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● (1105)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. Robert Morrissey (Egmont, Lib.)): I call the

meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 30 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Human Resources, Skills and Social De‐
velopment and the Status of Persons with Disabilities.

Today’s meeting is taking place in a hybrid format pursuant to
the House order of November 25, 2021. Members are attending in
person in the room, as well as virtually. I would ask that all mem‐
bers attending in person respect the pandemic protocols that are in
place.

Additionally, to ensure an orderly meeting, I would like to make
a few comments for the benefit of the witnesses and members.

Before speaking, please wait until I recognize you by name. For
those participating by video conference, please click on the micro‐
phone icon to activate your mike—
[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Mr. Chair,
there's no interpretation into French.
[English]

The Chair: That's what I was getting to.

When we have an issue with translation, please let me know.

Madame Chabot, I'm told it has been corrected.
[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot: Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Before the interruption, I was going to advise that
you have the option to speak in the official language of your
choice. If there's an issue with translation, please get my attention
and we'll suspend while it's being corrected.

For those with us virtually, please use the “raise hand” icon on
the bottom of your Surface to get my attention.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Thursday, February 3, 2022, the committee will re‐
sume its study of the housing accelerator fund.

I would like to welcome our witnesses to begin our discussion
with five minutes of opening remarks, followed by questions.

We have Cathy Heron, president of Alberta Municipalities. We
also have Jason Thorne, general manager of planning and economic
development, and Edward John, director of housing services at the
City of Hamilton. They will both be giving statements, because
they were both to appear at two different times on two different is‐
sues, but they're both appearing today. From the Regroupement des
offices d’habitation du Québec, we have Madame Demers, general
director, and Coralie Le Roux, senior adviser.

We will start with the Alberta Municipalities for five minutes.
Madam Heron, you have the floor.

Ms. Cathy Heron (President, Alberta Municipalities): Good
morning, everyone. Thank you for having me.

My name is Cathy Heron, and I am the president of Alberta Mu‐
nicipalities, as well as the mayor of the city of St. Albert. We're
about 70,000 people, just north of Edmonton.

Affordable housing is obviously a vital issue for municipalities,
not just in Alberta but everywhere. I'm so pleased to have the op‐
portunity to share Alberta's municipal perspective as you consider
options for the design and rollout of the housing accelerator fund.

Alberta Municipalities sincerely appreciates the Government of
Canada's work over the past few years on the housing file, because,
as municipalities, we know that adequate housing is essential to our
citizens' health, safety, dignity and inclusion and, honestly, to their
ability to contribute to the fabric of our communities. We strongly
support the right to housing enshrined in the National Housing
Strategy Act, and we applaud the federal government's significant
investment to make this right a reality.

Municipalities are at the forefront of dealing with social and eco‐
nomic disorder that arises from homelessness and insecure or inap‐
propriate housing. As a result, although housing is a provincial re‐
sponsibility, when provincial policies and programs fail to resolve
local housing issues, municipalities must do what they can to sup‐
port their community and its well-being.
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Alberta is challenged by a high demand for and a low supply of
affordable housing, particularly deep subsidy housing. Using the
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation definitions, nearly
500,000 Albertans are living in unaffordable housing, and about
164,000 households are in core housing need. Only 57,000 house‐
holds currently live in provincially supported affordable housing,
and over 24,000 households are on provincial affordable housing
wait-lists. This means that 10% of Albertan households are in core
housing need, but only 4% are receiving provincial assistance.

Last year, the Government of Alberta announced a provincial
housing strategy that aims to assist up to 25,000 more households
in the next 10 years. This will be accomplished by delivering
13,000 additional affordable housing units and providing rental as‐
sistance for about 12,000 more households.

While this represents a 44% increase in the number of house‐
holds supported by the province, it still leaves over 83,000 house‐
holds in core housing need. Furthermore, the province's capital plan
shows investments in affordable housing decreasing by 27% over
the next two years, which leaves us wondering how it can achieve
the goal of developing 13,000 new units without the appropriate
capital investment. Accordingly, the housing accelerator fund rep‐
resents a tremendous opportunity for Alberta municipalities to help
address the urgent need.

Alberta Municipalities believes that flexibility is the key to mak‐
ing this fund as effective as possible. Municipalities are highly di‐
verse in terms of their local housing markets, their local housing
needs and their capacity to adjust these needs. Local housing needs
run across the affordable housing spectrum, from deep subsidy, per‐
manent supportive housing for people transitioning out of home‐
lessness, to the near-market housing that makes life more afford‐
able for middle-class families.

My first ask is that the housing accelerator fund be as flexible as
possible to support municipalities in adjusting their own unique
housing needs and priorities. We are the experts in local land use
planning and understand the housing needs of our communities as
well as the barriers to those housing developments. Granting mu‐
nicipalities the flexibility to spend funds on local priorities will en‐
sure that the goal of the housing accelerator fund can be achieved.

