
and worse project condition remains when controlling for
family projects, but disappears for seniors projects.

The above analysis refers to the results from logistic
regression analysis on project condition. Overall, a model
including client type, project age, an indicator of projects
with mixed building type, maintenance expenditures per unit,
and M&I expenditures per unit as independent variables,
explained the most variation in condition ratings of public
housing projects.

C. Repair and Replacement Costs and Condition Ratings by
Province

Project Condition Ratings

The physical condition of units can be expected to vary across
provinces and territories. Characteristics of the
provincial/territorial public housing portfolios differ and
can affect their condition, particularly the client type and
age profile of the stock. Management of public housing
projects also rests completely with the provincial/territorial
governments and their agents. As anticipated, project
condition ratings vary considerably by province and territory,
as shown in Tables 6.23 and 6.24.
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TABLE 6.23
PROJECT CONDITION BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY
(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

PROVINCE/ NHA STANDARDS
TERRITORY FAILS MEETS EXCEEDS TOTAL
% % y 4 %

Newfoundland 5.1 52.3 42 .6 100.0
P.E.I. 3.4 56.2 40.4 100.0
Nova Scotia 10.7 54.8 34.5 100.0
New Brunswick 9.5 66.9 23.6 100.0
Quebec 7.0 70.1 22.9 100.0
Ontario 1.3 32.1 66.6 100.0
Manitoba 0.9 84.2 14.9 100.0
Saskatchewan - 30.8 69.2 100.0
Alberta 2.1 76.8 21.1 100.0
B.C. 6.1 70.7 23.2 100.0
Yukon 4.8 80.9 14.3 100.0
N.W.T. 2.4 53.9 43.7 100.0
CANADA 3.5 52.9 43.6 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

In general terms, the condition of the public housing stock is
the worst in Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Newfoundland.

Nova Scotia and New Brunswick both have around 10 per cent of
their public housing projects failing NHA standards. It
should be noted that these failing projects include 31 per
cent and 23 per cent of all public housing units in Nova
Scotia and New Brunswick (Table 6.24). In Newfoundland,
although only 5 per cent of projects fail the NHA standards,
these projects include more than 13 per cent of all public
housing units in that province.

At the other end of the spectrum, the condition of the stock
is best in Manitoba and Saskatchewan measured either as the
percentage of projects failing standards or as the percentage
of public housing units located in projects failing the NHA
standards.

Another important measure of the condition of the public
housing stock is the percentage of the stock which just meets
the minimum NHA standards and may be in danger of falling
below these standards if proper maintenance is not adhered to
or if necessary repair and replacements are not given proper
attention. The public housing stocks of the Yukon, Alberta,
Quebec, Manitoba, British Columbia and New Brunswick had the



highest incidence of projects or units in projects just
meeting the NHA standards at the time of the survey.

TABLE 6.24

PROJECT CONDITION BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY

(NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF UNITS IN PROJECTS)
(n=997, N=4781)

PROVINCE/ NHA STANDARDS
TERRITORY FAILS MEETS EXCEEDS TOTAL
% % % %
Newfoundland 13.5 48.8 37.7 100.0
P.E.I. 4.5 58.4 37.1 100.0
Nova Scotia 30.9 39.9 29.2 100.0
New Brunswick 23.2 62.3 14.5 100.0
Quebec 4.5 75.7 19.8 100.0
Ontario 5.0 37.2 57.8 100.0
Manitoba 2.2 76.3 21.5 100.0
Saskatchewan - 27.7 72.3 100.0
Alberta 4.4 80.3 15.3 100.0
British Columbia 7.0 62.5 30.5 100.0
Yukon 2.7 86.1 11.2 100.0
N.W.T. 3.6 55.6 40.8 100.0
CANADA 6.3 51.7 42.0 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Table 6.25 presents repair and replacement costs by province
or territory. The cost estimates produced from the Physical
Condition Survey are accurate within a certain range. Because
of the number of projects inspected and the variation in costs
within each province or territory, the range of accuracy

of the cost estimates will vary from one province to another.

These ranges, also called confidence intervals, are presented
in Figure 6.1. In short, the fewer the number of projects
inspected and the greater the variation in repair and
replacement costs, the wider the confidence interval will be
for that province or territory. A more complete list of these
confidence intervals can be found in Appendix D.

Confidence intervals prevent us from drawing conclusions where
the cost estimates do not provide sufficient evidence to do
so. For example, Nova Scotia, with an average repair and
replacement cost per unit of $1,903, would appear to be higher
than Quebec or Ontario at under $1,800 per unit. A closer
look at the confidence intervals however indicates that the
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"accuracy range" of the estimates for these three provinces
overlap and that, therefore, their estimates of repair and
replacement costs per unit cannot be found to be significantly
different.

The condition ratings provided by the CMHC inspectors provide
further evidence to confirm or clarify relationships that
cannot firmly be established using repair and replacement
costs alone.

TABLE 6.25
TOTAL REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY
(n=1001, N=4793)

PROVINCE/ TOTAL % OF AVERAGE AVERAGE % OF
TERRITORY COSTS TOTAL COSTS PER COSTS PER TOTAL
(SMILLIONS) COSTS PROJECT UNIT UNITS
Newfoundland 29.6 8.5 168,442 6,325 2.3
P.E.I. 0.9 0.3 10,274 942 0.5
Nova Scotia 19.7 5.6 41,507 1,903 5.0
New Brunswick 9.8 2.8 62,154 2,339 2.0
Quebec 6l1.6 17.6 97,573 1,731 17.2
Ontario 167.9 48.2 126,545 1,762 46.3
Manitoba 3.6 1.0 10,785 274 6.4
Saskatchewan 11.6 3.3 20,084 891 6.3
Alberta 12.7 3.6 24,038 741 8.3
B.C. 26.4 7.5 263,726 3,158 4.0
Yukon 1.3 0.4 63,885 5,180 0.1
N.W.T 4.2 1.2 11,149 1,287 1.6
CANADA 349.3 100.0 72,872 1,693 100.0

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Three provinces and one territory have repair and replacement
costs per unit which are significantly higher than the
national average of $1,693 per unit. These are Newfoundland
with $6,325 per unit, the Yukon with $5,180 per unit, British
Columbia with $3,158 per unit, and New Brunswick with $2,339
per unit.

On the other hand, three provinces have repair and replacement
costs per unit which are significantly lower than the national
average. These provinces are Manitoba with $274 per unit,
Alberta with $741 per unit, and Saskatchewan with $891 per
unit. Prince Edward Island and Northwest Territories would
also appear to have repair and replacement costs per unit
which fall below the national average.
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Quebec, Ontario and Nova Scotia all have repair and
replacement costs per unit which are not significantly
different from the national average.

In absolute terms, Quebec and Ontario, due to the size of
their portfolios, have the highest estimated costs for repair
and replacements with $61.6 million and $167.9 million
respectively. These costs account respectively for 17.6 per
cent and 48.2 per cent of the total national costs, which for
both provinces is representative of their respective share of
units in the national public housing stock. Newfoundland and
British Columbia, two of the provinces with higher than
average repair and replacement costs per unit, together
account for another 16 per cent of total national costs.

D. Summary

This chapter examined factors influencing the condition of the
public housing stock. As expected, repair and replacement
costs per unit increase with the age of the stock. However,
the bulk of repair and replacement expenditures (44.4 per
cent) are needed in projects completed between 1970 and 1974.
Similarly, condition ratings of the stock reflect
deteriorating condition as the stock gets older. However,
again the bulk of the units located in projects failing the
NHA Minimum Property Standards for Existing Residential
Buildings were completed between 1970 and 1979.

Both physical condition ratings and requirements for repairs
and replacements are strongly related to the type of clients
served. Projects serving family clients or a mix of family
and senior clients required close to 75 per cent of all repair
and replacement costs while they represent just under half of
all public housing units. Family projects continue to require
higher repair and replacement costs per unit than seniors
projects when controlling for the age of projects. To some
extent, the larger size of the units in family projects
contribute to higher costs per unit than for senior clients.

Project condition ratings confirm that, by any measure of
condition, family projects are in worse condition than seniors
projects. The bulk of family projects only meet the NHA
standards while the bulk of seniors projects exceed the
standards. Finally, given the same condition rating, family
projects require higher repair and replacement costs than
seniors projects.

The condition of public housing projects also varies according
to the type of buildings in the projects. Projects composed
of low-rise or high-rise apartment buildings are in the best
condition and require the lowest repair and replacement costs
per unit. On the other hand, projects composed of a mix of
buildings types are in the worst condition and require the
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highest repair and replacement costs per unit. These latter
projects are older and larger than average and serve almost
exclusively family clients.

Although public housing projects vary greatly in size, no
significant difference in repair and replacement costs per
unit exists by project size with the exception of projects
with more than 200 units. These projects are in poorer
condition and require higher expenditures. Again, these
projects are older on average than projects of any other size.

-Finally, there does not appear, with the exception of projects
located in rural areas, to be any significant difference in
repair and replacement requirements per unit according to
settlement size. Rural projects are younger than average and
serve a higher percentage of senior clients than the national
average.

Statistical analysis confirmed a strong overall relationship
between the age of projects, the type of clients served and
the condition of public housing projects. When controlling
for the type of client served, larger projects were identified
with better physical condition in the case of seniors
projects, but were identified with poorer condition in the
case of family projects. Finally, a strong relationship was
identified between poorer project condition and higher levels
of maintenance expenditures per unit over the preceding eight
years.

This chapter also examined project condition and repair and
replacement costs by province and territory. As anticipated,
project condition ratings vary considerably by province and
territory. In general terms, the condition of the public
housing stock is the worst in Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and
Newfoundland. At the other end of the spectrum, the condition
of the stock is best in Manitoba and Saskatchewan. Finally,
the public housing stock of the Yukon, Alberta, Quebec,
British Columbia, Manitoba and New Brunswick have the highest
incidence of projects just meeting the NHA standards and at
risk of falling below these standards.

Three provinces and one territory have repair and replacement
requirements per unit which are significantly higher than the
national average. These are Newfoundland, the Yukon, British
Columbia and New Brunswick. On the other hand, Manitoba,
Alberta and Saskatchewan have repair and replacement
requirements per unit which are significantly lower than
average. Prince Edward Island and the Northwest Territories
also appear to have requirements per unit which fall below the
national average. Finally, Quebec, Ontario and Nova Scotia
all have requirements per unit which are not significantly
different from the national average.
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In absolute terms, Quebec and Ontario have the highest
requirements for repairs and replacements with $61.6 million
and $167.9 million or 17.6 per cent and 48.2 per cent of the
total national costs for repairs and replacements,
respectively. Newfoundland and British Columbia together
account for another 16 per cent of total national costs.



VI1 NEED FOR MODIFICATION OF THE PUBLIC HOUSING STOCK:
CONVERSIONS, REDESIGN, REDEVELOPMENT

A. Introduction

Previous chapters have dealt with the condition and
repair/replace costs of the portfolio as a whole. This
chapter addresses another dimension of "the state of the
public housing stock" issue and focusses on a sub-set of
projects requiring conversion, redesign and redevelopment.
Such actions potentially represent major modifications to
‘public housing projects and can incur large costs. Prior to
the evaluation, little was known about the potential for
conversion, redesign and redevelopment in the public housing
stock as a whole and their associated financial implications.

This chapter briefly discusses the background to the
regeneration debate and introduces a case study approach to
examine the implications of various conversion, redesign and
redevelopment strategies. The chapter also presents an
estimate of the potential for conversion, redesign and
redevelopment within the public housing stock and dimensions
the associated financial implications.

B. Background

A request for meeting space from a tenants' association led to
the major redesign and redevelopment of the Regent Court
public housing project in Regina in 1984. This became known
as the first public housing regeneration project in Canada.
Another regeneration project was started in 1986, the Uniacke
Square project in Halifax. This latter project is still in
progress.

With the regeneration of these projects, there has been a
heightened interest at the provincial government level to see
other projects receive similar attention. This led to
requests for CMHC to fund conversion, redesign and/or
redevelopment projects under the Public Housing Program. In
addition, in 1986, Federal and Provincial Housing Ministers
identified "the proper maintenance, preservation and overall
management of the existing social housing stock, particularly
the public housing stock, as a major priority".

As a part of this latter initiative, the Federal/Provincial/
Territorial Sub-Committee on the Existing Housing Stock
established a Task Force to develop options for the
"regeneration" of the public housing stock. It was the hope
of some Task Force members that their work would result in a
special program to address the needs of projects requiring
major modification.
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In the absence of a clear picture of the physical condition of
the stock, as well as the number of projects requiring major
work, no decision on regeneration could be made. Agreement
was reached with the provinces, that regeneration would be
considered following the completion of the Public Housing
Evaluation, and in the context of a policy review for the
Public Housing Program as a whole.

C. Definitions of Conversion, Redesign and Redevelopment

Regeneration is the term usually used to describe the major
modification of a public housing project. The CMHC team
responsible for the Regent Court and Uniacke Square projects
thought of regeneration as a process and specifically defined
regeneration as "the process whereby the issues associated
with the impact of the aging process on housing are most
prudently addressed, a decision making process that will
ensure that the kind of improvements that are made to older
housing projects will result in maximum benefits to both the
tenants and the Partnership at the most reasonable costs".

The F/P/T Task Force on regeneration defined it as both a
condition and an activity and defined some broad parameters.
Their definition stated that "regeneration is the physical
upgrading of public housing projects which are physically
and/or functionally obsolete. Regeneration is distinct from
other types of repair work, such as ordinary maintenance or
modernization and improvement (M&I), in that it is
comprehensive and deferrable. It is comprehensive because it
involves the redevelopment, redesign and rejuvenation of a
project as a whole rather than individual components. It is
deferrable because there are no immediate repercussions to
postponement of regeneration activities, at least for a
limited time. Ordinary maintenance cannot be postponed
without short term repercussions".

Since regeneration is an all encompassing term which has come
to be associated with a wide range of interventions which can
address the upgrading of the public housing stock, the casual
use of the term in this report may stimulate more questions
than it answers. For this reason, this chapter initially
addresses three sub-components of the broader definition which
are easier to define, conceptualize and measure: conversion,
redesign and redevelopment.

Conversion is an upgrading activity which results in a net
increase in the number of units in a building to produce more
smaller units or a net decrease in the number of units in a
building so that fewer larger units can be accommodated.
Conversion can also occur where a change in unit layout is
considered desirable. Conversion is generally required where
a mismatch exists between the size of units available, and the
household size and composition of potential clients.
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Redesign and redevelopment, on the other hand, refer to a
range of actions which go beyond the repair and replacement of
existing construction systems or even the addition or
upgrading of particular systems. Redesign and redevelopment
may be warranted for projects where the original design was
poor or has become obsolete, where sites could be redeveloped
to a higher and better use, or where the physical condition is
so poor and repair/replacement costs are so high that an
overall strategy for salvaging the project may be warranted.
Finally, redesign and redevelopment may be a useful solution
where changes in communities, either urban or rural, challenge
the viability of the project.

D. Study Approach

Two data sources were utilized to assist in the examination of
conversion, redesign and redevelopment. Case studies, the
principal data source, were conducted in eight public housing
projects identified in the survey of project managers as
having a conversion, redesign and/or redevelopment need. In
addition to a need for conversion, redesign and redevelopment,
other criteria were used to select projects for the case
studies, including project manager and/or inspector "fail"
condition ratings, high repair and replacement costs and high
annual operating costs. Projects were further selected to be
representative of a range of project characteristics such as
project size and type, client type and settlement size.

The case studies involved the collection of background
information on each project. This included data from other
data bases created for the evaluation, as well as project
specific site plans and information. An on-site visit and
interviews with project staff and tenants, where feasible,
were undertaken. A group of technical experts in the field of
social housing administration reviewed the results of the case
studies prior to their finalization. The case studies were
contracted out to the firm of Barry Padolsky Architects Ltd.

The second source of information, the survey of public housing
project managers, provides data on the incidence of the
potential for conversion, redesign and redevelopment within
the public housing stock. This survey, which was sent to all
project managers in Canada and achieved a response rate of
over 85 per cent, asked project managers to identify
conversion, redesign and redevelopment needs of their projects
using the definition outlined above.



E. Conversion

Projects under the Public Housing Program were initially
targeted to large families and an independent seniors
population. However, the client group is changing to include
smaller families, including single-parent families, singles
and "old" seniors. Expectations have also changed making
bachelor units for seniors less desirable and hence more
difficult to rent.

Two of the case studies indicated a need for conversion, both
from small units into larger units. Conversion has the
advantage of adapting available units to the needs of the
current clients; however, there are disadvantages to
conversion. Many conversions are from smaller units to larger
ones (approximately one-third of projects indicating a need
for conversions included combining small units into larger
ones) and would therefore result in a net decrease in the
number of units available. Conversion from bachelor units to
one bedroom units, for example, would halve the number of
available units.

In addition, both the case studies and findings from the F/P/T
Sub-Committee on the Existing Housing Stock indicate that
conversion is expensive. In one of the cases studied, the
estimated direct cost for conversion from bachelors to one
bedroom units was $20,000 per unit. Although conversion is
very expensive, it would be more justifiable where unit
condition is also poor.

Physical conversion may actually be the solution of last
resort, since other options may be more practical. Existing
units could be matched with a more appropriate clientele. For
example, bachelor units might be suitable for non-elderly
singles or could be adapted to serve as an intermediate
nursing care facility for seniors.

F. Redesign

Redesign responds to community, project management or tenant
concerns that the physical design of the building(s) and/or
site, lead to the clear identification of the project as a
form of subsidized housing. As a result, both project
management and tenants believe they are being stigmatized by
the surrounding community. Another concern involves the
layout of a project site, including circulation patterns. In
some projects, the absence of vehicular access has resulted in
poor policing practices and security. This can result in
opportunities for vandalism, violence and drug use and
trafficking. In other projects, vehicular access has been too
great dividing a project in two, thus breaking down the
cohesiveness of the project.
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The case studies found that a change in site layout would be
beneficial in one project. Changes in site layout would also
apply to projects where the demolition and/or construction of
new units or other structures were cited as options. However,
the case studies concluded that the benefits of site redesign,
to "open up" projects to public streets in an attempt to
address social problems, would only outweigh the significant
costs involved in limited circumstances.

The case studies found that renovations were needed in six
projects, providing an opportunity to improve the image or
appearance of the projects. This could contribute to
improving community attitudes toward the project.

G. Redevelopment

Redevelopment addresses the need for more fundamental changes
to the physical structure of a project. A particular building
type within a project or a particular group of units may have
outlived their usefulness, leading to a need for demolition.
Increased demand for social housing may encourage project
management to pursue opportunities linked to surpluses of
land. The end result could be the removal of exterior parking
spaces for infill housing or the sale of a land parcel for
construction of other forms of social housing. The addition
of recreational or social service facilities may be important
additions, having an impact on the social and physical health
of the project.

Redevelopment opportunities, identified in 5 of the 8 projects
studied, were the addition of residential and/or
non-residential spaces or uses. These interventions would
take advantage of available unused space, often parking areas
or garages, to increase the number of units, improve the
quality of the units provided, generate revenues, provide
community space and facilities and/or provide greater
services.

The addition of new buildings or units was cited in 5 of the
projects studied, while the demolition of buildings or units
was cited in 4 projects. Redevelopment in some projects would
combine the demolition and the addition of units.

The case studies identified a need for community centres or
facilities in three projects. These projects were all large
projects housing families. The most acute need for
recreational and community facilities was found in a large
high-rise project. The project, composed of one high-rise
building with over 250 family units, was not designed to
accommodate a large number of children playing and signs
advised against "running, playing, riding bicycles, or
skateboarding in the halls" (and lobby). Apart from the
hallways, lobby and the relative sterile grounds, there were
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no interior and few exterior facilities suited to the needs
and interests of children.

H. General Findings on Redesign and Redevelopment

The following outlines findings of a more general nature which
apply to redesign and redevelopment:

All problems are not due to physical deterioration;
similarly all solutions are not physically based.

The case studies clearly indicated that projects in need of
redesign and redevelopment are experiencing a range of
problems and that these problems are not solely physical in
nature.

Projects were experiencing a range of physical problems linked
to the aging of the stock (including failure of major systems
and components beyond the useful life cycle) or other problems
like poor insulation leading to high heating costs, poor
original design and inadequate maintenance practices (planning
and expenditures).

Clearly, much of the problem requires a physical stock-related
solution. For example, decisions are required regarding
systems to be repaired or replaced, energy-related additions
which could benefit the project, or building design or site
layout changes to increase security.

Other problems were client-based such as the lack of demand or
suitability of some unit types. Social problems were
considered to be a major factor influencing public housing
projects and were jidentified in almost all of the case studies
in one form or another. Social problems include drug use and
trafficking, vandalism and violence, and minority group
conflicts. Poor recreational and social service facilities
for tenants were also identified as concerns.

The containment of social problems is critical to achieving

the program objective of "adequate, decent and safe housing”.
To this end, project management staff need to be certain that
solutions selected for their project do actually address the

problem and its cause. In one case study, for example,
changes in site design seemed to be an effective means of
demonstrating to tenants that "management cares". In the

absence of addressing more fundamental causes of social
problems, the likely end result is little change in tenant
views and the physical rearrangement of site design with
little social consequence.

Experience gained in the case studies and past regeneration
projects indicate that any major physical modifications to the
project or its social or operating environment would be
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difficult to achieve without tenant support. Low-income
households very often see themselves more as victims, than as
beneficiaries of the social services they require. Both the
Uniacke Square regeneration project and the case study
workshop found that tenants have a strong mistrust of the
sincerity of government officials. Tenants living in an
environment where they are alienated will resist supporting or
co-operating with a redesign or redevelopment team. A
partnership with tenants and other government bodies serving
the tenant population is essential to the achievement of
conversion, redesign and redevelopment goals.

The resolution of complex problems requires an
multi-disciplinary team of experts and sound planning.

As noted above, projects requiring major modification are
usually associated with more than one problem and one of the
key problems is generally some form of physical deterioration.
Each of these cases is unique, and the potential solutions
diverse, requiring some flexibility for resolution. The case
studies provided examples of project managers proceeding with
repair activities which did not solve the problem in the short
term (e.g. applying new exterior finish to row housing without
addressing the moisture problem in the walls) or which did not
provide long term solutions for the project (e.g. the total
costs of repairing a building were so great that it may have
been better to start over).

Before undertaking a conversion, redesign or redevelopment
project, an expert assessment of the problems within the
project is necessary and should be conducted without a
predisposition to recommending physical changes. Such an
assessment could involve a multi-disciplinary team of experts
to ensure that the range of physical, administrative,
managerial, financial and social issues can be professionally
addressed. The use of individuals with experience in other
major modifications of projects would ensure that previous
experience is transferable.

As noted above, tenants should be full participants in the
planning process. In addition, the opportunity to maximize
human and financial resources which can be applied to the
project should be pursued by ensuring the full cooperation and
involvement of all government bodies involved with the project
(e.g. social services).

Included in any expert assessment or periodic in-depth review
is consideration of whether the project or part of the project
should be demolished. Some of the case studies indicated a
need for a partial or full demolition and yet in these
projects substantial dollars were being invested in "a lost
cause". In one case study, the per unit cost was so great
that it is clearly less expensive to start over than repair.
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I. The Need for Conversion, Redesign and Redevelopment

This section examines the incidence of need for conversion,
redesign and redevelopment. The findings in this section rely
on data from the Survey of Public Housing Project Managers.

The report provides lower-bound and upper-bound estimates of
the number of projects requiring conversion, redesign and/or
redevelopment. The lower-bound estimates are for projects
which were identified as needing conversion, redesign or
redevelopment in the Survey of Public Housing Project Managers
and which were found to fail the Minimum Property Standards in
the Physical Condition Survey.

Although poor physical condition is not necessarily a
pre-requisite to conversion, redesign and redevelopment,
regeneration efforts to date (i.e. Uniacke Square and Regent
Court) have been in projects which were in poor physical
condition. At the national level of analysis, projects which
fail the Minimum Property Standards are considered to be more
likely candidates for conversion, redesign and redevelopment
and are used to estimate the lower-bound levels of need for
conversion, redesign and redevelopment. The upper-bound
estimates are for projects in need of conversion, redesign and
redevelopment which fail or just meet the Minimum Property
Standards.

Conversion includes subdividing large units into smaller ones,
combining small units into larger ones and changing unit
layouts. Projects identifying a need for conversions were
only considered if they also had a vacancy or turnover problem
linked to unit size or type. Table 7.1 establishes an upper
limit of 2.2 per cent of projects and 5.7 per cent of units as
conversion candidates. Where projects also fail the condition
rating, only 0.1 per cent of projects and 0.4 per cent of
units qualify as conversion candidates.

The case study data indicated that conversion was costly and
that several non-physical options should be considered prior
to undertaking a physical conversion. Based on this
information, conversion is not considered a viable physical
intervention and is not included in the estimate of total
modification need -(total redesign and redevelopment only).

Redesign includes changing the project image or appearance,
changing the layout of the site and changing circulation
patterns.

Table 7.1 indicates that a maximum of 6.7 per cent of projects
and 12.3 per cent of units which either fail or meet minimum
property standards qualify as redesign candidates. Where
projects only failed the condition rating, just 1.0 per cent
of projects and 3.0 per cent of units qualify as redesign
candidates.
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Redevelopment includes a broad range of activities including
the addition or construction of units or buildings, the
demolition of some housing units or buildings, the addition of
space for non-residential uses and the addition of building
space for residential applications.

TABLE 7.1
NEED ("CANDIDATES") FOR CONVERSION,
REDESIGN AND REDEVELOPMENT

PROJECTS
FAILS % FAILS OR %
CONDITION RATING (STOCK) MEETS (STOCK)
Conversion 5 0.1 107 2.2
Redesign 46 1.0 322 6.7
Redevelopment 21 0.4 297 6.2
TOTAL REDESIGN
AND REDEVELOPMENT 57 1.2 500 10.5
ONLY
(excludes conversion and double counting)
UNITS
FAILS % FAILS OR %
CONDITION RATING (STOCK) MEETS (STOCK)
Conversion 815 0.4 11,691 5.7
Redesign 6,231 3.0 25,141 12.3
Redevelopment 3,593 1.4 21,663 10.6
TOTAL REDESIGN
AND REDEVELOPMENT 6,766 3.3 35,885 17.5

ONLY
(excludes conversion and double counting)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Project Managers, Program
Evaluation Division, CMHC, 1988; Physical Condition
Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC, 1988.

Table 7.1 shows that no more than 6.2 per cent of projects and
10.6 per cent of units which either fail or meet minimum
property standards are redevelopment candidates. Where
projects only failed the condition rating, 0.4 per cent of
projects and 1.4 per cent of units meet the criteria.
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Overall, and excluding conversion need, the upper limit for
combined redesign and redevelopment (i.e. projects either fail
or meet minimum property standards) need is 10.5 per cent of
projects and 17.5 per cent of units. Under the lower limit,
where projects also failed the condition rating, only 1.2 per
cent of projects and 3.3 per cent of units qualified as
candidates for major modification.

J. Establishing the Potential Financial Implications of
Modifying Projects in Need of Redesign and Redevelopment

The previous section has identified projects with a redesign
or redevelopment need. This need is particularly acute for 57
projects (comprising 6,766 units) which fail the condition
rating undertaken by the CMHC inspector during the Physical
Condition Survey in 1988.

Identifying the incidence of need is relatively simple
compared to estimating the magnitude of the financial
implications. Each solution is project specific and can
include a range of interventions. In order to dimension the
potential financial implications, the best approach therefore
is to use previous precedents, in this case the eight case
studies on redesign/redevelopment, experience at Uniacke
Square, and known information (i.e. needed repair and
replacement actions) on the 57 projects identified. It should
be clear at the outset that the intent of this exercise is to
provide a broad overall estimate of the potential dollars
involved in modifying these projects. Estimation of a precise
cost is not possible.

The estimation of costs for redesign and redevelopment is
based on two basic relationships. First, redesign and
redevelopment estimates for both Uniacke Square and the case
studies are well over double the cost for ongoing repair and
replacement of deteriorating systems. Redesign and
redevelopment would include significant modification to a
project, while repair and replacement would maintain the
status quo. The case studies estimate would be 2.3 times
greater, while the Uniacke Square estimate is 1.9 times
greater. A factor of two is used in subsequent calculations.

Second, redesign and redevelopment projects must also consider
non-construction costs, such as relocation of tenants,
community development activities, on-site staff charges, fees
and permits and a reasonable contingency budget. In the case
of Uniacke, non-construction costs represent an increment of
about one-third of construction costs. Table 7.2 presents the
information used to estimate the financial exposure for the 57
projects identified as needing redesign and redevelopment.
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TABLE 7.2
ACTUAL COST PRECEDENTS FOR REDESIGN/REDEVELOPMENT
UNIACKE CASE
SQUARE PER UNIT STUDIES PER UNIT
(%) (%)
Actual repair/replace costs 16,393 10,847
REDESIGN/REDEVELOPMENT
ESTIMATES
Construction costs only 31,000 25,374
All costs, including
non-construction costs 40,967 . -

SOURCE: Uniacke Square Regeneration, Professional Standards,
CMHC, 1989; Case Studies of the Need for Conversion,
Redesign and Redevelopment, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1989.

Table 7.3 provides a lower-bound estimate of redesign and
redevelopment costs for the public housing portfolio. The
cost estimate for maintaining the status quo would be $50.1
million. Construction costs for redesign and redevelopment
are estimated at double the status quo scenario, and would
result in a requirement of $100.2 million. Finally, non-
construction costs, one-third greater than just construction
costs would produce a final estimate of $133.3 million for the
57 projects identified as redesign and redevelopment
candidates, and failing the NHA Minimum Property Standards.
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TABLE 7.3
LOWER-BOUND REDESIGN/REDEVELOPMENT
COST ESTIMATES FOR THE PUBLIC HOUSING PORTFOLIO
PROJECTS FAILING NHA MINIMUM PROPERTY STANDARDS
(n=29, N=57)

TOTAL (SMILLIONS) PER UNIT ($)
Actual repair/replace costs 50.1 7,405
REDESIGN/REDEVELOPMENT
ESTIMATES
Construction costs only 100.2 14,810
All costs, including
non~construction costs 133.3 19,697

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

Table 7.4 provides an upper-bound estimate of redesign and
redevelopment costs for the Public Housing Portfolio. Using
the same cost estimating procedure, a final cost estimate of
$289.7 million is produced for the 500 projects (or 35,885
units) identified as redesign and redevelopment candidates and
failing or just meeting the NHA Minimum Property Standards.

Based on the assumptions used, the cost of redesign and
redevelopment in the public housing stock is therefore
estimated to be between $133.3 million and $289.7 million.

The lower-bound and upper-bound estimates respectively include
$50 million and $109 million in repairs and replacements
already included in the estimate of repair and replacement
needs for the public stock as a whole. The incremental cost
of redesign and redevelopment is therefore estimated to be
between $83.2 million and $180.8 million.
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TABLE 7.4
UPPER-BOUND REDESIGN/REDEVELOPMENT
COST ESTIMATES FOR PUBLIC HOUSING
PROJECTS FAILING OR JUST MEETING NHA MINIMUM PROPERTY STANDARDS
(n=170, N=500)

TOTAL (SMILLIONS) PER UNIT ($)
Actual repair/replace costs 108.9 3,035
REDESIGN/REDEVELOPMENT
ESTIMATES
Construction costs only 217.8 ' 6,070
All costs, including
non-construction costs 289.7 8,072

SOURCE: Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

K. Summary

This chapter has focussed on a sub-set of projects requiring
conversion, redesign and redevelopment. Data from case studies
of eight public housing projects were used to further the
understanding of projects with these needs. The Survey of
Project Managers provided data on the incidence of need for
conversion, redesign and redevelopment in the public housing
stock.

The physical conversion of units was found to be a costly
solution to the problem of under-utilized stock. Conversions
could result in a net decrease in the total number of units
because many requested conversions are from small to larger
units. Although units identified for conversion are considered
to be less desirable by tenants, vacancy rates are still low
and units are generally in good condition. The estimated cost
of conversion from a bachelor to a one bedroom unit is
estimated to be about $20,000.

Non-physical options such as a change in client (e.g.
non-elderly singles in bachelor units) or a change in use (e.g.
nursing facility in bachelor unit) should be considered prior
to physical conversion.

There is a need for redesign and redevelopment (modification/
regeneration) of a small portion of the public housing
portfolio. The evaluation estimated that up to 500 projects
(10.5 per cent of the portfolio) were candidates for some form
of redesign and redevelopment. About 57 projects (1.2 per cent
of the total portfolio) of these projects also do not meet NHA
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Minimum Property Standards for Existing Residential Buildings.
Although regeneration activities are not necessarily restricted
to projects in poor condition, regeneration efforts to this
date have been in projects which were in poor physical
condition. These 57 projects are therefore the most likely
candidates for redesign and redevelopment and constitute a
lower-bound estimate.

Although estimating redesign and redevelopment costs is
difficult, the evaluation provides a lower-bound estimate of
$133 million (for 57 projects), and an upper-bound estimate of
$289 million (for 500 projects). These estimates recognize
that redesign and redevelopment needs are more critical in
projects which fail or just meet the NHA standards.
Furthermore, the lower-bound and upper-bound estimates
respectively include $50 million and $109 million in repairs
and replacements already included in the estimate of repair and
replacement needs for the public stock as a whole. The
incremental cost of redesign and redevelopment is therefore
estimated to be between $83.2 million and $180.8 million.

The case studies identified redesign options including changes
in site layout and major renovations leading to changes to the
image and appearance of projects. They also identified
redevelopement options including the addition and demolition of
units as well as the addition of community facilities and
non-residential uses. The addition of community facilities was
an important option in large family projects, particularly
large high-rise projects with few amenities suited to the needs
and interests of children.

Many of the projects examined are experiencing a range of
physical problems from major system failure due to poor
original design. In addition, they could also be encountering
social problems such as drug use and trafficking, vandalism and
violence. 1In some instances, the social problems were the main
cause of concern in the project.

The case studies have indicated that some physical solutions
have not addressed and therefore have not resolved the social
problem and its cause. Several case studies noted the
importance of working closely with tenants and building their
trust and support.

The case studies also indicated that managers have undertaken
repair work without understanding the implications of their
actions or in the absence of a thorough plan. Complex social
and physical problems require sound planning and a multi-
disciplinary team of experts to investigate all the problems
within the project and all the solutions that might apply,
without a predisposition to recommending physical changes. The
use of individuals with experience in other projects would
ensure that previous experience is transferable.
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VIII PROGRAM LEVEL OF EFFORT TO MAINTAIN AN ADEQUATE PUBLIC
HOUSING STOCK

Previous sections of the report have described the condition
of the public housing stock according to NHA minimum property
standards and to needed repair and replacement costs. This
section will link the condition of the stock with past efforts
in the maintenance, modernization and improvement of the
stock. The main emphasis is to examine whether past efforts
and levels of expenditures have been sufficient to maintain
the condition of the public housing stock.

The major issue is whether maintenance, modernization and
improvement efforts have been sufficient and effective in
preventing the deterioration of the stock and the growth of a
backlog of repairs, replacements, additions and upgrades over
the years. The analysis must consider first, whether the
overall pool of maintenance and M&I funding was sufficiently
large to meet needs and, second, whether maintenance and M&I
funds were appropriately allocated according to need. Several
lines of evidence are used; levels of maintenance and M&I
expenditures and their allocation are examined against the
condition of public housing projects and against levels of
need for repairs, replacements, additions and upgrades.
Whether maintenance and M&I work has been postponed because of
lack of budget is also examined. Finally, this section
examines the incidence of postponed maintenance and M&I work
by levels of maintenance expenditures.

A. The Backlog of Need for Repairs, Replacements, Additions
and Upgrades in the Public Housing Stock

A major evaluation question is whether sufficient funding has
been allocated over the years to meet the level of need for
repairs, replacements, additions and upgrades in the public
housing stock. This section examines whether a backlog of
repairs, replacements, additions and upgrades exists in the
public housing stock. A backlog is defined as the cumulative
volume of needed repairs, replacements, additions and upgrades
beyond the normal annual accrual in any given year. The
backlog for 1988, when the inspections were conducted, is of
particular interest here.

The backlog is estimated by comparing the estimate of repair,
replacement, addition and upgrade actions needed at the time
of the inspections with the available funding for maintenance
and modernization and improvement (M&I) for 1988. This
approach assumes that all funds available in that year were
appropriately allocated to public housing projects according
to the need for repairs, replacements, additions and upgrades.
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As previously discussed, the Physical Condition Survey
identified that, at one point in time (November 1987 - March
1988), $349.3 million would be needed for repairs and
replacements to existing construction systems of public
housing projects. Another $133.4 million was identified to
undertake additions and upgrades to meet current code
requirements or to realize major cost savings. Undertaking
these repairs and replacements and the additions and upgrades
would therefore require an estimated $482.7 million.

In comparison, $148.5 million and $125 million were budgeted
for maintenance and M&I expenditures respectively, in the 1988
budget for a total of $273.5 million. As shown in Table 8.1,
the gap between the level of need identified and the 1988
budget allocation is therefore in the order of $209.2 million
assuming that all funds available are appropriately allocated
to public housing projects according to levels of need.

TABLE 8.1
ESTIMATION OF THE BACKLOG OF REPAIRS, REPLACEMENTS
ADDITIONS AND UPGRADES TO THE PUBLIC HOUSING STOCK

1988 maintenance and M&I budget $273.5 million
Outstanding repairs and ($349.3 million)
replacements

Additions and upgrades ($133.4 million)
BACKLOG ($209.2 million)

The level of estimated backlog should be interpreted with
caution. At this point, no information is available on the
annual accrual of additional or "new" repair and replacement
needs in the public housing stock. It is therefore difficult
to establish whether the backlog has increased or decreased in
recent years. The Administrative Expense Data Base however
indicates that the level of combined maintenance and M&I
expenditures has increased during the 1980's. Given an
assumption that the annual level of expenditures for
maintenance and M&I in recent years has exceeded the annual
accrual of "new" repairs, replacements, additions and
upgrades, the backlog could be decreasing.

Under such a scenario, a continued increase in maintenance and
M&I levels in future years could accommodate both the annual
accrual of "new" need and the backlog identified in the
Physical Condition Survey. This observation should be
tempered by the fact that the level of "new" annual accrual is
likely to increase with the aging of the stock.
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Three major factors should be considered when interpreting the
identified backlog of needs for repairs, replacements,
additions and upgrades. First, given the aging of the public
housing stock, the level of annual accrual needs is likely to
increase. Second, some of the repairs and replacements
identified in the Physical Condition Survey could be phased
over five years; most actions were however required within
three years. Finally, a better allocation of maintenance and
M&I resources according to need could improve the
effectiveness of existing maintenance and M&I funding and of
any additional funding made available in the future.

The level of time and staff resources necessary in previous
regeneration efforts indicate that any future national
regeneration effort would have to be phased over several
years. The cost estimates for redesign and redevelopment
identified in Chapter VII are therefore not included in the
estimate of the backlog of repairs and replacements, additions
and upgrades.