For example, several Alberta municipalities have existing pro‐
grams designed to increase density and encourage housing develop‐
ment. For these municipalities the housing accelerator fund should
permit investment in those existing programs. This will allow mu‐
nicipalities to speed up housing approvals and increase housing
supply.

My second ask is that grants from the housing accelerator fund
include sufficient funding to allow for the construction of energy-
efficient homes and net-zero homes, because the ongoing mainte‐
nance and expenses of a house also contribute to its affordability.
Having a common net-zero energy and climate-ready standard for
all homes funded through this program will enable builders to learn
and adopt the new practices needed to meet the future building
code requirements designed to help address climate change.

In closing, I would like to thank you once again for the opportu‐
nity to present and for your efforts to truly collaborate with munici‐

palities in designing this important program. I can now take any
questions.

● (1110)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Heron.

We will now move to Mr. Thorne for five minutes. Once we con‐
clude with all the witnesses, we will open the floor to questions.

Mr. Thorne, you have the floor.

Mr. Jason Thorne (General Manager, Planning and Econom‐
ic Development, City of Hamilton): Thanks for the opportunity to
speak to the committee today.

My name is Jason Thorne and I'm the general manager of plan‐
ning and economic development at the City of Hamilton.

In this role I lead a department that's responsible for all aspects
of planning approvals, as well as economic development, adminis‐
tering the city's development incentive programs, and managing the
city's real estate portfolio. Increasing annual housing production,
addressing affordability, ensuring timely development approvals
and building complete livable sustainable communities are all goals
that my council has given to me and to my department.

Hopefully some of our experience will be of value to this com‐
mittee.

I'm going to outline this morning five comments that I hope you
will consider as you develop this important program.

First and foremost, I would urge you to be clear in the goals that
you're hoping to achieve. In my view, just building more of the
same should not be that goal. I do agree with the urgency of in‐
creasing overall housing supply, but that alone will not address af‐
fordability, and that alone will not ensure that we achieve livable
and sustainable communities. It's important not to lose sight of oth‐
er key policy goals. It's important to increase housing supply in a
manner that also meets the climate crisis and does not incentivize
energy-inefficient housing or low-density housing in far-flung, car-
dependent locations.

It's also important to increase housing supply in a manner that
actually targets affordability.
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Secondly, I'll talk about development approvals. Much can be,
should be, and is being done to streamline the development ap‐
provals process, but I caution you to be careful not to fall into the
trap of thinking that widespread deregulation will somehow unlock
housing supply. Much of the planning approvals process is in place
to catch and correct issues with development that, if not caught,
could have significant negative impacts.

I can speak to you from the front lines of the planning approvals
process, and I can tell you that significant public interest is served
in making sure that new development goes through a fulsome re‐
view. Even when done expeditiously, faster approvals do not neces‐
sarily equal new construction, because municipalities are not able
to ensure that approved development actually happens.

In Hamilton, we've already undertaken Lean Six Sigma reviews
of our processes, shifted to digital portals for building permit sub‐
missions, pre-zoned most of our city and granted “as of right” per‐
missions for secondary dwelling units like basement apartments
and laneway housing. We are currently preparing zoning changes to
permit the conversion of existing homes into duplexes, triplexes or
fourplexes.

That said, there are ways the housing accelerator program could
help. It could include funding to enable municipal staff to carry out
development reviews; support for digital application platforms, mu‐
nicipal infrastructure and growth modelling; and efforts to expand
the labour pool of professionals such as planners and engineers,
who are in desperately short supply right now.

My third comment for you relates to an area that I would recom‐
mend be a central plank of the housing accelerator program, and
that's land and property acquisition. That means funding to support
municipalities and non-profit housing providers in acquiring and
assembling vacant or underutilized lands, de-risking them, and then
getting them onto the market as affordable and mixed-market af‐
fordable housing. That also means funding to acquire existing mar‐
ket affordable rental units to protect our existing below-market
housing supply.

Fourth, the program could add significant value by partnering
with local municipalities in targeted development incentive pro‐
grams. In Hamilton, we have 20 years of experience and success
with using targeted incentive programs to bring housing to market,
but right now we're doing it entirely on our own. We offer zero-in‐
terest loans, tax grants and development charge exemptions to in‐
centivize development in market-challenged areas, grant programs
to clean up brownfields, fee incentives to create laneway homes
and basement apartments, and grants for the adaptive reuse of her‐
itage buildings. These programs have been hugely successfully in
catalyzing development in our city, but all of them are funded sole‐
ly by the municipality.

I'll end with a fifth and final comment, and that is not to tie the
program, or the federal funding, to arbitrary unit production goals. I
would caution you to think carefully about going down a path of
what I have heard referred to as “dollars for doors”, and I say this
for a number of reasons.