B. Analysis of Past Efforts in Maintenance and M&I and the
Condition of the Public Housing Stock

Other evidence of the existence of a backlog comes from the
comparison of past levels of expenditures f?r maintenance and
M&I and the present condition of the stock. The
deterioration of public housing projects failing or just
meeting NHA minimum property standards is likely to occur over
the course of several years. A closer examination of 1979-86
average level of annual expenditures by project condition
ratings and by levels of need for repairs and replacements
gives further indication of whether the expenditures have been
sufficient and well allocated.

Table 8.2 presents the average annual level of maintenance and
M&I expenditures from 1979 to 1986 by project condition
ratings. Projects failing the NHA standards, which represent
6.2 per cent of all units, received just under 10 per cent of
total annual expenditures of $154 million.

1 All maintenance and M&I expenditures data in the
remainder of this chapter come from the Public Housing
Administrative Expense Data Base. The analysis and estimates
presented are based on the number of projects which were
inspected during the Physical Condition Survey and for which
data from the Administrative Expense Data Base was available.
Although the observations were weighted to reflect actual
population proportions, estimates of maintenance and M&I
expenditures may therefore vary slightly from actual budgeted
expenditures.
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TABLE 8.2
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAIL COMBINED MAINTENANCE AND M&I
EXPENDITURES (1979-1986) BY PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=990, N=4787)

AVERAGE ANNUAL % OF TOTAL

MAINT. /M&I 1 REPAIR AND

NHA EXPENDITURES % OF REPLACEMENT
STANDARDS (1988 SMILLIONS) PER CENT UNITS COSTS
Fails 15.08 9.8 6.2 21.8
Meets 90.60 58.8 51.5 58.6
Exceeds 48. 40 31.4 42.3 19.6
TOTAL 154.08 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base (1979-86), Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC,
1988.

NOTE: 1 Average annual maintenance and M&I expenditures in
this chapter are expressed in 1988 dollars. The
Consumer Price Index for Housing for February 1988
was used in indexing the figures.

On a per unit basis, Table 8.3 indicates that public housing
projects which fail the NHA standards do so despite
significantly higher levels of maintenance and M&I expenditures
per unit over the previous eight years than projects minimally
meeting or exceeding the standards. The trend holds for both
family and senior projects, although maintenance and M&I
expenditures for family projects are approximately twice that
for senior projects. Overall, projects failing the minimum
property standards received, on a per unit basis, more than
double the level of expenditures than projects exceeding the
NHA standards. These levels of expenditures do not appear to
have been sufficient. Failing projects, which received under
10 per cent of maintenance and M&I expenditures, today require
21.8 per cent of all repair and replacement costs, more than
three times their proportion of units in the stock. (Table
8.2).
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TABLE 8.3
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL COMBINED MAINTENANCE AND M&I
EXPENDITURES PER UNIT (1979-1986)
BY CLIENT TYPE AND PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=990, N=4787)

FAMILY SENIOR ALL
NHA PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS
STANDARDS (1988 $) (1988 $) (1988 $)
Fails 1,289 631 1,173
Meets 1,036 468 846
Exceeds 1,053 414 549
ALL 1,065 437 741

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base (1979-86), Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC,
1988.

Reports by project managers of postponed maintenance or M&I
work due to lack of budget is another indicator of the
underfunding or perhaps misallocation of the maintenance and
M&I budgets. Table 8.4 indicates that in 1987 one-fifth of
projects experienced postponed maintenance and close to
one~third postponed M&I work because of lack of budget.

Failing projects had the highest incidence of projects with
postponed maintenance followed by projects just meeting the NHA
standards. At the same time, postponement of M&I because of
lack of budget was a common problem for approximately one-third
of projects, irrespective of condition ratings.

TABLE 8.4
INCIDENCE OF POSTPONED MAINTENANCE AND M&I IN 1987
DUE TO LACK OF BUDGET
BY PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=889, N=4780)

% OF PROJECTS % OF PROJECTS
NHA WITH POSTPONED WITH POSTPONED
STANDARDS MAINTENANCE M&I
Fails 26.7 30.3
Meets 24.6 33.8
Exceeds 18.3 28.6
ALL 21.8 31.3

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Project Managers and the
Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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A closer examination of the public housing projects which
require the highest level of repair and replacement
expenditures per unit reveals further indications of
underfunding and perhaps misallocation of maintenance and M&I
expenditures. Underfunding has been particularly severe for
public housing projects requiring $5,000 or more per unit for
repairs and replacement. Table 8.5 indicates that these
projects, which represent 7.5 per cent of the units in the
stock, require close to 45 per cent of all repairs and
replacement expenditures despite receiving, at $1,281 per unit
annually, the highest level of maintenance and M&I per unit
over the previous eight years.

TABLE 8.5
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL COMBINED
MAINTENANCE AND M&I EXPENDITURES (1979-1986)
BY REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS PER UNIT
(n=990, N=4787)

AVERAGE ANNUAL AVERAGE ANNUAL % OF TOTAL
R&R COST MAINT. /M&I MAINT. /M&I REPAIR AND
PER UNIT EXPENDITURES EXP.PER UNIT % OF REPLACEMENT
(1988 $) (1988 S$MILL.) % (1988 $) UNITS COSTS
0-499 58.26 37.9 620 45.2 3.7
500-999 17.51 11.3 689 12.2 5.3
1,000-2,499 38.33 24.8 749 24.6 24.4
2,500-4,999 20.06 13.0 913 10.5 22.4
Over 5,000 20.06 13.0 1,281 7.5 44.2
ALL 154.26 100.0 740 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC
1988.

A high incidence of postponed maintenance and M&I work because
of lack of budget for these projects reinforces the findings
above. Table 8.6 shows that 47.7 per cent of projects
requiring $5,000 or more in repairs and replacements suffered
from postponed modernization or improvement actions because of
lack of budgets in 1987, the highest level of any project
category. These projects also had the highest incidence, close
to 30 per cent, of projects with postponed maintenance because
of lack of budget in 1987.
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TABLE 8.6
INCIDENCE OF POSTPONED MAINTENANCE AND M&I IN 1987
DUE TO LACK OF BUDGET
BY REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS PER UNIT
(n=892, N=4880)

R&R COST % OF PROJECTS % OF PROJECTS
PER UNIT WITH POSTPONED WITH POSTPONED
(1988 $) MAINTENANCE M&I
0-499 21.5 28.5
500-999 21.0 36.0
1,000-2,499 20.1 30.5
2,500-4,999 22.9 28.9
over 5,000 29.4 47.7
ALL 21.9 31.3

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Project Managers and the
Physical Condition Survey, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

C. Levels of Maintenance Expenditures by Project Condition

Maintenance expenditures cover regular maintenance and repairs
to public housing projects. Because these actions do not
involve the replacement, addition or upgrade of the various
construction systems in a project, maintenance costs should
increase as project condition deteriorates. Tables 8.7 and 8.8
present the average annual level of maintenance expenditures
between 1979 and 1986 by project condition. As could be
expected, public housing projects which fail the NHA standards
have the highest maintenance costs per unit, followed by
projects which minimally meet the standards. This trend holds
for both family and senior projects, although maintenance costs
for family projects are approximately twice that for senior
projects.
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TABLE 8.7
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES
(1979-1986)
BY PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=990, N=4787)

AVERAGE ANNUAL % OF TOTAL

MAINTENANCE REPAIR AND

NHA EXPENDITURES % OF REPLACEMENT
STANDARDS (1988 SMILLIONS) PER CENT UNITS COSTS
Fails 9.52 10.4 6.2 21.8
Meets 55.02 60.4 51.5 58.6
Exceeds 26.64 29.2 42 .3 19.6
TOTAL 91.18 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC
1988.

TABLE 8.8
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES PER UNIT
(1979-1986)
BY CLIENT TYPE AND PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=990, N=4787)

FAMILY SENIOR ALL
NHA PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS
STANDARDS (1988 §) (1988 $) (1988 %)
Fails 798 472 740
Meets 623 295 513
Exceeds 591 225 : 302
ALL 636 253 438

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC
1988.

While higher maintenance costs are associated with worsening
project condition, insufficient levels of funding and postponed
maintenance can contribute to further deterioration of
projects. There is evidence that projects which in 1988 failed
the NHA standards received less than necessary levels of
funding for maintenance in previous years. Failing projects,
which account for 6.2 per cent of all units and require 21.8
per cent of all repair and replacement needs, received just
over 10 per cent of maintenance expenditures between 1979 and
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1986. Moreover, Table 8.4 indicated that projects failing or
minimally meeting NHA standards had the highest incidence,
approximately 27 per cent, of projects with postponed
maintenance because of lack of budget in 1987. Postponed
maintenance because of lack of budget in 1987 was, however, a
problem across all projects. Just under 20 per cent of
projects exceeding NHA standards also had maintenance delayed
because of lack of budget in 1987.

Examination of maintenance expenditure levels against levels of
repair and replacement needs further supports the findings
above. Table 8.9 indicates that maintenance expenditures per
unit remain similar for projects which require less than $2,500
in repairs and replacements. This is understandable as a
minimum level of maintenance is required for all projects
irrespective of project condition. As condition worsens and
repair and replacement costs reach $2,500 and above,
maintenance costs per unit increase as well. This increase is
not likely to be sufficient to keep pace with the increasing
need for repairs (note that replacements would be addressed
under the M&I budget). Public housing projects with repair and
replacement costs of $2,500 or above account for two-thirds of
all repair and replacement needs, but were allocated just over
one-gquarter of the maintenance budget.

TABLE 8.9
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES
(1979-1986)
BY REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS PER UNIT
(n=990, N=4787)

AVERAGE ANNUAL AVERAGE ANNUAL % OF TOTAL
R&R COST MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE REPAIR AND
PER UNIT EXPENDITURES EXP.PER UNIT % OF REPLACEMENT
(1988 $) (1988 $MILL.) % (1988 $) UNITS COSTS
0-499 32.78 38.4 349 45.2 3.7
500-999 10.65 12.4 419 12.2 5.3
1,000-2,499 20.05 23.4 392 24.6 24.4
2,500-4,999 11.27 13.2 513 10.5 22.4
Over 5,000 10.82 12.6 689 7.5 44.2
ALL 85.57 100.0 411 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC
1988.
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D. Levels of Modernization and Improvement Expenditures by
Project Condition

While the maintenance budget addresses maintenance and repair
needs, the M&I budget addresses the needs for replacement,
modernization and improvements. Although M&I expenditures
prior to the Physical Condition Survey should have been
targeted to deteriorating projects, there is evidence that
projects which today fail the NHA standards received less than
the necessary level of M&I expenditures.

Table 8.10 indicates that projects which failed the NHA
standards in 1988 and account for over 20 per cent of all
repair and replacement needs received less than 10 per cent of
average annual M&I expenditures between 1979 and 1986. As
shown in Table 8.11, M&I expenditures per unit have not been
much different, controlling for family and senior projects, for
projects which in 1988 failed the NHA standards than for
projects which then exceeded the standards.

TABLE 8.10
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL MODERNIZATION AND IMPROVEMENTS
EXPENDITURES (M&I) (1979-1986)
BY PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=990, N=4787)

AVERAGE. ANNUAL % OF TOTAL
M&I REPAIR AND
NHA EXPENDITURES % OF REPLACEMENT
STANDARDS (1988 SMILLIONS) PER CENT UNITS COSTS
Fails 5.56 8.8 6.2 21.8
Meets 35.57 56.6 51.5 58.6
Exceeds 21.77 34.6 42 .3 19.6
TOTAL 62.89 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC
1988.
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TABLE 8.11
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL MODERNIZATION AND IMPROVEMENTS
EXPENDITURES PER UNIT (1979-1986)
BY CLIENT TYPE AND PROJECT CONDITION RATINGS
(n=990, N=4787)

FAMILY SENIOR ALL
NHA PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS
STANDARDS (1988 $) (1988 $) (1988 %)
Fails 491 160 432
Meets 412 173 332
Exceeds 461 190 246
ALL 429 184 302

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC
1988.

Table 8.12 shows that only projects which have repair and
replacement needs of $5,000 or above received Mé&I expenditures
per unit well above the national average during the 1979-86
period. M&I expenditures per unit for these projects were just
over double that of projects which require less than one-tenth
their level of repair and replacement expenditures per unit.

At the same time, these projects with the highest level of
repair and replacement needs experienced, with 47.7 per cent of
projects, the highest incidence of M&I activities being
postponed because of a lack of budget in 1987 (Table 8.6).

Levels of M&I expenditures do not vary as much as do
maintenance expenditures by condition ratings or for projects
which require less than $5,000 in repairs and replacements.

M&I expenditures per unit for projects failing the NHA
standards were less than double than for those exceeding the
standards. Similarly, projects which today require between
$2,500 and $4,999 per unit in repairs or replacements, received
only marginally more M&I funds, at $366 per unit annually, than
projects which today require less than $500 per unit in repairs
and replacements, at $247 per unit in annual M&I funding.
Furthermore, Tables 8.4 and 8.6 indicated that the incidence of
projects with postponed M&I is not significantly different by
condition ratings or by repair and replacement cost categories
under $5,000. This may indicate some misallocation of M&I
expenditures according to levels of need.
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TABLE 8.12
ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL MODERNIZATION
AND IMPROVEMENTS EXPENDITURES (M&I) (1979-1986)
BY REPAIR AND REPLACEMENT COSTS PER UNIT
(n=990, N=4787)

R&R AVERAGE ANNUAL  AVERAGE ANNUAL % OF TOTAL
COSTS M&I M&I EXP. REPAIR AND
PER UNIT EXPENDITURES PER UNIT % OF REPLACEMENT
(1988 $) (1988 SMILLIONS) % (1988 $) UNITS COSTS
0-499 23.28 37.0 247 45.2 3.7
500-999 6.15 9.8 242 12.2 5.3
1,000-2, 499 16.93 26.9 331 24.6 24.4
2,500-4,999 8.04 12.8 366 10.5 22.4

over 5,000 8.55 13.6 545 7.5 44.2
TOTAL 62.96 100.0 302 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC
1988.

E. Incidence of Postponed Maintenance or M&I by levels of
Maintenance Expenditures Per Unit

This section examines the incidence of postponed maintenance or
M&I by levels of maintenance expenditures per unit. This
analysis was undertaken under two main premises. First, the
incidence of postponed maintenance should decrease as the
maintenance expenditures for any given project increase beyond
a certain level. In other words, increases in maintenance
spending beyond a certain level could lessen the need to
postpone maintenance work because of lack of budget. Second,
increases in maintenance spending beyond a certain level could
be an indicator of need for modernization and improvements.

Table 8.13 indicates that the incidence of postponed
maintenance increases with the level of maintenance
expenditures for projects where annual maintenance expenditures
averaged less than $650 per unit. Projects with annual
maintenance expenditures between $400 and $649 per unit have
the highest incidence of postponed maintenance (41.9 per cent
of projects). The incidence of postponed maintenance declines
to under 20 per cent for projects with annual maintenance
expenditures of $650 per unit or more.
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This appears to indicate that while maintenance budgets lag
behind the need for increased maintenance, the level of
postponed maintenance decreases as more funds are made
available for maintenance.

Table 8.13 also indicates that the incidence of postponed M&I
because of lack of budget increases steadily as maintenance
expenditures per unit increase. Projects with annual
maintenance expenditures per unit of $650 or more have the
highest incidence of postponed M&I because of lack of budget
with 48.1 per cent of projects. This could indicate that
maintenance activities are increased to make up for a shortage
of funds available for M&I expenditures.

TABLE 8.13
INCIDENCE OF POSTPONED MAINTENANCE OR M&I (1987)
BY LEVEL OF ANNUAL MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES PER UNIT (1979-86)
(n=882, N=4757)

MAINTENANCE % OF PROJECTS 9% OF PROJECTS
EXPENDITURES WITH POSTPONED WITH POSTPONED
PER UNIT (1986 $) MAINTENANCE M&I

0 - 240 9.8 23.5

250 - 399 21.2 24 .4

400 - 649 41.9 34.7

650 or more 19.5 48 .1

TOTAL 22.0 31.6

SOURCE: Administrative Expense Data Base and the Survey of
Public Housing Project Managers, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

F. Summary

This chapter examined whether past efforts and levels of
expenditure have been sufficient to maintain the condition of
the public housing stock at minimum property standards. The
major issue was whether maintenance, modernization and
improvement efforts have been sufficient and effective in
preventing the deterioration of the stock and the growth of a
backlog of repair, replacement, addition and upgrade needs over
the years. The analysis considered first, whether the overall
pool of maintenance and M&I funding was sufficiently large to
meet needs, and second, whether maintenance and M&I funding
were appropriately allocated according to need.
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The backlog was defined as the volume of needed repairs,
replacements, additions and upgrades beyond the normal accrual
in any given year. Because this annual accrual of need was
unknown and estimates of the condition of the stock were taken
at one point in time, the only way to estimate the volume of
the backlog was to compare the estimated level of actions
needed at the time of the inspections with the available
funding for maintenance and M&I for 1988. This analysis did
not permit the determination of how many years the backlog has
taken to develop or whether the stock was in better or worse
condition at the time of the inspection than in previous years.

A gap or backlog of $209.2 million was identified between the
level of need identified for repairs, replacements, additions
and upgrades, and the 1988 budget allocation for maintenance
and M&I. Underlying this estimate is the assumption that all
funds available are appropriately allocated to public housing
projects according to the levels of need. Funding required for
unit conversions, redesign and redevelopment of public housing
projects would add to the backlog identified.

The level of the estimated backlog should be treated with
caution. It is difficult with the data available to establish
whether the backlog has increased or decreased in recent years.
The increase in maintenance and modernization and improvement
budgets through the 1980's indicate that the level of the
backlog could be decreasing.

A continued increase in maintenance and M&I levels in future
years could accommodate the annual accrual of "new" repairs,
replacements, additions and upgrades as well as the backlog
identified. Such optimism should be moderated to take into
account that the level of "new"” annual accrual need is likely
to increase with the aging of the stock.

Levels of maintenance and M&I expenditures from 1979 to 1986
have not been sufficient for projects which in 1988 failed the
NHA minimum property standards or which required more than
$5,000 per unit in repairs and replacements. Projects failing
the NHA standards had the highest maintenance costs per unit,
followed by projects which minimally meet the standards. This
trend held for both family and senior projects although
maintenance costs for family projects are approximately twice
those for senior projects.

M&I expenditures per unit have not been much higher for failing
projects than for projects meeting the standards when
controlling for client type. Only projects requiring $5,000 or
more per unit for repairs and replacements received M&I funding
per unit well above the national average.

Failing projects had the highest incidence of project managers
reporting postponed maintenance because of lack of budget,
followed by projects just meeting the NHA standards.
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Postponement of M&I because of lack of budget was a common
problem for approximately one-third of projects, irrespective
of project condition ratings. Projects requiring $5,000 or
more for repairs and replacements had the highest incidence of
both postponed maintenance (29.4 per cent) and postponed M&I
(47.7 per cent) because of lack of budget.

Maintenance budgets appear to lag behind the need for increased
maintenance. However, the level of postponed maintenance does
decrease as more funds are made available for maintenance. The
incidence of postponed M&I increases steadily as maintenance
expenditures per unit increase. This relationship could
indicate that maintenance activities are increased to make up
for a shortage of funds available for M&I expenditures.
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IX POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE AGING OF THE STOCK ON PHYSICAL
CONDITION

As discussed previously, the aging of the public housing stock
has raised much concern. This section examines the aging of
the stock over the next 15 years and the implications in terms
of the condition of the stock.

A. Aging of the Public Housing Stock

In 1988, when the Physical Condition Survey was conducted, the
public housing stock had an average age of 14 years and was
still relatively young. The age profile will change rapidly
over the next 15 years. Tables 9.1 and 9.2 present the
distribution of the public housing stock by age group up to
2003. As soon as 1993, close to 3,000 public housing projects
or more than 60 per cent of all projects will be more than 15
years old. By 1998, no public housing projects will be less
than 11 years old. More than 4,300 or close to 90 per cent of
all projects will be more than 15 years old and one-quarter of
projects will be over 25 years old. Finally, in 2003 all
4,801 projects will be older than 15 years and over 2,900 or
61 per cent of them will be over 25 years old.

TABLE 9.1
AGING OF THE PUBLIC HOUSING STOCK
NUMBER OF PROJECTS

PROJECT YEAR

AGE 1988 1993 1998 2003
1 to 10 years 1,866 490 - -
11 to 15 years 1,750 1,376 490 -
16 to 25 years 1,106 2,701 3,126 1,866
Over 25 years 79 234 1,185 2,935
TOTAL 4,801 4,801 4,801 4,801

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.
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TABLE 9.2
AGING OF THE PUBLIC HOUSING STOCK
PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS

PROJECT YEAR
AGE 1988 1993 1998 2003
(%) (%) (%) (%)
1l to 10 years 38.9 10.2 - -
11 to 15 years 36.4 28.7 10.2 -
16 to 25 years 23.0 56.3 65.1 38.9
Over 25 years 1.6 4.9 24.7 61.1
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1988.

B. Potential Impact of the Aging of the Stock on Physical
Condition

The Physical Condition Survey found that the age of public
housing projects was associated with deteriorated physical
condition and higher incidence of failure to meet NHA Minimum
Property Standards. The aging of the stock will therefore
have an impact on the condition of the public housing stock
and demands for increased levels of maintenance, modernization
and improvement expenditures. How fast and by how much this
increase will be is difficult to predict. As previously
discussed, the Physical Condition Survey provides a snapshot
of the condition of the stock at one point in time. There are
no indicators of changes in the condition of the stock over
time and of whether increased levels of maintenance and M&I
expenditures in recent years have led to improvements in the
overall condition of the stock.

With these limitations in mind, projections of the 1988
physical condition of the stock were made for 1993, 1998 and
2003. These projections, presented in Tables 9.3 and 9.4, are
based on the project condition ratings by the CMHC inspectors
by project age group and client type. These projections
reflect how project condition could evolve with the aging of
the stock if the present condition profile of the stock and
backlog of repairs and replacements relative to age and client
type remain constant.

This simple model shows that the number and percentage of
projects exceeding the NHA standards remain fairly stable over
time. On the other hand, the number and percentage of
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projects just meeting the NHA standards decrease as the number
and percentage of projects failing the standards increase
steadily. Based on the assumptions stated above,
approximately 55 additional projects will fall below the NHA
standards every five years. By 2003, over 330 projects or 7
per cent of all public housing projects will fail the NHA
standards.

TABLE 9.3
PROJECTION OF THE 1988 CONDITION OF
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS FOR 1993, 1998 AND 2003
NUMBER OF PROJECTS

NHA 1 YEAR

STANDARDS 1988 1993 1998 2003
Fails 172 229 282 331
Meets 2,520 2,480 2,286 2,159
Exceeds 2,109 2,093 2,233 2,310
TOTAL 4,801 4,801 4,801 4,801

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC,
1988.

NOTE: 1 In order to ensure consistency and enable comparison
with projections for 1993, 1998 and 2003, the number
and percentage of projects and units by condition
ratings and the repair and replacement costs for 1988
were calculated according to the same methodology
used in the projections. Figures presented in this
chapter for 1988 may therefore vary slightly from
figures presented in previous chapters of the report
where a more refined weighting scheme was in effect.
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TABLE 9.4
PROJECTION OF THE 1988 CONDITION OF
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS FOR 1993, 1998 AND 2003
PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS

NHA YEAR

STANDARDS 1988 1993 1998 2003
(%) (%) (%) (%)

Fails 3.6 4.8 5.9 6.9

Meets 52.5 51.6 47 .6 45.0

Exceeds 43.9 43.6 46.5 48 .1

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC,
1988.

Tables 9.5 and 9.6 present the projection in terms of number
and percentage of public housing units failing, meeting and
exceeding the NHA standards. Because the size of projects
varies across the age profile of the stock, results vary from
the projections of the number and percentage of projects. The
number of units located in projects failing the NHA standards
will more than double by the year 2003, reaching close to
29,000 units, while the percentage of units in failing
projects will increase from 6.5 per cent to 14.0 per cent.
The largest increase will take place between 1993 and 1998
when close to 7,000 additional units will be located in
failing projects.

The number and percentage of units in projects just meeting
the NHA standards will remain relatively stable showing just a
slight decline. Unlike project level information, the
percentage of units located in projects exceeding the NHA
standards will decrease slightly from 41 per cent in 1988 to
39 per cent by 1993, and to 37 per cent by 2003.
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TABLE 9.5
PROJECTION OF THE 1988 CONDITION OF
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS FOR 1993, 1998 AND 2003
NUMBER OF UNITS

NHA YEAR

STANDARDS 1988 1993 1998 2003
Fails 13,239 17,176 24,089 28,767
Meets 106,961 107,384 103,024 100,755
Exceeds 84,718 80,358 77,085 75,395
TOTAL 204,918 204,918 204,918 204,918

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC,
1988.

TABLE 9.6
PROJECTION OF THE 1988 CONDITION OF
PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS FOR 1993, 1998 AND 2003
PERCENTAGE OF UNITS

NHA YEAR

STANDARDS 1988 1993 1998 2003
(%) (%) (%) (%)

Fails 6.5 8.4 11.7 14.0

Meets 52.2 52.4 50.3 49 .2

Exceeds 41.3 39.2 38.0 36.8

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Project Characteristics Data Base and the Physical
Condition Survey, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC,
1988.

C. Summary

This chapter examined the aging of the public housing stock
over the next 15 years and the implications in terms of the
condition of the stock. Projections of the 1988 physical
condition of the stock were made for 1993, 1998 and 2003.
These projections indicate how project condition could evolve
with the aging of the stock if the present condition profile
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of the stock and backlog of repairs and replacements relative
to project age and client type remain constant.

In 1988, when the Physical Condition Survey was conducted, the
public housing stock had an average age of 14 years and was
still relatively young. The age profile of the stock will
change rapidly over the next 15 years.

As soon as 1993, close to 3,000 public housing projects or
more than 60 per cent of projects will be more than 15 years
old. By the year 2003, all 4,801 projects will be older than
15 years and over 2,900 or 61 per cent of them will be over 25
years old.

The projection of 1988 project condition indicates that
approximately 55 additional projects will fall below the NHA
standards every five years. By the year 2003, over 330 or 6.9
per cent of all public housing projects will fail the NHA
standards.

In terms of units, the number of units in projects failing the
NHA standards will be more than double by the year 2003,
reaching close to 29,000 units or 14.0 per cent of all units
in the stock.

The percentage of units in projects exceeding the NHA
standards will decrease slightly from 41 per cent in 1988 to
39 per cent by 1993, and to 37 per cent by 2003.
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X PROGRAM TARGETING, HOUSING AFFORDABILITY AND CORE NEED

A. Introduction

Previous chapters have examined the characteristics of the
public housing stock, the population residing in public
housing and the physical condition of the stock. This chapter
assesses the degree to which the public housing program has
provided affordable, adequate and suitable housing to
low-income households.

As formally stated in CMHC's program delivery guidelines and
procedures manuals, the objectives of the Section 79
Federal/Provincial Program are to "provide adequate housing
accommodation for individuals and families of low income
within their financial capabilities". The objectives of the
Section 81/82 Program are similar: "to provide decent, safe
and sanitary housing for individuals and families of low
income suitable to their identified needs and at rents they
can afford".

The first section assesses the degree to which the public
housing program is targeted to households in need. The second
section assesses the degree to which the public housing
programs have achieved their objectives in terms of providing
affordable, adequate and suitable housing to their clients.

In providing answers to these questions, this chapter draws
extensively on the survey of public housing residents which
was undertaken as part of the evaluation.

B. Targeting of Assistance

As was stated in the introduction, the public housing program
is to provide assistance to individuals and families of low
income. This section assesses the extent to which this
objective has been achieved. One indicator of low income
currently used by CMHC to establish the eligibility of
prospective social housing clients and ensure that public
assistance is targeted to households in need is the "core need
income threshold". Core need income thresholds are developed
for local market and non-market areas across the country and
represent an estimate of the income that would be required to
secure adequate and suitable accommodation in the local area
without having to spend 30 per cent or more of household
income on basic shelter costs. Suitable housing is defined by
reference to the number, age and sex of household members (as
stipulated within the National Occupancy Standard). Adherence
to the National Occupancy Standard ensures that crowding
problems do not exist and that an adequate number of bedrooms
is available for the household.
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Using the core need income threshold as an indicator of
low~income status, the survey data indicate that the
assistance provided under the public housing program is well
targeted to low~income households (Table 10.1). Nationally,
96.1 per cent of all client households have incomes at or
below the core need income threshold established for their
area of residence. The degree of targeting achieved ranges
from 91.6 per cent in-Saskatchewan to 99.6 per cent in
Manitoba. No pronounced differences in the level of targeting
by client type are detected and only marginal differences are
observed among household types and sizes. The proportion of
households with incomes at or below the core need income
threshold is highest among single person households (99.3 per
cent) and is lowest among couples without children (80.7 per
cent). Somewhat less variation in targeting is evident among
household size groups, ranging from a low of 90.1 per cent
among two person households to a high of 99.3 per cent among
single person households.

C. Rent Determination Schemes

A central objective of the public housing program is that the
housing provided be affordable to low-income households. As
stated within the program objectives, the housing provided
under the public housing program is to be "within the
financial capabilities" of low-income residents (Section 79)
and is to be provided "at rents they can afford" (Section
81/82). Given the low incomes of the target client group, the
achievement of this objective requires that rents be
subsidized. The amount of subsidy required is defined through
reference to the Federal Graduated Rent Scale, which sets
rents according to adjusted household incomes. Provinces and
territories are permitted to use their own rental scales. The
only requirement established by CMHC is that the federal share
of the subsidy be based on whichever scale produces the lowest
subsidy. Both the Federal Graduated Rent Scale and provincial
and territorial variations are described below.

The Federal Graduated Rent Scale establishes rental charges
for fully serviced accommodation. Fully serviced
accommodation refers to rental units which are supplied with
heat, water, hot water, a stove and a refrigerator. If heat,
water or hot water are not provided, deductions from monthly
rents are made based on estimates of the cost of these
utilities. If a stove or refrigerator are not provided with
the unit, a further rent deduction of $1 each per month is
provided for.
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TABLE 10.1
PER CENT OF PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS
WITH INCOMES AT OR BELOW THE CORE NEED INCOME THRESHOLD
BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

INCIDENCE SAMPLE
CHARACTERISTICS (PER CENT) SIZE (n)
PROVINCE/TERRITORY
Newfoundland 96.8 (145)
Prince Edward Island 97.1 (190)
Nova Scotia 93.6 (193)
New Brunswick 97.0 (166)
Quebec 94.7 (414)
Ontario 97.3 (579)
Manitoba 99.6 (125)
Saskatchewan 91.6 (187)
Alberta 94.5 (162)
British Columbia 95.1 (199)
Yukon - (21)
Northwest Territories - (22)
CLIENT TYPE
Family 94.9 (956)
Senior 96.7 (1,229)
Family & Senior 98.5 (214)
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
One person living alone 99.3 (1,187)
One adult with children 97.5 (536)
Couple with children 89.9 (298)
Couple without children 80.7 (218)
Other 97.7 (51)
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
One person 99.3 (1,239)
Two persons 90.1 (453)
Three persons 94.3 (291)
Four persons 90.9 (242)
Five or more persons 97.3 (170)
ALL 96.1 (2,403)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1989.

NOTE : Insufficient cases for analysis in the Yukon and
Northwest Territories.

Under the Graduated Rent Scale, rents are calculated on a
sliding scale which ranges from 16.7 to 25 per cent of
adjusted household income, subject to a minimum monthly charge
of $28 per month. For families with children, rental charges
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are reduced by $2 per child per month. Tenants receiving
social assistance are required to pay the greater of the
shelter component of welfare or the rent required under the
Graduated Rent Scale.

While rents are set according to adjusted household incomes
under the Graduated Rent Scale, clients are protected against
frequent changes in rental charges due to short term
fluctuations in income. To provide client households with the
security of a fixed rent for a reasonable period of time, the
program guidelines stipulate that a maximum rent is to be
established for the period of the lease. Upward adjustments
of rent due to increased income or a reduction in family size
are not to occur until the end of the lease period. However,
should a tenant's income be reduced or the household have an
additional child, an immediate rent reduction may take place.
Where the income reduction is temporary in duration, so is the
period of rent abatement. Verification of tenant incomes is
the responsibility of the provinces and territories.

As was mentioned earlier, several provinces and territories
have established their own procedures for calculating rent
charges. As a result, significant variations exist among
provinces and territories in terms of: the rent-to-income
ratio used to set rents, provisions for minimum and maximum
rents, the use of special scales or flat payments for
particular client groups (i.e. social assistance recipients),
the definition of household income used in the calculation of
rental charges, the size of rent deductions assessed where
clients pay for their own heat, water or hot water and the
magnitude of surcharges applied where additional amenities are
provided (e.g. parking, cable T.V., etc.). Provincial and
territorial variations in rent determination criteria are
reviewed below.

1. Rent-to-Income Ratios

Under the Federal Graduated Rent Scale, rental charges for
fully serviced accommodation are calculated on a sliding scale
which ranges from 16.7 to 25 per cent of adjusted household
income. As is indicated in Table 10.2, the Federal Graduated
Rent Scale is currently used in Newfoundland, Nova Scotia,
Manitoba, Yukon (Whitehorse only), Ontario (family clients
only) and Prince Edward Island (family clients only). These
components of the portfolio account for just over one-third
(36 per cent) of all client households served by the public
housing program. In practice, however, the proportion of
clients assessed rents according to the GRS is considerably
smaller. This is due to the fact that clients receiving
social assistance generally have their rents set by reference
to a separate scale.
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TABLE 10.2
RENT-TO-INCOME RATIOS USED TO ASSESS RENTS

PROVINCE/
TERRITORY RENT-TO-INCOME RATIO USED TO ASSESS RENTS

Newfoundland | Federal GRS used where household not receiving social assistance (16.7 to 25 per cent of
income).

P.R.I. Federal GRS used for families (16.7 to 25 per cent of income). Provincial rent scale
for seniors (20.0 to 25 per cent of income),

Nova Scotia | Federal GRS used where social assistance constitutes 50 per cent or less of household
income (charged 16.7 to 25 per cent of income).

New Brunswick| Charged rents equal to 30 per cent of income,

Quebec Charged rents equal to 25 per cent of 90 per cent of gross income; persons independent
of household contribute an additional $53.75 per month.

Ontario Federal GRS used for families (16.7 to 25 per cent of income). Provincial rent scale
for seniors (20.0 to 25 per cent of income).

Manitoba Federal GRS used where social assistance payments are less than 25 per cent of total
income (16.7 to 25 per cent of income).

Saskatchewan | Charged rents equal to 25 per cent of income.

Alberta Charged rents equal to 25 per cent of income.
B.C. Charged rents equal to 30 per cent of income.
Yukon Federal GRS used in Whitehorse (16.7 to 25 per cent of income). Elsewhere, clients are

charged 25 per cent of income.

Northwest Charged rents ranging from 16.7 to 25 per cent of income (depending on family size and
Territories | the "cost of living"” zone in which the project is located).

SOURCE: Provincial and Territorial Manuals and 1985 Compendium of Rent-to-Income Scales (CMHC).

In the Northwest Territories rent charges range from 16.7 to
25 per cent of adjusted income with a further adjustment being
made to reflect regional differences in cost of living. 1In
Prince Edward Island and Ontario, seniors clients are charged
rents ranging between 20 and 25 per cent of adjusted income.
The remaining provinces utilize a single payment-to-income
ratio in setting rents. Rents are charged at a flat rate of
25 per cent of adjusted income in Quebec, Saskatchewan,
Alberta and the Yukon (outside of Whitehorse). Public housing
clients in British Columbia and New Brunswick are charged
rents at a flat rate of 30 per cent of adjusted income.
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2. Rent Minima and Maxima

The Federal Graduated Rent Scale establishes a minimum monthly
rental charge of $28 but does not stipulate a maximum charge.
Several provinces and territories have established minimum
charges which exceed $28 (Table 10.3). In four provinces, the
minimum charges established exceed that prescribed by the GRS
by a considerable margin: Saskatchewan ($110-$135), Quebec
($112), Alberta ($92) and Prince Edward Island ($90). These
minimum charges may contribute to affordability problems among
client households with very low incomes.

Two provinces and one territory have established a maximum
charge for public housing units (Ontario, British Columbia and
the Northwest Territories). Saskatchewan also allows for a
maximum charge in cases where vacancy problems exist. These
maximum charges are applied where rents based on the
rent-to-income scale would exceed market rents. In such
cases, the market rent is charged.

3. Rental Charges for Social Assistance Recipients

In most provinces and territories, a component of the benefits
received by social assistance recipients is provided for
shelter expenditures. Because their income is determined in
part on the amount of their shelter costs, a normal rent scale
which fixes rents as a proportion of household income cannot
be used for social assistance recipients. For this reason,
most provinces have established special rental charges or
scales for social assistance recipients. Data from the survey
of public housing tenants suggests that approximately
one-third (32.7 per cent) of clients are recipients of social
assistance (either provincial or municipal). Typically,
social assistance recipients are charged a fixed rent (which
may vary depending on whether the units are fully serviced or
not) (Table 10.4). Fixed rents range from a low of $32 in the
Northwest Territories to a high of $350 in Charlottetown,
Prince Edward Island.

No special rent scale is used for social assistance recipients
in New Brunswick. Alberta and Quebec charge social assistance
recipients the same RGI ratio as regular clients (25 per
cent). British Columbia sets rents at 43 per cent of social
supplement allowances (equivalent to 30 per cent of total
GAIN) excluding utilities and special allowances.
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TABLE 10.3

RENT MINIMA AND MAXIMA

PROVINCE/TERRITORY MINIMUM MONTHLY RENT MAXTMUM MONTHLY RENT

Newfoundland $28 N/A

Prince Edward Island $90 ($50)* N/A

Nova Scotia $28 N/A

New Brunswick $28 N/A

Quebec 5112 N/A

Ontario $28 25 per cent of income
or market rent (whichever
is lower).

Manitoba $28 N/A

Saskatchewan $110-5135 25 per cent of income or

($60-585)* market rent (whichever is
is lower).**

Alberta $92 N/A

British Columbia N/A 30 per cent of income or
market rent (whichever
is lower).

Yukon $150*** 25 per cent of income or
market rent (whichever is
lower.

Northwest $32 Economic rent or market

Territories rent (whichever is higher)

or appraised value where
homeownership is not an
option.

SOURCE: Provincial and Territorial Manuals and 1985 Compendium of

Rent-to-Income Scales (CMHC).

NOTE: * Figures in parentheses indicate the rent for unserviced units.

** Where vacancy problems exist.

*%% Minimum rent is $32 for public housing units in Whitehorse.
Elsewhere in the Yukon, the minimum rent is $150.
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TABLE 10.4
RENT DETERMINATION CRITERIA FOR SOCIAL ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS
SOCIAL
CLIENTS ASSISTANCE
RECEIVING IS MAJOR
SOCTAL SOURCE OF
PROVINCE/ ASSISTANCE INCOME
TERRTTORY CALCULATION OF RENTS FOR SOCIAL ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS (PER CENT) | (PER CENT)
Newfoundland | Charged rents of $82 (fully serviced) or $62 (excluding heat 45.5 33.3
and hot water).
Prince Flat monthly rent charged for unheated units, Families pay
Edward $350 in Charlottetown, $290 in Summerside and $240 elsewhere. 17.2 10.0
Island Where other income present, S.A. clients pay greater of flat
rate or GRS. Seniors charged $220 in all locations.
Nova Scotia | Rents charged range from $103-$119, 20.3 20.3
New Brunswick| No special scale used for social assistance recipients. 50.7 50.5
Quebec Charged rents equal to 25 per cent of base income, 39.6 38.9
Ontario Rent payments determined by family size and source of
social assistance: General Welfare Assistance recipients 32.9 32.2
pay between $52-$275, Family Benefits Act recipients pay
between §75-§323, GAINS-D recipients pay between $75-$305.
Manitoba Separate scale used if social assistance payments are
at least 25 per cent of total income. Rents range from 32.6 34.2
§145-5215 for senjors and from $245 (unserviced units)
to 8335 (fully serviced units) for families.
Saskatchewan | Social assistance recipients charged the minimum rent 14.1 10.1
(6110-8135).
Alberta Separate scale used for social assistance recipients
(25 per cent of S.A.). Rents range between $113-8302 for 29.7 17.7
single parents and between $182-$353 for two parent families.
British Charged 43 per cent of social support allowance (equal to
Coluebia 30 per cent of total GAIN - Guaranteed Available Income 40.9 28.3
for Need) excluding utilities and special allowances.
Yukon Where earned income is less than $410 monthly rent is $300
(includes electricity), otherwise charged at GRS or Yukon N/A N/A
scale (whichever applicable).
N.N.T. Social assistance recipients charged the minimum remt ($32). N/A N/A
SOURCE:  Provincial and Territorial Manuals, 1985 Compendium of Rent-to-Income Scales (CMHC), and

Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC, 1989.
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4. Shelter Costs Covered By Rental Charges

Rental charges are intended to be for fully serviced
accommodation. This is defined as including water, hot water,
heating, a refrigerator and a stove. In some cases, however,
tenants are provided with unserviced units and are required to
make their own payments for utilities and provide their own
appliances. - Where tenants are required to pay for their own
utilities, the Federal Graduated Rent Scale prescribes that
estimated utility costs are to be deducted from the monthly
rental charge. A nominal deduction is also prescribed where a
refrigerator and stove are not supplied with the unit ($1
monthly for each appliance). Where amenities not included in
the definition of fully serviced accommodation are provided
(e.g. electricity for uses other than home heating and hot
water, parking, cable T.V., etc.) a surcharge is generally
applied.

Data obtained from the Survey of Public Housing Tenants
indicate that only a small proportion of tenants pay
additional charges for water, gas and oil (6.4, 5.5 and 0.4
per cent of tenants, respectively) (Table 10.5). A
considerably higher proportion (one-third) of tenants reported
paying their own electricity bills.

TABLE 10.5
INCIDENCE OF PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS REPORTING EXTRA PAYMENTS
FOR WATER, GAS, OIL AND ELECTRICITY

WATER GAS OIL ELECTRICITY
PROVINCE/ PER PER PER PER
TERRITORY CENT (n) CENT (n) CENT (n) CENT (n)
Newfoundland 0.7 (146) 3.2 (145) 3.3 (144) 95.2 (144)
P.E.I. 0.5 (195) 0.0 (195) 28.3 (196) 89.5 (185)
Nova Scotia 0.0 (192) 0.0 (190) 1.2 (190) 56.3 (188)
New Brunswick 0.2 (211) 0.0 (207) 0.0 (207) 20.3 (211)
Quebec 1.0 (425) 0.2 (423) 0.0 (421) 15.7 (424)
Ontario 3.2 (608) 1.2 (616) 0.0 (617) 19.8 (612)
Manitoba 7.6 (133) 1l4.6 (132) 0.0 (132) 37.7 (131)
Saskatchewan 20.1 (177) 14.9 (167) 0.9 (176) 54.3 (163)
Alberta 34.0 (158) 32.5 (158) 0.3 (158) 71.7 (155)
British Columbia 3.6 (191) 10.1 (184) 0.4 (191) 72.9 (185)
Yukon - (20) - (21) - (20) - (19)
N.W.T. - (23) - (23) - (23) - (21)
CANADA 6.4 (2479) 5.5 (2461) 0.4 (2475) 33.3 (2438)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.
NOTE: Insufficient cases for analysis in the Yukon and N.W.T.
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Provincial and territorial differences in utility allowances
and amenity surcharges can be substantial and introduce
another source of variation in rental charges assessed for
public housing units in different parts of the country. The
manner in which deductions and surcharges for utilities are
assessed varies among provinces and territories (see Table
10.6). In some jurisdictions, a fixed allowance for items
like heat and hot water is established, while in other
jurisdictions allowances are sensitive to unit size, type of
heating system, building type and location. In both cases, if
utility consumption exceeds the amount of the rent deduction
tenants are responsible for paying the difference. In some
cases, actual costs are assessed (or estimated by prorating
bulk consumption) and are deducted from rent.

In some provinces and territories, items not normally
considered to fall under the definition of "fully serviced
accommodation" are provided without charge to the tenant. For
example, the Northwest Territories and Yukon allow consumption
of electricity up to a specified maximum, with the tenant
covering the cost of any extra consumption. In New Brunswick,
a surcharge for electricity is applied to the rent charged to
family clients, but is not assessed for senior clients.
Surcharges for electricity are based on actual consumption in
Prince Edward Island, Alberta and British Columbia.

Surcharges applied in the remaining provinces ranged from $7
(in Newfoundland) to $40 (family clients in Nova Scotia) in
1987.



- 129

TABLE 10.6
RENT DEDUCTIONS AND SURCHARGES FOR UTILITIES
PROVINCE/
TERRITORY HEAT* WATER* HOT WATER* ELECTRICITY**
Newfoundland | $16 plus additional Estimated 54 §7-810
allowance of $30-560. local costs.
Prince $40-845 (oil heat) Included Prorated from bulk
Rdward §50-855 (electrical) None in heating meters (in 1987
Island (includes hot water). deduction. average was $27).
Nova Scotia $50 83 58 Families: $40
Seniors: $20
New Brunswick §10 Estimated 83 Families: $25-$37
local costs. Seniors: No charge
Bach. units - §17.85
Quebec None None None 1 Bed units - $20.20
§2.35 per extra bed.
Ontario $46-552 S11 516 Families: §14
Seniors: §6
Manitoba §32-586 None None Families: §17-$34
Seniors:  §9-§10
Saskatchewan §50 (includes heat, Included in Included in $12 minimum.
water and sewer). single charge. single charge.
Alberta Estimated local costs. Estimated Estimated Actual, or prorated
local costs. local costs. from bulk meter.
British Tenant pays directly. Included. Tenant pays Actual, or prorated
Columbia directly. from bulk meter.
Fuel oil consumption §20-5830 in
above 1,300 gallons Khitehorse.
Yukon annually charged to None None Elsewhere, a set
fanily clients outside amount of Kwh is
Whitehorse at cost. provided free.
Northwest 8§10 charge for No charge up to pre-
Territories water and sewer None set maximum, above

in Inuvik.

which user pays.

SOURCE: Provincial and Territorial Manuals, Interim Report of the F/P/T Subcommittee on
Conservation and the Maintenance of the Existing Stock and the Reduction of Operating
Costs (August, 1987) and 1985 Compendium of Rent-to-Income Scales (CMHC).

NOTE:

** Surcharge added to rent.

* Deductions from rent where service not covered by rent charge.
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5. Adjustment of Incomes for Rent Determination

Another source of variation in rent determination schemes
among provinces and territories is the precise definition of
income against which rent is assessed through the use of
payment-to~-income ratios. Under the Federal Graduated Rent
Scale, certain sources of income are wholly or partially
exempted in the calculation of income for rent determination
purposes. Prior to calculation of the appropriate rental
charge, gross household incomes are adjusted so as to
exclude:

1. Earnings of children in regular attendance at
recognized institutions of learning (funds for
tuition, such as scholarships, bursaries and
contributions from non-resident family members);

2. Living out or travelling allowances of a family head;
3. Earnings of a working spouse (up to $900 per annum);

4. Income from any source other than social assistance
payments of a one-parent family up to $900 per annum;

5. Earnings in excess of $75 per month for all family
members other than the family head or spouse;

6. Capital gains (such as insurance settlements,
inheritances, disability awards, or sale of
effects); and

7. Family allowances.

For the most part, provincial and territorial scales involve a
more detailed income adjustment procedure than that prescribed
under the Federal GRS. The principal provincial and
territorial variations in income adjustment practices are
presented in Table 10.7. Like the GRS, typical deductions
include a portion of the income of working spouses and
dependents. Differences of a more substantive nature are also
apparent, however. For example, two provinces (Quebec and
Ontario) allow childcare expenses to be deducted from income.
In addition, several provinces and territories (i.e. Ontario,
British Columbia, and the Yukon) impute income from non-income
producing assets for inclusion in adjusted income
calculations.

1 1985 Compendium of Rent-To-Income Scales, CMHC.
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TABLE 10.7
PRINCIPAL VARIATIONS IN INCOME ADJUSTMENTS
FOR RENT DETERMINATION PURPOSES

PROVINCE/

TERRITORY PRINCIPAL VARIATIONS IN INCOME ADJUSTMENTS FOR RENT DETERMINATION PURPOSES

Newfoundland | Excluded: payments for the care of foster children.

Prince Included: social assistance payments (including rent and heat allowances),

Edward first $5,800 in annual income of each dependent aged 25 years or less.

Excluded: the first $1,000 of income of all dependents who are not in full-time school
attendance, work-related earnings of a single parent, working spouse, or any other
household member including children up to §1,000 per year per qualifying household
member, interest from RRSPs (unless withdrawn from the plan), alimony or child support
paid to an ex-spouse and/or children not residing in a family housing project.

Nova Scotia | Included: social assistance supplement, payments for the care of foster children up to
$100 per month per child,

Excluded: first §1,800 of annual income of working spouse, income in excess of $400 per
month of family members other than household head or spouse.

New Included: social assistance payments.

Brunswick Excluded: payments for the care of foster children.

Quebec Included: 90 per cent of gross household income, social assistance payments (except
supplements where the applicant earns less than the base income).

Excluded: payments arising from legal judgements against claimants, long term
hospitalization costs, childcare costs, Quebec baby bonus, payments from social programs
(i.e. social handicapped allowance for special needs).

Ontario Included: income imputed from non-income producing assets, grants and scholarships.
Excluded: employment expense of $42 per month (for seniors, employed applicants and
those receiving UI payments), child care expenses ($167 per month per child).

Manitoba Included: payments for the care of foster children (if over one-third of total family

income), social assistance supplement if 25 per cent or less of gross family income.
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TABLE 10.7 (CONTINUED)
PRINCIPAL VARIATIONS IN INCOME ADJUSTMENTS
FOR RENT DETERMINATION PURPOSES

PROVINCE/

TERRITORY PRINCIPAL: VARIATIONS IN INCOME ADJUSTMENTS FOR RENT DETERMINATION PURPOSES

Saskatchewan | Included: payments for the care of foster children (if over one-third of total family
income).

Excluded: earnings in excess of $200 per month of children under the age of 21 not in
full-time school attendance.

Alberta Excluded: 1,200 of income of employed spouse where at least one child present (or of
income of single parent where not derived from social assistance), earnings in excess of
$150 per month for family members other than household head or spouse, $50 in interest
or income from assets, and Senior Citizen Renters Assistance Grant,

British Excluded: 5100 of monthly income for each working family member,

Columbia income from first $3,000 of assets (remainder is subject to minimum return).

Yukon Included: Social assistance payments, imputed rate of return from from non-income
producing assets (set at the interest rate of the most recent CSB issue).

Egcluded: allowances for the care of foster children.
N.K.T. Included: Social assistance payments. No deductions for part-time income.
SOURCE: Provincial and Territorial Manuals and 1985 Compendium of Rent-to-Income Scales (CMHC).

D. Housing Affordability

How affordable are public housing units? Table 10.8 presents
data pertaining to the shelter costs of clients residing in
public housing projects. Average monthly shelter costs range
from $218 for bachelor units to $347 for units with four or
more bedrooms. Under the Graduated Rent Scale, rents charged
for public housing units are not to exceed 25 per cent of the
household's income. However, as the previous section has
demonstrated, some aspects of provincial and territorial rent
scales do not ensure that rents are affordable to clients.
For example, in some jurisdictions, rental charges are set at
30 per cent of income. In addition, fairly high minimum
rental charges are in use in several provincial jurisdictions
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(ranging as high as $135 per month). Where rents are charged
at a fixed rate without reference to client income,
affordability is not explicitly assured as part of the rent
determination process. This is also the case where utility
deductions provided for unserviced units are less than actual
expenditures.

TABLE 10.8

MONTHLY SHELTER COSTS OF PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS
MONTHLY
SHELTER ONE TWO THREE FOUR+
COSTS BACHELOR BEDROOM BEDROOM BEDROOM BEDROOM ALL
Under $100 0.0 3.9 1.0 2.5 1.7 2.8
$100 - $199 35.2 25.1 35.7 17.1 13.1 25.1
$200 - $299 60.1 57.4 29.5 44.6 33.5 48.6
$300 - $399 4.3 10.2 25.4 18.8 20.7 14.6
$400 - $499 0.4 2.4 5.0 6.1 13.6 4.5
$500 or more 0.0 0.6 3.4 10.8 17.3 4.3
ALL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
AVERAGE $218 5228 $259 $296 $347 $254
Sample
Size (n) (117) (1,145) (402) (612) (193) (2,672)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1989.

NOTE: Includes payments made for rent, water, electricity,
gas and oil.

1. Incidence of Affordability Problems

The core need indicator currently in use stipulates that a
household has an affordability problem if it is required to
spend 30 per cent or more of its household income on basic
shelter costs for suitable and adequate housing. Basic
shelter costs for renters include rent as well as payments for
oil, gas, coal, wood or other fuels, electricity, water,
sewerage and related costs.

Shelter-cost-to-income ratios for public housing clients are
presented in Table 10.9. The data indicate that fully
four-fifths of public housing client households spend 25 per
cent or more of their household income on shelter, while
one-third spend at least 30 per cent.
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TABLE 10.9
SHELTER-COST-TO~-INCOME RATIOS
RATIO OF SHELTER COSTS PER CENT OF CUMULATIVE
TO INCOME (PER CENT) HOUSEHOLDS PER CENT
Under 5 0.0 0.0
5.0 - 9.9 0.2 0.2
10.0 - 14.9 1.4 1.6
15.0 - 19.9 6.9 8.5
20.0 - 24.9 11.1 19.6
25.0 - 29.9 - 45.8 65.4
30.0 - 34.9 16.4 81.8
35.0 - 39.9 8.3 90.1
40.0 - 44.9 2.7 92.8
45.0 - 49.9 2.8 95.6
50 or more 4.4 100.0

Sample Size (n) (2,171)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1989.

NOTE : Shelter costs include payments made for rent, water,
electricity, gas and oil.

An earlier client survey, undertaken in 1981, also detected
evidence of affordability problems among public housing
clients. The Social Housing Review (Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1984 pg. 125) found that 45.5 per cent of
clients had shelter costs in excess of 25 per cent of
household income and 20.1 per cent reported shelter costs in
excess of 30 per cent of income. The study noted that
affordability problems were likely to have been over-estimated
due to the possible under-reporting of income by survey
respondents and to the fact that 1982 rents were being
compared to 1981 incomes.

To assess the reliability of the analysis of housing
affordability reported here, several supplementary analyses
were undertaken to determine the sensitivity of the survey
based estimate of the incidence of affordability problems to
potential sources of error (e.g. under-reporting of incomes or
over-reporting of rent charges by clients, lack of time
concurrence of shelter cost and income data etc.). The
results of these analyses provide different point estimates of
the incidence of affordability problems which range between
approximately one-fifth to one-~third of client households.

The incidence of households spending 30 per cent or more of
their household income on basic shelter costs is highest in
British Columbia (77.8 per cent) and New Brunswick (73.1 per
cent) (Table 10.10). The incidence of shelter-cost-to-income
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ratios of 30 per cent or more is considerably higher among
family households (44.4 per cent) than seniors (25.4 per cent)
and is particularly high among single parent families (49.3
per cent), couples with children (42.8 per cent) and "other"
household types (53.2 per cent). "Other" households include
those composed of unrelated persons or those where adult
relatives other than parents are present. The proportion of
income spent on shelter generally rises with increasing
household size.

The incidence of shelter costs being equal to or greater than
30 per cent of household income was only marginally higher
among social assistance recipients (37.7 per cent) than other
households (33.1 per cent). However, because the income
received by social assistance recipients is in part determined
by the shelter component of social assistance benefits,
shelter-cost-to-income ratios for this group may not reliably
convey an indication of housing affordability. More detailed
information concerning shelter-cost-to-income ratios for
social assistance recipients is provided in Appendix E.

2. Magnitude of Affordability Problems

The foregoing analysis has documented the extent of
affordability problems among public housing clients, measured
in terms of the proportion of the client population affected.
Another indicator of the magnitude of affordability problems
considers the difference between actual shelter costs and each
client's "affordability threshold" (i.e. 30 per cent of gross
household income).

Table 10.11 compares actual shelter costs of households paying
30 per cent or more of household income for shelter against
their "affordability thresholds" (30 per cent of gross
household income). Among households experiencing
affordability problems, the average difference between actual
monthly shelter costs and affordability thresholds is $60. In
other words, their current shelter expenditures exceed 30 per
cent of gross monthly household income by an average of $60.
The largest average differences are observed in Manitoba
($121) and Prince Edward Island ($109).

In most cases, the difference between actual and affordable
shelter costs is not large. For over one-third of households
with affordability problems, this difference is less than $25.
For 60.2 per cent of households, the difference is less than
$50. However, a minority of households experience
considerably greater affordability problems. One=-fifth of
households experiencing affordability problems report
differences between actual and affordable shelter costs of
$100 or more.
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TABLE 10.10

SHELTER-COST-TO-INCOME RATIOS BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

RATIO OF SHELTER COSTS TO HOUSEHOLD INCOME (PER CENT)

SAMPLE
UNDER 25 25-29 30-34 35 OR MORE SIZE (n)
PROVINCE/TERRITORY
Newfoundland 21.8 24.1 19.0 35.0 (129)
Prince Edward Island 4.6 41.8 20.2 33.4 (172)
Nova Scotia 7.1 50.2 20.5 22.2 (173)
New Brunswick 3.6 23.2 45.9 27.2 (165)
Quebec 10.5 57.5 14.9 17.1 (396)
Ontario 24.9 45.3 13.1 16.7 (529)
Manitoba 12.6 43.2 10.8 33.4 (112)
Saskatchewan 14.6 65.3 10.6 9.5 (148)
Alberta 28.8 38.7 25.1 7.4 (144)
British Columbia 10.4 11.8 42.0 35.8 (166)
Yukon - - - - (19)
Northwest Territories - - - - (18)
CLIENT TYPE
Family 24.4 31.2 19.4 25.0 (882)
Senior 15.8 58.8 13.4 12.0 (1,086)
Family & Senior 16.2 45.1 19.2 19.5 (200)
SOURCE OF INCOME
Social assistance 29.0 33.3 16.6 21.1 (697)
Other 14.6 52.3 16.3 16.8 (1,451)
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
One person living alone 16.8 58.2 13.4 11.6 (1,037)
One adult with children 19.3 31.4 23.8 25.5 (472)
Couple with children 33.7 23.5 19.8 23.0 (269)
Couple without children 15.5 51.7 13.1 19.7 (197)
Other 9.9 36.9 10.0 43.2 (46)
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
One person 17.0 57.8 13.6 11.6 (1,074)
Two persons 19.5 41.7 15.8 23.0 (403)
Three persons 20.2 35.5 22.0 22.3 (249)
Four persons 23.9 27.5 25.9 22.7 (218)
Five or more persons 27.4 23.4 17.9 31.3 (155)
ALL 19.6 45.8 16.5 18.1 (2,171)
SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.
NOTE : Shelter costs include payments for rent, water, electricity,

gas and oil.

Insufficient cases were available for analysis in
the Yukon and Northwest Territories.




- 137 -

TABLE 10.11
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ACTUAL MONTHLY SHELTER COSTS AND AFFORDABILITY THRESHOLDS
FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH SHELTER-COST-TO-INCOME RATIOS OF 30 PER CENT OR GREATER
BY PROVINCE

PER CENT OF HOUSEHOLDS

PROVINCE/ $100 AVERAGE SAMPLE
TERRITORY $1-524 $25-549 $50-$99 OR MORE (%) SIZE (n)
Newfoundland 25.5 15.1 29.2 30.2 70.25 (59)
P.E.I. 31.8 19.4 7.3 41.6 109.02 (63)
Nova Scotia 47.3 27.1 10.8 14.8 45,53 (56)
New Brunswick 45.4 35.2 15.6 3.8 35.62 (94)
Quebec 42.7 19.2 13.7 24.4 63.24 (103)
Ontario 37.6 20.8 25.0 16.6 57.28 (138)
Manitoba 8.7 13.9 18.1 59.3 121.14 (33)
Saskatchewan 44.1 10.2 33.3 12.3 46.98 (33)
Alberta 52.4 35.0 5.6 7.0 34.98 (45)
British Columbia 31.6 31.9 17.2 19.3 52.45 (111)
Yukon - - - - - (9)
N.W.T. - - - - - (4)
CANADA 38.0 22.2 19.1 20.7 59.83 (748)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.
NOTE : Insufficient cases for analysis in the Yukon and N.W.T.

3. Factors Contributing to Affordability Problems

Having identified the incidence and the magnitude (in dollar
terms) of affordability problems among public housing clients,
it is important to establish the factors contributing to this
phenomenon. Table 10.12 compares average shelter costs and
incomes for households with and without affordability
problems. This analysis suggests that affordability problems
stem from a combination of lower client incomes and higher
shelter costs.

Clients paying 30 per cent or more of their household income
for rent have lower average incomes (-$179) and, consequently,
lower affordability thresholds (-$54) than do clients who
reported paying less than 30 per cent of their income for
shelter. Compounding the problem presented by lower incomes,
are the higher shelter expenditures (+$58) reported by clients
with affordability problems. The two components of shelter
costs which are principally responsible for this difference
are electricity and rent. Clients with affordability problems
spend an average of $30 more on rent and $20 more on
electricity than did clients with shelter cost-to-income
ratios of less than 30 per cent.
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TABLE 10.12
COMPARISON OF SHELTER EXPENSES FOR PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS
(FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH AND WITHOUT AFFORDABILITY PROBLEMS)

RATIO OF SHELTER COSTS
TO GROSS HOUSEHOLD INCOME

30 PER CENT LESS THAN

OR MORE 30 PER CENT DIFFERENCE#*

(AVE. $) (AVE. $) (AVE. $)
Rent 258.60 228.39 30.21
Water 2.66 1.37 1.29
Electricity 29.38 9.16 20.22
Gas 5.98 1.73 4.25
0il 0.80 0.02 .78
Total shelter cost 297.43 239.12 58.31
Monthly household income 792.00 970.89 -178.89
Affordability threshold 237.60 291.27 -53.67

(30 per cent of gross
household income)

Difference between
shelter cost and 59.82 -49.63
affordability threshold

Sample Size (n) (748) (1,078)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

NOTE: * All differences are statistically significant at the 99 per cent
confidence level.

4. Impact of Provincial and Territorial Rent Scales on
Housing Affordability

The preceding sections have demonstrated that considerable
variation exists in the procedures used to calculate rental
charges across the public housing portfolio. Collectively,
provincial and territorial differences in rent-to-income
ratios, use of minimum and maximum rents, treatment of social
assistance recipients, assessment of deductions and surcharges
and adjustment of incomes for rent determination purposes have
an impact on the affordability of public housing units in
different parts of the country. The following analysis
attempts to measure the impact of these differences, by
comparing the charges for fully serviced accommodation
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reported by clients against an estimate of the rent charge
that would be assessed if the criteria incorporated in the
Federal Graduated Rent Scale were strictly applied.

Expenditures for fully serviced accommodation have been
estimated by summing payments for rent, water, gas and oil
reported by respondents to the client survey. The survey data
do not allow for the separation of electricity charges for
heat and hot water (included in the definition of fully
serviced accommodation) from those associated with general
domestic electricity consumption. For the purpose of this
analysis, all electricity expenditures have been excluded from
the calculation expenditures for fully serviced accommodation.
This will result in an under-estimation of actual expenditures
in cases where electricity is used for heating or hot water.

The survey data do not permit an exact adjustment of client
incomes using the Federal Graduated Rent Scale (GRS) criteria.
For the purpose of this analysis, several assumptions have
been made in the adjustment of gross household incomes and the
calculation of the commensurate rent under the GRS. Where a
working spouse is present or where single parent families
receiving social assistance also report income from other
sources, the maximum deduction was applied ($75 per month in
each case). This may result in an under-estimation of the GRS
rent in cases where the household would not be eligible for
the maximum deduction. However, a sensitivity analysis which
assumed half the maximum deduction produced only nominally
different results. Family allowance payments were also
deducted, based on the number of children reported.

The survey data do not permit the adjustment of incomes to
exclude: 1) earnings of children in full time school
attendance; 2) living out or travelling allowances of family
heads; 3) earnings of family members other than the head or
spouse; and 4) capital gains. This will result in an
over-estimation of GRS rents for households which would be
eligible for the adjustment of gross income on these grounds.

This analysis suggests that just over three-quarters of public
housing clients pay more for fully serviced accommodation than
they would if they were charged rents calculated according to
the criteria established in the Federal Graduated Rent Scale
(GRS) (Table 10.13). The proportion of clients paying in
excess of the GRS rent ranges from 50.8 per cent in
Newfoundland to 98.6 per cent in New Brunswick. On average,
actual monthly charges for fully serviced accommodation
reported by respondents to the client survey are $27.7 higher
than estimated GRS rents. Only in Newfoundland was there no
statistically significant difference between average reported
shelter expenditures and estimated GRS rents. 1In the
remaining provinces and territories, the average difference
between actual rent charges and estimated GRS rents ranges
from a low of $13.5 in Saskatchewan to a high of $65.7 in
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Prince Edward Island. The largest average differences are
observed in Prince Edward Island ($65.7), New Brunswick
($64.3) and Manitoba ($57.1).

The data indicate that a substantial proportion of clients
living in jurisdictions which use the Federal GRS report
expenditures on rent, water, gas and oil which exceed the
rental charge estimated by applying the GRS criteria to their
reported household incomes. This is particularly the case in
Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, and Manitoba. There are a number
of potential explanations for this apparent anomaly. In most
provinces which use the GRS scale, an exception is made in the
case of social assistance recipients who are charged rents
based on a separate scale. Social assistance recipients
constitute almost one-half of all public housing clients in
Newfoundland and one-third of client households in Manitoba.

Clients may also pay in excess of GRS rents if their
expenditures on water, gas and oil are greater than the
utility allowance deducted from the rent for unserviced
accommodation. In this analysis, the estimated charge for
fully serviced accommodation covered the total expenditures on
rent, water, gas and oil reported by the client. In practice,
however, most jurisdictions do not deduct actual expenditures
on these utilities from rent, but instead deduct a standard
"allowance" for heat, water and hot water. 1In addition, if
rents reported by clients include surcharges for amenities not
covered by the definition of fully serviced accommodation
(electricity consumed for purposes other than heating or hot
water, parking, cable T.V, etc.), then their reported rent
will be higher than the estimated GRS rent.

Finally, if a tenant does not immediately report a drop in
income and request a rent abatement they will be paying a
higher rent than the GRS rent estimated in this analysis. The
same is true if a rent abatement has been requested but not
yet processed. Rent abatements are generally implemented no
earlier than the month following the change in household
circumstances and may take longer if processing is slow (due
to verification of income, etc.).

It is not possible to determine with certainty the precise
factors responsible for differences between actual rents and
those prescribed under the Federal Graduated Rent Scale. It
can be concluded from the foregoing analysis, however, that
components of provincial and territorial rent scales do allow
for rental charges in excess of the Federal GRS and that
corresponding differences are reflected in the rent data
collected through the Survey of Public Housing Tenants.
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TABLE 10.13
REPORTED MONTHLY SHELTER EXPENDITURES

VS.

1

THE FEDERAL. GRADUATED RENT SCALE

CLIENTS REPORTING
SHELTER EXPENDITURES
HIGHER THAN ESTIMATE

1

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
REPORTED MONTHLY
EXPENDITURES AND

COMPONENTS OF OF GRS RENT ESTIMATE OF GRS RENT2 SAMPLE
THE PORTFOLIO (PER CENT) (AVERAGE $) SIZE (n)
PROVINCE/TERRITORY
Newfoundland 50.8 0.1% (110)
Prince Edward Island 89.2 65.7 (166)
Nova Scotia 82.0 23.1 (150)
New Brunswick 98.6 64.3 (131)
Quebec 91.7 45.4 (342)
Ontario 73.9 23.2 (449)
Manitoba 88.1 57.1 (98)
Saskatchewan 71.1 13.5 (138)
Alberta 58.3 20.5 (132)
British Columbia 85.3 39.6 (149)
Yukon - - (17)
Northwest Territories - - (4)
CLIENT TYPE
Family 70.5 30.4 (745)
Senior 80.5 24.0 (972)
Family & Senior 83.1 36.7 (177)
SOURCE OF INCOME
Social Assistance 67.1 21.0 (588)
Other 81.3 30.8 (1,289)
RENT-TO-INCOME RATIO
Under 30 per cent 67.2 -0.6% (1,129)
30 per cent or more 96.6 84.3 (719)
ALL 76.7 27.7 (1,896)
SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.
NOTE: Shelter expenditures include payments for rent, water, gas and

0il, but not

electricity.

See discussion on page 139 for a

description of the assumptions used in the estimation of GRS

rents.

Unless noted (*) all differences are statistically significant at

the 99 per c

ent confidence level.

Insufficient cases were available for analysis in the Yukon and

N.W.T.
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E. Core Need

The core housing need indicator incorporates three dimensions
of need (housing affordability, adequacy and suitability). A
household is in core need if it has insufficient income to
obtain adequate and suitable housing without experiencing an
affordability problem. The determination of whether a
household has sufficient income to obtain suitable and
adequate housing within their local area is made by comparing
the household's income to the applicable core need income
threshold.

The incidence of affordability problems among public housing
tenants has been documented in the previous sections. The
second component of core need is housing inadequacy. One of
the central objectives of the public housing program is that
of providing adequate housing. The indicator of housing
adequacy currently incorporated in the core need indicator is
the "need for major repairs".

The third component of core housing need is housing
suitability. The stated objectives of the Section 81/82
Public Housing Program are to provide housing which is
suitable to the identified needs of program clients. While
the statement of objectives for the Section 79 F/P Public
Housing Program do not make explicit reference to the
provision of "suitable" housing, this can be taken to be an
implicit objective.

Under the National Occupancy Standard, the suitability of
dwelling units is determined by comparing the number of
bedrooms available, to the number, age and sex of household
members residing in the dwelling unit. 1In order to meet the
National Occupancy Standard a dwelling must have a sufficient
number of bedrooms to allow:

- parents to have access to a bedroom separate from their
children;

- household members aged 18 years or more to have access to a
separate bedroom unless married or otherwise co-habiting as
spouses; and

- dependents aged five years or over of the opposite sex not
to be required to share a bedroom.

Using the data collected through the client survey, an
assessment has been made of the suitability of the dwellings
occupied by program clients. Bachelor or studio apartments
have been assumed to be equivalent to one bedroom units for
the purpose of assessing whether the National Occupancy
Standard has been met. The results of this analysis indicate
that 4.8 per cent of client households currently occupy units
which are unsuitable under the terms of the National Occupancy
Standard.
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Estimates of the incidence of core need among public housing
clients are presented in Table 10.14. This analysis estimates
that 39.9 per cent of client households remain in core need
despite the assistance provided to them under the public
housing program. The principal problem experienced is one of
housing affordability (basic shelter costs constituting 30 per
cent or more of household income). Fully 80.9 per cent of
client households who are estimated to be in core need have
affordability problems (either affordability alone or in
conjunction with other problems).

TABLE 10.14
CORE NEED AMONG PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS

PROPORTION

PROBLEM INCIDENCE OF TOTAL
Affordability only 25.3 63.6
Adequacy only 5.5 13.9
Suitability only 1.8 4.5
Affordability and adequacy 4.8 12.1
Affordability and suitability 1.4 3.4
Adequacy and suitability 0.3 0.7
Affordability, adequacy and

Suitability 0.7 1.8
ALL 39.9 100.0
Sample Size (n) (889)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program
Evaluation Division, CMHC, 1989.

The estimated incidence of core need is highest in British
Columbia (71.8 per cent) and New Brunswick (68.9 per cent) and
is roughly twice as high among residents of family projects as
residents of seniors projects (Table 10.15). Social
assistance recipients had a higher incidence of being in core
need (46.8 per cent) than did other households (36.8 per
cent). Among household types, the highest incidence of core
need is found among single parent families (56.4 per cent),
couples with children (55.2 per cent) and "other" household
types (57.1 per cent). The incidence of core need increases
with household size.
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TABLE 10.15
INCIDENCE OF CORE NEED AMONG PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS
BY SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

PER CENT OF HOUSEHOLDS SAMPLE

CHARACTERISTICS IN CORE NEED SIZE (n)
PROVINCE/TERRITORY

Newfoundland 61.0 (129)
Prince Edward Island 52.7 (156)
Nova Scotia 43.3 (169)
New Brunswick 68.9 (157)
Quebec 34.3 (372)
Ontario 38.2 (473)
Manitoba 51.3 (84)
Saskatchewan . 20.6 (166)
Alberta 37.0 (138)
British Columbia 71.8 (153)
Yukon - (19)
Northwest Territories - (20)

CLIENT TYPE

Family 51.4 (906)
Senior 27.4 (942)
Family & Senior 42,2 (186)
SOURCE OF INCOME

Social assistance 46.8 (688)
Other 36.8 (1,321)
HOUSEHOLD TYPE

One person living alone 27.6 (910)
One adult with children 56.4 (506)
Couple with children 55.2 (283)
Couple without children 32.1 (195)
Other 57.1 (51)
HOUSEHOLD SIZE

One person 27.4 (943)
Two persons 42.7 (415)
Three persons 50.2 (276)
Four persons 54.0 (230)
Five or more persons 63.7 (167)
ALL 39.9 (2,036)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1989.
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F. Summary

The public housing program is well targeted to low-income
households, with 96.1 per cent of client households reporting
incomes equal to or below the appropriate core need income
threshold for the area in which they live. Under the Federal
Graduated Rent Scale, rents are calculated on a sliding scale
which ranges from 16.7 to 25 per cent of adjusted household
income, subject to a minimum monthly charge of $28 per month.

Provinces and territories are permitted to use their own
rental scale. As a result, significant variations exist among
provinces and territories in terms of the rent-to-income ratio
used to set rents, provisions for minimum and maximum rents,
the use of special scales or flat payments for particular
client groups (i.e. social assistance recipients), the
definition of household income used in the calculation of
rental charges, the size of rent deductions assessed where
clients pay for their own heat, water or hot water and the
magnitude of surcharges applied where additional amenities are
provided (e.g. parking, cable T.V., etc.).

Just over one-third of all public housing clients spend at
least 30 per cent of their gross household income on shelter.
Among those with affordability problems, the average
difference between actual monthly expenditures and 30 per cent
of income is $60. For over one-third of these households, the
difference is less than $25. Clients with affordability
problems had lower household incomes, higher rents and higher
expenditures on electricity than did households which spent
less than 30 per cent of household income on basic shelter
costs.

Overall, 39.9 per cent of households surveyed remain in core
need, despite the assistance provided through the public
housing program. Approximately two-thirds of those identified
as being in core need are experiencing affordability problems
alone (i.e. basic shelter costs equal to or greater than 30
per cent of their income). A further 13.9 per cent reported
that their unit was only in need of major repairs. Only 4.5
per cent were identified as having suitability problems alone.
Approximately one-fifth experienced multiple problems (ie.
combinations of affordability, adequacy and suitability
problems). The incidence of public housing residents in core
need was highest in British Columbia (71.8 per cent) and New
Brunswick (68.9 per cent). The incidence of core need among
family households was almost double that estimated for
seniors. The incidence of core need is highest among single
parent families, couples with children and large households.

Provincial and territorial variations in rental scales have an
impact on the relative affordability of public housing
provided to clients residing in different parts of the
country. Just over three-quarters of client households pay
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more for fully serviced accommodation than the rent applicable
under the Federal Graduated Rent Scale. The average

difference between reported monthly rents and estimated GRS
rents is just under $30.
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XI CLIENT SATISFACTION AND THE QUALITY OF LIFE

A. Introduction

This chapter assesses the degree to which clients are
satisfied with the Public Housing Program and examines the
broader social environment and quality of life provided in
public housing projects. A range of issues are examined in
this context, including: the nature of prior housing
conditions of public housing clients; their reasons for moving
to public housing; comparisons of their current and prior
housing conditions; levels of client satisfaction with their
dwellings, projects and communities; problems with crime; the
relationships between residents of public housing projects and
the surrounding communities; and the degree to which public
housing is serving as temporary or more long-term
accommodation.

B. Improvements in Housing Conditions

One measure of the success of the program is the extent to
which it has improved the living conditions of clients. The
majority of public housing residents were previously housed in
either the private rental market (45.0 per cent) or the
private ownership market (23.3 per cent) (Table 11.1).

Seniors clients were twice as likely to have moved to public
housing from ownership housing than were family clients.
Approximately one~fifth of client households moved to their
current unit from a different public housing project, or
another unit in the same project.

High rental costs was the most commonly reported reason for
moving to public housing, cited by 57 per cent of respondents
as being either "somewhat" or "very" important reasons for
their move (Table 11.2). Inadequate dwelling size was the
second most frequent reason given (44.4 per cent). Other
frequently cited reasons were the poor state of repair of
their dwelling (35.4 per cent) and the need to establish their
own household (33.9 per cent).

Family and senior citizen clients share many of the same
reasons for moving to public housing. However, inadequate
space was cited with greater frequency by family clients as
being an important factor in their decision to move. Moving
in response to infirmity or disability was more prevalent
among senior citizen clients than family clients, as was the
desire to be near friends and family.
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TABLE 11.1
NATURE OF HOUSING OCCUPIED PRIOR TO MOVING TO CURRENT UNIT
FAMILY SENIORS ALL
TYPE OF HOUSING PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS
Private rental 48.0 40.9 45.0
Privately owned 14.8 31.1 23.3
Different public housing project 12.6 12.5 12.4
Same project, different unit 12.9 4.6 8.2
Non-profit or Co-op housing 1.4 1.5 1.5
Other type of assisted housing 0.5 0.1 0.4
No permanent shelter
Hospital, friends or family 8.2 7.0 7.4
Homeless or in shelter 1.1 0.3 0.6
Other 0.5 2.0 1.2
ALL 100.0 100.0 100.0
Sample Size (n) (1,022) (1,250) (2,490)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,

CMHC, 1989.

TABLE 11.2
REASONS FOR MOVING INTO PUBLIC HOUSING

FAMILY SENIORS ALL
PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS
PER PER PER
REASONS FOR MOVING CENT (n) CENT (n) CENT (n)
Poor state of repair 35.4 (842) 32.8 (751) 35.4 (1,764)
Unit too large 15.2 (807) 21.0 (740) 18.0 (1,710)
Unit too small 58.4 (861) 25.4 (712) 44.4 (1,741)
Rental costs too high 57.7 (861) 54.4 (844) 57.1 (1,878)
Too much crime/vandalism 25.5 (827) 20.4 (706) 23.6 (1,696)
Lack of shopping,
recreation or health care 24.8 (821) 31.8 (724) 28.4 (1,711)
Moved to be near
friends or family 15.4 (819) 34.0 (758) 24.2 (1,741)
Infirmity or disability 14.3 (818) 32.6 (789) 23.6 (1,774)
Evicted from unit 5.2 (800) 3.4 (682) 4.8 (1,640)
Needed to establish
own household 36.6 (813) 30.6 (727) 33.9 (1,700)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing

CMHC, 1989.

Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,

NOTE: Reasons cited by clients as being either somewhat or very
important in their decision to leave their previous residence.
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Having applied for a public housing unit, the majority of
clients were allocated a unit within six months (61.3 per
cent) (Table 11.3). Fully 78 per cent of respondents reported
that they obtained a unit within one year of application. The
shortest waiting periods were recorded in Alberta, where 68.3
per cent of respondents reported being allocated a unit within
3 months. The incidence of long waiting periods (over 2
years) was highest in British Columbia (20.9 per cent), Quebec
(19.6 per cent), New Brunswick (18.7 per cent), and
Newfoundland (17.7 per cent).

TABLE 11.3
LENGTH OF WAITING PERIOD

PER CENT OF CLIENT HOUSEHOLDS
BY LENGTH OF WAITING PERIOD

UNDER 3 3 -6 6 - 12 1 -2 OVER 2 SAMPLE
MONTHS MONTHS MONTHS YEARS YEARS SIZE (n)

PROVINCE/TERRITORY

Newfoundland 37.5 14.8 21.1 8.9 17.7 (133)
P.E.I. 41.8 20.6 13.2 12.6 11.8 (190)
Nova Scotia 29.8 22.1 17.7 15.5 14.9 (183)
New Brunswick 40.0 15.2 11.4 14.7 18.7 (193)
Quebec 31.2 15.9 18.1 15.2 19.6 (392)
Ontario 32.1 28.9 20.2 8.3 10.5 (593)
Manitoba 37.5 27.3 12.8 18.3 4.1 (130)
Saskatchewan 45.7 28.5 15.1 6.9 3.8 (180)
Alberta 68.3 21.0 4.2 1.7 4.3 (168)
B.C. 43.2 14.1 7.6 14.3 20.9 (173)
Yukon - - - - - (21)
N.W.T. - - - - - (18)
CLIENT TYPE

Family 33.9 23.0 19.9 11.5 11.8 (965)
Senior 39.8 26.4 14.0 8.9 11.0 (1,205)
Family & Senior 34.5 17.4 17.8 13.9 16.4 (196)
ALL 36.9 24.4 16.7 10.4 11.6 (2,374)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,

CMHC, 1989.
NOTE : Insufficient cases for analysis in the Yukon and N.W.T.

In comparing their current housing unit to the one they
occupied previously, the majority of respondents cited
improvements in rental costs (67.1 per cent), dwelling size
(64.3 per cent), state of repair (56.6 per cent) and
privacy/independence (53.0 per cent) (Table 11.4). These are
areas which most closely conform to formal program objectives
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(affordable, suitable and adequate housing). Improvements in
dwelling size are particularly prominent among family clients.
The Public Housing Program has also been relatively successful
in terms of providing housing in locations which either
maintain or improve access to facilities and services and to
clients' established social networks (friends and family).

TABLE 11.4
COMPARISON OF CURRENT TO PRIOR CONDITIONS

MUCH MUCH SAMPLE

ASPECT WORSE SAME BETTER SIZE (n)
ALL PROJECTS
State of repair 5.8 37.6 56.6 (1,889)
Size of apartment 9.5 26.2 64.3 (1,869)
Rental costs 5.6 27.3 67.1 (1,890)
Crime/vandalism problems 24.8 44.3 30.9 (1,183)
Closeness to shopping &

recreational facilities 6.9 48.6 44.5 (1,855)
Closeness to friends & family 8.4 56.7 34.9 (1,561)
Privacy or independence 8.7 38.3 53.0 (1,832)
FAMILY PROJECTS
State of repair 10.7 39.4 49.9 (852)
Size of apartment 8.5 19.0 72.5 (892)
Rental costs 6.2 27.7 66.1 (863)
Crime/vandalism problems 35.6 42.8 21.6 (626)
Closeness to shopping &

recreational facilities 7.2 55.2 37.6 (824)
Closeness to friends & family 10.8 62.9 26.4 (683)
Privacy or independence 11.6 37.6 50.8 (829)
SENIORS PROJECTS
State of repair 1.4 35.3 63.3 (854)
Size of apartment 10.8 33.2 56.1 (796)
Rental costs 4.3 28.3 67.4 (847)
Crime/vandalism problems 6.1 48.1 45.9 (437)
Closeness to shopping &

recreational facilities 6.3 42.9 50.9 (860)
Closeness to friends & family 6.8 50.0 43.3 (738)
Privacy or independence 3.4 40.2 56.4 (835)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

The Public Housing Program has been less successful in
generating improvements in terms of providing safe
environments. When comparing their current dwelling to the
one they occupied previously, almost one-quarter of survey
respondents reported worse conditions with respect to crime
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and vandalism, only slightly less than the proportion citing
improvements (30.9 per cent). Among family clients, a greater
proportion cited worse crime and vandalism conditions (35.6
per cent) than improvements (21.6 per cent).

C. Client Satisfaction

Client satisfaction represents a further indicator of the
performance of the Public Housing Program. Client
satisfaction has been measured on several levels ranging from
the dwelling unit to the project and the surrounding
community. Responses to a question concerning overall
satisfaction indicate that the majority of public housing
clients are satisfied with their homes. Fully 87.4 per cent
of respondents stated that they were either somewhat or very
satisfied with their dwelling units and the nearby area. The
level of satisfaction reported by public housing clients
compares favourably with that reported in a survey of renter
households in general (Table 11.5).

TABLE 11.5
OVERALIL SATISFACTION RATINGS
PUBLIC HOUSING CLIENTS VS. ALL RENTER HOUSEHOLDS

PUBLIC HOUSING ALL RENTER ALL
SATISFACTION RATING CLIENTS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS
Very satisfied 55.0 33.3 54.5
Somewhat satisfied 32.4 43.5 32.3
Somewhat dissatisfied 10.2 13.1 8.1
Very dissatisfied 2.4 10.1 5.1
Sample Size (n) (2,658) (661) (2,006)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation
Division, CMHC, 1989; and Focus Canada Survey,
Environics Research Group, Janhuary, 1989.

NOTE: The Survey of Public Housing Tenants questioned
public housing residents about their overall
satisfaction with their homes (including "everything
about their dwelling and nearby area"). The Focus
Canada Survey questioned people about their
satisfaction with their "current housing conditions".

Over one-half (55.0 per cent) of public housing clients
reported that they were very satisfied with their homes,
compared with only one-third of renter households in general.
At the other end of the scale, only 12.6 per cent of public
housing clients reported that they were dissatisfied with
their homes, compared with 23.2 per cent of renter households
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in general. The level of satisfaction expressed by public
housing clients more closely corresponds with that expressed
by all households (renters and owners).

Client satisfaction levels for different components of the
portfolio are presented in Table 11.6. No pronounced
differences in levels of client satisfaction are evident among
the two programs. Public housing clients in New Brunswick,
Newfoundland, Ontario, Nova Scotia and Manitoba expressed the
greatest overall dissatisfaction with their dwellings and
nearby areas. Marked differences are apparent in the level of
satisfaction expressed by different client types. Fully 95.6
per cent of residents of seniors projects expressed
satisfaction with their dwellings and nearby areas compared to
79.2 per cent for family projects and 80.6 per cent for mixed
family/senior projects.

Among age categories, the greatest dissatisfaction was
expressed with projects completed between 1964 and 1969 (24.2
per cent). Increasing levels of satisfaction were observed
among residents of newer projects. Other components of the
portfolio with the highest incidence of dissatisfied clients
were projects with a mixture of building types, both with high
rises (23.9 per cent) and without high rises (20.4 per cent);
projects with under 10 units (21.5 per cent) and projects
located in cities with 100,000 or more population (16.7 per
cent).

The data presented in Table 11.7 provide a more detailed
indication of the level of client satisfaction with various
aspects of their homes and living environments. On the whole,
clients expressed high levels of satisfaction, ranging from a
low of 80.6 per cent (for the way projects are run) to a high
of 91.2 per cent (with respect to the surrounding area and
community).

Benchmark data from a survey of the general population
indicate that the proportion of public housing clients that
were satisfied or very satisfied with dwelling interiors, the
way projects are run and the nearby community are similar to
those reported by the general renter population (83, 81 and 91
per cent, respectively). The only difference of note is that
a higher proportion of renters reported the highest level of
satisfaction (very satisfied) than did residents of public
housing projects.

In general, families expressed higher levels of
dissatisfaction than did seniors. The largest disparity
between these two groups can be observed with respect to
project grounds where the incidence of dissatisfaction for
families was almost five times as great as that for seniors.
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TABLE 11.6

OVERALL CLIENT SATISFACTION RATINGS
COMPONENT OF PER CENT PER CENT SAMPLE
THE PORTFOLIO DISSATISFIED SATISFIED SIZE (n)
PROGRAM
Section 79 14.7 85.3 (964)
Section 81/82 12.1 87.9 (1,694)
PROVINCE/TERRITORY
Newfoundland 15.8 84.2 (155)
Prince Edward Island 5.7 94.3 (201)
Nova Scotia 15.0 85.0 (206)
New Brunswick 18.3 81.7 (228)
Quebec 7.7 92.2 (440)
Ontario 15.1 84.9 (666)
Manitoba 14.3 85.7 (141)
Saskatchewan 3.6 96.4 (193)
Alberta 7.5 92.5 (176)
British Columbia 11.8 88.2 (206)
Yukon - - (19)
Northwest Territories - - (27)
CLIENT TYPE
Family 20.8 79.2 (1,110)
Senior 4.4 95.6 (1,313)
Family & Senior 19.4 80.6 (226)
PROJECT AGE
Pre-1964 18.7 81.3 (214)
1964-1969 24.2 75.8 (290)
1970-1974 13.2 86.8 (926)
1975-1979 9.0 91.0 (844)
1980-1987 9.0 91.0 (384)
BUILDING TYPE
Detached, Semi & Row 17.5 82.5 (782)
Low rise 3.6 96.4 (541)
High rise 10.6 89.4 (929)
Mixed (no high rise) 20.4 79.6 (209)
Mixed (with high rise) 23.9 76.1 (197)
PROJECT SIZE (UNITS)
Under 10 21.5 78.5 (106)
10 - 49 8.8 91.2 (757)
50 - 99 10.5 89.5 (386)
100 - 199 13.3 86.7 (817)
200 or more 16.2 83.8 (592)
MUNICIPALITY SIZE
Under 2,500 5.4 94.6 (222)
2,500 - 9,999 11.6 88.4 (308)
10,000 - 29,999 8.9 91.1 (365)
30,000 - 99,999 5.6 94.4 (517)
100,000 - 499,999 16.7 83.3 (721)
500,000 or more 16.7 83.3 (525)
ALL 12.6 87.4 (2,658)
SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program

Evaluation Division, CMHC,

1989.
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TABLE 11.7
DETAILED CLIENT SATISFACTION RATINGS
NOT VERY SAMPLE

ITEM SATISFI1ED SATISFIED SATISFIED SIZE (n)
ALL PROJECTS

Dwelling interiors 13.4 61.4 25.2 (2,635)
Project buildings 12.1 67.9 20.0 (2,446)
Project grounds 14.8 60.0 25.2 (2,530)
Way project is run 19.4 59.0 21.6 (2,425)
Rent-to-income 12.6 66.1 21.3 (2,546)
Nearby area/community 8.8 65.1 26.1 (2,473)
Shopping, health care etc. 13.1 55.0 31.9 (2,555)
FAMILY PROJECTS

Dwelling interiors 17.8 65.1 17.1 (1,097)
Project buildings 18.8 67.8 13.4 (1,027)
Project grounds 25.2 58.3 16.5 (1,052)
Way project is run 27.3 58.0 14.8 (1,003)
Rent-to-~-income 17.0 60.4 22.6 (1,073)
Nearby area/community 11.8 62.7 25.5 (1,036)
Shopping, health care etc. 14.2 52.1 33.7 (1,069)
SENIORS PROJECTS

Dwelling interiors 9.2 57.9 32.9 (1,304)
Project buildings 4.9 68.3 26.8 (1,201)
Project grounds 5.3 60.9 33.8 (1,253)
Way project is run 11.5 60.2 28.3 (1,209)
Rent-to-income 8.8 70.2 21.0 (1,251)
Nearby area/community 4.8 67.0 28.2 (1,218)
Shopping, health care etc. 10.9 57.6 31.5 (1,261)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

As was reported earlier, one-fifth of all public housing
clients expressed dissatisfaction with the way their projects
are run. Table 11.8 presents further information regarding
client satisfaction with project management. The data
indicate that the aspects of project management which are
associated with the highest incidence of dissatisfaction among
clients are project security (26.2 per cent) and the speed
with which tenant requests are dealt with by project staff
(25.2 per cent).

With respect to the maintenance of grounds and common areas,
security against crime and vandalism and the speed with which
requests are handled by the property manager, overall
satisfaction levels for public housing clients are similar to
those recorded by renter households in general (Focus Canada
Survey, Environics Research Group, January, 1989). A higher
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TABLE 11.8
CLIENT SATISFACTION WITH PROJECT MANAGEMENT

NOT VERY SAMPLE
ITEM SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SIZE (n)
ALL PROJECTS
Maintenance of grounds 14.2 56.4 29.4 (2,550)
Repairing of unit 19.7 53.7 26.6 (2,573)
Security 26.2 52.1 21.7 (2,267)
Information (comm/social serv) 17.0 62.7 20.3 (2,023)
Information about project 18.9 63.5 17.6 (2,110)
Speed in handling requests 25.2 52.0 22.8 (2,446)
FAMILY PROJECTS
Maintenance of grounds 20.3 59.9 19.8 (1,051)
Repairing of unit : 31.6 50.1 18.3 (1,078)
Security 41.9 45.2 12.9 (909)
Information (comm/social serv) 28.1 61.0 10.9 (799)
Information about project 28.3 61.8 9.9 (898)
Speed in handling requests 38.2 46.2 14.6 (1,034)
SENIORS PROJECTS
Maintenance of grounds 7.3 54.2 38.6 (1,267)
Repairing of unit 8.0 57.7 34.2 (1,265)
Security 11.4 58.2 30.4 (1,155)
Information (comm/social serv) 7.3 63.7 29.0 (1,056)
Information about project 9.0 65.3 25.7 (1,027)
Speed in handling requests 12.9 57.8 29.3 (1,198)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

proportion of public housing clients reported that they were
satisfied with unit repairs (80 per cent) than did renters in
general (71 per cent).

As was the case with other aspects of public housing, families
expressed greater dissatisfaction with project management than
did seniors. The disparity in levels of dissatisfaction
between family and senior clients was most pronounced with
respect to the provision of information concerning community
and social services, the repairing of dwelling units and
security. Almost one~half (41.9 per cent) of all family
clients were dissatisfied with project security.

D. The Quality of Life in Public Housing Proijects

In addition to the client satisfaction measures discussed
above, the Survey of Public Housing Tenants provides several
further indicators of the quality of life in public housing
projects. Several issues have been examined in this respect,
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including the extent to which facilities and services are
available to public housing clients (whether on site or in the
nearby community), the existence of problems with crime in
public housing projects and the extent to which the residents
of public housing projects are integrated within the
communities in which they are situated.

1. Access to Facilities and Services

The availability of key facilities and services in public
housing projects and the nearby area are considered below,
along with assessments of client satisfaction.

a) On-Site Facilities and Services

Recognizing the special requirements of the client group,
provision was made in the program for the allocation of space
in public housing projects for certain on-site facilities and
services. Capital and operating costs associated with the
provision of the space are eligible for cost-sharing, although
the cost of running programs and providing staff are not.

Guidelines and procedures manuals governing the production
phase for the Section 79 program state that the need for
on-site facilities and services was to be assessed at the
project development stage with reference to the availability
of existing facilities in the neighbourhood or community and
their ability to absorb new users, the characteristics of the
tenants, and the physical characteristics of the project.
Similarly, the Section 81 guidelines state that the needs of
tenants were to be assessed with regard to sites, units and
on-site social and recreational facilities, and draw
particular attention to the importance of recognizing the
"special needs of children in family housing projects". The
types of on-site facilities specifically mentioned in the
program manuals include meeting rooms, outdoor play areas for
pre-schoolers and for school aged children and indoor play
spaces (e.g. for boys and girls clubs, modest teen centres
etc.) in family projects and rooms for specialized social and
recreational activities (in large projects).

Respondents to the client survey were asked whether a variety
of facilities and services (health care services, social
support services, child day care, parks and play areas, and
meeting rooms) were available in their project. The survey
results indicate that the majority of residents have access to
these key facilities and services on site (Table 11.9).
Meeting rooms were reported to be present by 84.3 per cent of
survey respondents. The presence of on-site parks or play
areas were reported by 80.3 per cent of clients. Just over
three-quarters (76.3 per cent) of the survey respondents
indicated that health care services (i.e. c¢linic, nursing,
doctor's or dentist's office) were available in their project.
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TABLE 11.9
AVAILABILITY OF AND CLIENT SATISFACTION WITH
PROJECT FACILITIES AND SERVICES

CLIENTS CLIENT SATISFACTION (PER CENT)
REPORTING

FACILITY AVAILABILITY NOT VERY SAMPLE
OR SERVICE (PER CENT) SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SIZE (n)
ALIL PROJECTS

Health care 76.3 7.6 61.2 31.2 (1,652)
Social support 76.2 8.5 67.9 23.6 (1,233)
Child day care 46.0 14.2 67.1 18.7 (554)
Parks/Play areas 80.3 16.2 58.2 25.6 (1,351)
Meeting rooms 84.3 10.6 61.9 27.5 (1,575)
FAMILY PROJECTS

Health care 74.5 9.8 54.9 35.3 (687)
Social support 69.6 12.2 63.7 24.1 (468)
Child day care 65.1 13.9 67.8 18.3 (394)
Parks/Play areas 89.5 21.7 50.7 27.6 (754)
Meeting rooms 68.3 18.2 65.3 16.5 (420)
SENIORS PROJECTS

Health care 79.7 5.3 65.4 29.3 (835)
Social support 83.6 5.7 70.3 24.0 (662)
Child day care 17.0 3.8 68.2 28.0 (93)
Parks/Play areas 68.2 5.4 70.2 24.4 (446)
Meeting rooms 94.2 5.2 61.1 33.7 (1,024)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

The same proportion of clients reported the presence of
on~site social support services (e.g. counselling, drop-in
centre, meals-on-wheels). Two-thirds of family clients
indicated that child day-care was available in their project.

Generally speaking, seniors projects appear to be better
serviced than those serving families (with the exception of
family-oriented services such as child day care and parks and
play areas). The availability of health care services, social
support services and meeting rooms was Jgreater in seniors
projects than those serving families. Almost one-third (31.7
per cent) of family respondents reported that their project
did not have a meeting room for the use of tenants.

Clients were also asked to rate their degree of satisfaction
with those services and facilities which they reported being
provided on-site. High levels of satisfaction were reported
with respect to on-site facilities and services, where they
had been made available. Of the clients reporting that health
services were available on site, 92.4 per cent reported that
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they were either satisfied or very satisfied with the service
provided. Similar levels of satisfaction were reported with
respect to social support services (91.5 per cent), and
meeting rooms (89.4 per cent). The greatest dissatisfaction
was reported over parks/play areas and child day care, with
14.2 and 16.2 per cent of clients dissatisfied, respectively.

Residents of seniors projects expressed the greatest degree of
satisfaction with on-site facilities and services, with at
least 94 per cent reporting that they were either satisfied or
very satisfied with each of the five types of facilities and
services, where provided on site. The highest incidence of
client dissatisfaction with on-site facilities and services
was recorded for parks and play areas (21.7 per cent) and
meeting rooms (18.2 per cent) in family projects.

b) Community Facilities and Services

The accessibility and suitability of community facilities and
services was to be an important consideration in the siting of
public housing projects. The Section 79 program guidelines
state that the location of new and existing projects was "to
meet the needs of the client with necessary services
available". During the project development stage for the
Section 81/82 program, projects reviewed were to assess the
current and anticipated character of the surrounding
neighbourhood in order to determine whether it was a suitable
location for the proposed project. A particularly important
consideration was to be the suitability and accessibility of
off-site community facilities and services. Accordingly, an
assessment was to be undertaken as to whether residents had
adequate and convenient access to schools, shopping, parks,
play areas, open space, employment, health care, social and
recreational, libraries, churches and public transportation.

In some cases, however, concerns regarding the use of prime
land for subsidized housing led to public housing projects
being located in isolated suburban sites, relatively far from
facilities and services. Over time, problems of
inaccessibility have largely been resolved, as suburban
development has continued and the areas surrounding public
housing projects have become mature residential
neighbourhoods. The data obtained through the client survey
allow for the assessment of whether accessibility problems
still prevail today.

Those public housing clients who were surveyed were asked to
report on the availability of a variety of facilities and
services in the vicinity of the project in which they live.
The responses to this question are reported in Table 11.10.
Out of a list of fifteen possible facilities and services,
seven were available in at least 90 per cent of all cases.
Facilities and services which were available in less than 90
per cent of cases are: gardening areas (68.7 per cent),
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TABLE 11.10
AVAILABILITY OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

FACILITY OR SERVICE AVAILABLE IN NEARBY AREA

FAMILY SENIOR ALL

PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS
FACILITY PER PER PER
OR SERVICE CENT (n) CENT (n) CENT (n)
Public transit 94.6 (969) 89.3 (1,135) 91.5 (2,315)
Grocery shopping 97.3 (1,015) 98.4 (1,212) 97.7 (2,437)
Other shopping 97.9 (988) 95,2 (1,138) 96.3 (2,334)
Drug stores 96.7 (1,007) 95.8 (1,191) 96.2 (2,410)
Banks 95.9 (990) 96.0 (1,159) 96.0 (2,359)
Health care 95.6 (967) 94.2 (1,130) 94.9 (2,307)
Social support services 81.2 (671) 90.2 (824) 85.9 (1,643)
Place of worship 90.7 (838) 91.4 (1,015) 91.1 (2,007)
Social/Cultural facil. 87.7 (798) 91.6 (928) 89.7 (1,887)
Recreational facilities 89.9 (899) 73.9 (773) 82.7 (1,841)
Entertainment 84.3 (815) 84.0 (782) 83.9 (1,743)
Gardening area(s) 74.1 (816) 64.5 (787) 68.7 (1,771)
Parks/Play areas 95.7 (910) 76.6 (752) 87.5 (1,844)
child day care 81.2 (664) 39.3 (463) 65.5 (1,246)
Schools 97.6 (855) 71.0 (496) 88.2 (1,501)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

child day care (65.5 per cent), social support services (85.9
per cent), parks or play areas (87.5 per cent), schools (88.2
per cent) and social or cultural facilities (89.7 per cent),
recreational (82.7 per cent) and entertainment (83.9 per
cent).

Client satisfaction with community facilities and services is
generally high (Table 11.11). At least 90 per cent of clients
reported that they were either satisfied or very satisfied
with 10 of the 15 facilities and services listed in the
survey. The highest incidence of client dissatisfaction was
expressed concerning gardening areas (24.4 per cent), parks or
play areas (14.8 per cent), entertainment (14.3 per cent),
recreational facilities (13.2 per cent) and child day care
(11.6 per cent).

As was the case with on~site facilities and services,
satisfaction with community facilities and services is
greatest among senior clients (Table 11.12). Over 90 per cent
of seniors were satisfied with 14 of the 15 facilities and
services listed in the questionnaire, the only exception being
grocery shopping (where 89.1 per cent reported being either
satisfied or very satisfied).
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TABLE 11.11
CLIENT SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

NOT VERY SAMPLE
FACILITY OR SERVICE SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SIZE (n)
Public transit 9.9 55.8 34.3 (2,116)
Grocery shopping 9.8 57.6 32.6 (2,388)
Other shopping 10.4 61.4 28.2 (2,239)
Drug stores 6.1 59.1 34.8 (2,318)
Banks 5.1 62.5 32.4 (2,291)
Health care services 6.4 61.4 32.2 (2,210)
Social support services 9.0 65.5 25.5 (1,380)
Place of worship 6.7 67.6 25.7 (1,874)
Social/Cultural facilities 9.8 67.1 23.1 (1,707)
Recreational facilities 13.2 64.5 22.3 (1,508)
Entertainment 14.3 65.4 20.3 (1,448)
Gardening area(s) 24.4 62.8 12.8 (1,179)
Parks/Play areas 14.8 65.0 20.2 (1,588)
Child day care 11.6 73.1 15.3 (809)
Schools 5.8 64.1 30.1 (1,327)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

Among family clients, dissatisfaction was most pronounced with
respect to opportunities for leisure activities (e.qg.
gardening areas, entertainment, parks and play areas and
recreational facilities). Outside of these areas, the
greatest dissatisfaction was expressed with social and
cultural facilities, social support services and child day
care.

2. Problems with Crime

One of the implicit objectives of all social housing programs
is that a socially acceptable living environment is provided
to residents of social housing projects. Public housing is no
exception. Indeed, the statement of objectives for the
Section 81/82 program explicitly recognizes this by stating
the objective of providing "decent, safe and sanitary
housing".

Since the inception of the program, concerns have been
expressed that the concentration of social problems in large
public housing projects may depreciate the quality of life
experienced by public housing residents, rendering public
housing projects to be undesirable and, in some instances,
unsafe places to live. Recent media reports concerning crime
in public housing projects have served to reinforce this
perception.
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TABLE 11.12
CLIENT DISSATISFACTION WITH COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES

PER CENT DISSATISFIED

FAMILY SENIOR ALL
PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS

FACILITY PER PER PER

OR SERVICE CENT (n) CENT (n) CENT (n)
Public transit 10.7 (886) 9.5 (1,028) 9.9 (2,116)
Grocery shopping 8.5 (996) 10.9 (1,190) 9.8 (2,388)
Other shopping 10.8 (958) 9.8 (1,087) 10.4 (2,239)
Drug stores 6.0 (969) 6.5 (1,145) 6.1 (2,318)
Banks 5.4 (962) 5.1 (1,126) 5.1 (2,291)
Health care services 8.5 (934) 4.7 (1,076) 6.4 (2,210)
Social support services 13.9 (545) 4.6 (708) 9.0 (1,380)
Place of worship 9.3 (774) 4.5 (958) 6.7 (1,874)
Social/Cultural facilities 15.5 (714) 5.3 (852) 9.8 (1,707)
Recreational facilities 15.8 (813) 8.3 (555) 13.2 (1,508)
Entertainment 18.2 (728) 9.2 (599) 14.3 (1,448)
Gardening area(s) 34.9 (586) 9.7 (479) 24.4 (1,179)
Parks/Play areas 18.1 (862) 9.2 (563) 14.8 (1,588)
Child day care 12.0 (545) 8.2 (174) 11.6 (809)
Schools 7.3 (834) 2.7 (354) 5.8 (1,327)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

Previous mention has been made of the fact that almost as many
residents report worse conditions (25 per cent) as
improvements (31 per cent) in the area of crime and vandalism,
when comparing their current housing to their prior housing.
Security against crime and vandalism was also the area of
project management where the greatest dissatisfaction was
expressed by public housing residents (26.2 per cent
dissatisfied). These problems were particularly prominent in
family projects where more clients cited worse conditions than
improvements, in comparing problems with c¢rime and vandalism
in their current to their prior housing, and where fully 41.9
per cent were not satisfied with project security.

Survey data confirm that crime is viewed by both residents and
project managers to be a significant problem in public housing
projects (Table 11.13). Property related crimes (i.e.
vandalism and property theft) appear to be the most pervasive
problems, each reported to be either a "major" or "minor"
problem by almost one-half of all respondents. Less
frequently reported were problems with drug dealing and
assault -- each cited by just over one-quarter of survey
respondents. It is worthy of note, however, that where
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TABLE 11.13
SEVERITY OF CRIME PROBLEMS
RESIDENTS' AND PROJECT MANAGERS' ASSESSMENTS

MAJOR MINOR NOT A SAMPLE
PROBLEM PROBLEM PROBLEM PROBLEM SIZE (n)
RESIDENTS' ASSESSMENT
Vandalism 20.7 24.9 54.4 (2,225)
Property theft 15.1 27.6 57.3 (2,200)
Drug dealing 18.8 10.0 71.2 (1,714)
Assault 12.0 14.8 73.2 (1,993)
PROJECT MANAGERS' ASSESSMENT
Vandalism 13.1 37.7 49.2 (4,211)
Property theft 7.9 34.0 58.1 (4,138)
Drug dealing 12.6 12.6 74.8 (3,755)
Assault 6.5 19.3 74.2 (3,931)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989.

problems with drug dealing have been reported to be problems,
they are much more likely to be viewed as "major" as opposed
to "minor" problems, in contrast to the other forms of crime
where minor problems outnumber major problems. Altogether,
one~third of public housing clients reported that one or more
of these four types of crime were a major problem in their
project (Table 11.14). This figure was considerably higher
for family projects (57.5 per cent).

Project managers' assessments of the incidence of problems
with criminal activity conform fairly closely to those
provided by public housing residents. The principal
distinction between client and project manager assessments is
that project managers more frequently perceived the problems
to be of a "minor" rather than a "major" nature than did
residents. This finding is not altogether surprising, insofar
as residents are both in a better position to be aware of
criminal activity and are most directly affected by it.
Nonetheless, given the fact that security is the area of
project management where clients have expressed the greatest
dissatisfaction, these data suggest that project managers may
underestimate the problems associated with criminal activity
in public housing projects.

The survey evidence indicates that major problems with crime
are concentrated in certain components of the public housing
portfolio (Table 11.14). The incidence of crime being
reported as a major problem is markedly higher among residents
of family projects than those residing in seniors projects (20
times as high in the case of drug dealing, 7 times as high for
vandalism and for assault and 6 times as high for property
theft). Crime also appears to be largely associated with



- 163 -

TABLE 11.14
RESIDENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF MAJOR CRIME PROBLEMS
BY SELECTED PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

PER CENT OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING THAT CRIME IS A MAJOR PROBLEH

ONE OR MORE
PROJECT DRUG TYPE(S)IOF SAMPLE
CHARACTERISTICS THEFT VANDALISM DEALING ASSAULT CRIME SIZE (n)
PROVINCE /TERRITORY
Newfoundland 3.9 15.0 13.3 3.5 24.4 (115)
Prince Edward Island 4.1 2.7 2.5 0.5 6.8 (145)
Nova Scotia 14.2 13.6 17.8 11.6 21.3 (158)
New Brunswick 20.4 18.6 21.3 12.1 36.1 (152)
Quebec 13.8 13.5 9.6 9.3 24.4 (317)
Ontario 15.7 29.6 27.5 15.0 44.3 (434)
Manitoba 22.5 14.6 16.7 9.4 37.9 (98)
Saskatchewan 5.5 5.1 2.4 4.1 8.9 (125)
Alberta 14. 4 12.9 8.8 4.5 23.8 (118)
British Columbia 16.5 26.2 21.7 10.5 47.8 (131)
Yukon - - - - - (13)
Northwest Territories - - - - - (24)
CLIENT TYPE
Family 24.5 34.7 36.0 20.5 57.5 (820)
Senior 4.0 4.8 1.8 2.9 8.9 (846)
Family & Senior 27.4 29.3 25.4 20.0 49.1 (155)
MUNICIPALITY SIZE
Under 2,500 7.9 4.1 2.9 11.2 17.4 (164)
2,500 - 9,999 6.7 9.7 12.7 12.9 20.4 (232)
10,000 - 29,999 7.6 6.5 4.7 4.7 15.2 (272)
30,000 - 99,999 9.7 12.7 8.5 3.2 21.1 (349)
100,000 - 499,999 20.7 36.5 29.9 17.7 53.6 (455)
500,000 or more 22.1 24.5 29.7 15.5 45.8 (358)
PROJECT SIZE (UNITS)
Under 10 11.2 1.3 2.5 10.6 14.2 (85)
10 - 49 7.2 9.5 7.7 8.7 17.9 (545)
50 - 99 13.1 10.5 7.7 6.8 23.4 (289)
100 - 199 17.3 31.1 23.1 12.4 46.0 (546)
200 or more 24.9 32.5 40.6 20.2 57.0 (365)
PROJECT TYPE
Detached, Semi & Row 21.0 23.4 24.6 15.5 42.6 (582)
Low rise 5.8 7.6 3.9 3.8 11.0 (393)
High rise 10.8 22.1 13.7 10.6 34.1 (574)
Mixed (no high rise) 20.7 23.7 31.1 12.2 54.4 (153)
Mixed (with high rise) 32.4 38.8 57.8 30.7 68.7 (128)
ALL 15.1 20.7 18.8 12.0 35.1 (1,830)

SOURCE:, Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division, CMHC, 1989.
NOTE: Property theft, vandalism, drug dealing or assault.
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projects located in urban areas with populations of 100,000 or
more. The principal exception to this trend is that of

assault, which is almost as prevalent in rural areas and small
towns with fewer than 10,000 people as it is in larger cities.

Among the different physical characteristics of public housing
projects, the larger projects (with 100 units or more) and
those consisting of a mixture of building types (typically
large projects housing families or families and seniors
together) record the highest incidence of major problems with
crime. The incidence of respondents reporting major problems
with property theft was highest in Manitoba (22.5 per cent)
and New Brunswick (20.4 per cent). Major problems with
vandalism are most prevalent in Ontario (29.6 per cent) and
British Columbia (26.2 per cent). Public housing clients in
Ontario reported the highest incidence of major problems with
drug dealing (27.5 per cent) and assault (15.0 per cent).

For comparative purposes, a sample of the general population
was asked to rate the seriousness of problems with crime in
the area near their homes. A comparison of the aggregate
perceptions of public housing residents concerning problems
with crime with those of the population at large would suggest
that crime problems in public housing are less prevalent than
in the community at large (Table 11.15). This observation
must be qualified, however, due to the high proportion of
senior citizens in public housing (one-half of all households)
and the different reference area to which the responses to the
two surveys apply.

Respondents to the public housing survey were asked to rate
the seriousness of problems with crime in their housing
project. In contrast, the Focus Canada Survey polled the
perceptions of the general population with respect to crime
problems in the area near their home. This less precise
definition may result in a larger reference area (e.g. the
neighbourhood or community) being used and, consequently, a
potentially higher incidence of reported crime problems.

Compared with the general population aged 60 years or older, a
relatively small proportion of residents of seniors projects
report that crime is a major problem in their projects. The
incidence of vandalism and assault reported as a major problem
by seniors in the population at large was roughly 6 and 7
times as high, respectively, as that reported by residents of
seniors public housing projects. The difference between the
two groups was even more pronounced in the case of property
theft (9 times as high) and drug dealing (21 times as high).
Part of this difference is likely due to differences in the
reference area used (projects comprised solely of senior
citizens versus blocks or neighbourhoods where the population
is more heterogeneous). It is also likely that seniors
housing projects provide a greater sense of security than
senior citizens may experience in the community at large.
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TABLE 11.15
RESIDENT ASSESSMENTS OF CRIME PROBLEMS
PUBLIC HOUSING VS. THE GENERAL POPULATION

INCIDENCE OF CRIME BEING REPORTED AS A MAJOR PROBLEM

VANDALISM  PROPERTY THEFT  ASSAULT DRUG DEALING
PER PER PER PER
RESIDENTS CENT (n) CENT (n) CENT (n) CENT (n)
PUBLIC HOUSING
All 20.7 (2,225) 15.1 (2,200) 12.0 (1,993) 18.8 (1,714)
Families 34,7 (971) 24.5 (932) 20.5 (853) 36.0 (738)
Seniors 4.8 (1,049) 4.0 (1,065) 2.9  (967) 1.8 (837)

COMPARISON GROUPS

All households 28.6 (1,966) 34.3 (1,986) 19.6 (1,946) 38.0 (1,846)
All renterf 35.1 (616) 40.2 (616) 28.4 (603) 49.5 (578)
Low-incoge 36.1 (322) 39.2 (322) 25.0 (398) 49.4 (295)
Familie 26.5 (794) 33.3 (802) 17.5 (786) 39.1 (753)
Seniors 28.3  (417) 37.8 (417) 20.6 (413) 37.5 (374)

SOURCE: Survey of Public Housing Tenants, Program Evaluation Division,
CMHC, 1989; data for comparison groups were obtained from the
Focus Canada Survey, Environics Research Group, January 1989.
NOTE : Households with annual incomes of less than $15,000.
Households with children under 18 years of age living at home.
Respondent aged 60 years or more.

wWN =

Major problems with vandalism in family projects are higher
than those reported in the community at large and among
families with children at home, but are similar to those
reported among the general renter population and among
low-income households. This is partially a reflection of
characteristics of the built form which public housing and the
private rental stock share, which provide greater
"opportunities" for vandalism (i.e. multiple-unit housing
forms with more public and semi-public areas such as parking
garages, lobbies etc.). The incidence of problems with
assault and drug dealing reported as being a major problem by
residents of family public housing projects are similar to
those reported by members of the community at large and by
families with children at home, but are lower than those
reported among renters and low-income households. The
incidence of major problems with property theft are lower
among public housing projects than any of the five comparison
groups from the general population. Generally speaking,
problems with crime do not appear to be a feature of public
housing per se, but rather are reflective of the dynamics of
crime prevailing in the community at large (e.g. related to
low incomes, large cities, etc.).
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3. Community Relations

Recognizing the potential for stigmatization and isolation of
public housing residents within the broader community, the
Section 81/82 program was to "...provide accommodation which
most effectively integrates public housing occupants into the
community". Accordingly, the integration of the project into
the surrounding community was an explicit priority in the
production phase for Section 81 projects. A wide range of
factors were considered in this regard: compatibility of
project site, size and design, incomes, required community
facilities and zoning. Ways to overcome local resistance
included limiting project size, avoiding a homogeneous client
base, using privately developed turnkey projects, pursuing
design compatibility and holding public information meetings.
Projects were to be adequate in terms of size, design,
specifications and facilities and be comparable to privately
initiated projects in the community where the project was to
be built.

A central question, but one which is difficult to measure
empirically, concerns the degree to which public housing
residents have been successfully integrated into their
surrounding communities. Several indicators of community
integration are available from the Survey of Public Housing
Project Managers. Respondents to this survey provided their
assessment of the extent of social interaction between
residents of the project and the surrounding community. The
results are tabulated in Table 11.16.

The project managers indicated that in the majority of the
portfolio, project residents were somewhat closely involved in
the nearby community (63.5 per cent) and that community
members met and visited fairly freely and regularly with
project residents. In only one-fifth of the portfolio did
project man<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>