Pure quantity of units is not the only goal. These units must meet
the needs of the market. They must provide housing for a mix of

incomes, a mix of tenures and a mix of family types and household
sizes. They need to be designed and located in a manner that meets
those other critical policy goals, like climate change.

Making funding dependent on delivering units could give devel‐
opers significant leverage over municipalities in the approvals pro‐
cess. This could lead to pressure on municipalities to compromise
important matters of public interest, such as environmental protec‐
tions, in order to get builders to build so that municipalities can ac‐
cess federal funds. A dollars for doors approach would put munici‐
palities in an untenable situation with respect to the public that we
serve. Residents would be looking to the municipality to make
sound, principled, planning decisions while at the same time know‐
ing that we would, in effect, be getting paid to say yes.

I leave those five comments with you for your consideration, and
I'd be happy to take questions at the appropriate time.

● (1115)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Thorne.

Next is Mr. John for five minutes.

Mr. Edward John (Director, Housing Services, City of Hamil‐
ton): Thank you, and good morning. My name is Edward John. I
am the director of housing services for the City of Hamilton, On‐
tario. I wish to thank you for this opportunity and look forward to
continued engagement.

As part of my duties, I am responsible for the housing system
and am service manager of the social and community housing port‐
folio. This includes oversight of the access to housing wait-list, ap‐
plication of provincial and federal funding, and the housing pro‐
grams and systems that include our shelter and residential care fa‐
cilities.

I have comprehensive experience with several funding programs,
both federally and provincially, including but not limited to the
rapid housing initiative, coinvestment, HPP, COCHI and OPHI.
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During and following the pandemic, the housing system has wit‐
nessed numerous pressures and challenges and has shone a light on
the inequity and housing gaps that face the most vulnerable of our
community. Support and funding directed to address this increas‐
ingly disproportionate impact remain my focus. I am hoping my
comments today and my experience can assist in the creation and
implementation of this newly developing fund.

With regard to the housing accelerator fund priorities, as with
many funding envelopes, I would strongly recommend that the pro‐
gram consider the following aspects.

Flexibility: As a federal program, the program should be allowed
to address local priorities and challenges with respect to the market
conditions and housing needs of the particular city. This is impor‐
tant. Hamilton still struggles to provide rental housing, with much
of our stock built in the sixties and seventies and, as such, at the
end of its life cycle and in need of capital repair. Protecting both the
quality and the affordability of these units while providing new
ones is a key priority for Hamilton.

Predictability: Clearly the intent is for an acceleration of supply
and a rapid delivery of units. Therefore, implementation will need
to be simple and predictable to ensure that the goal is met locally.
Complex legal agreements and program requirements will hinder
the speed and efficiency of delivery.

Stackability: With supply being the focus, one can expect per-
unit funds to be significantly less than those associated with other
funding approaches, such as the RHI. It would therefore be impor‐
tant to contemplate the ability for local municipalities to be in a po‐
sition to stack programs in order for local priorities and the depth of
affordability to be maximized.

Definitions: Careful consideration of what is to be achieved will
be a component of how the program defines outcomes such as af‐
fordability. Hamilton is in critical need of deep affordability and in‐
creased rental tenure. A program that supports and does not limit
utilizing these funds for this purpose would be a huge advantage. In
terms of where the City of Hamilton could invest such funding, I
offer the following. From a policy perspective, updating and in‐
forming planning and housing tools to increase and address local
need includes supporting housing needs assessments and support‐
ing the right of supply to meet other priorities, such as affordability
and climate change.

Land and infrastructure: Land acquisition and land assembly
could unlock a number of sites to quickly allow for development
and redevelopment. This could also include the ability to address
infrastructure limitations that have otherwise constrained develop‐
ment. Hamilton has a number of areas with challenges, including
fragmented lot fabric and contamination, that such a fund could
overcome. It could liberate lands in key areas close to transit and
supportive infrastructure.

In terms of incentives, targeted incentives to overcome local sup‐
ply gaps in both our housing and affordable housing unit numbers
would allow Hamilton to clearly articulate and support the develop‐
ment of the right size, location and cost.

With respect to our housing wait-list, currently supply—which in
Hamilton has seen year-over-year growth—has not yet had an im‐

pact on reducing our growing access to housing wait-list numbers.
Therefore, investments in supply that meaningfully address this
growing pressure would result in significant improvements in the
household sustainability of families.

Finally, concerning a phased approach, while the intent is to ac‐
celerate new supply, a phased approach that allows for existing
rental units that are in danger of losing their affordability as a result
of investments such as REITs, or as a result of becoming unsafe to
live in as they near the end of their life cycle, could see immediate
and cost-effective protection and support for the growth in afford‐
able rentals within the initial phase of the fund. Concurrently, new
construction could be initiated, as we have seen more recently with
supply chain issues, and be delivered in future years in phases of
the funding.

In terms of areas of risk and opportunity, I will draw attention to
the market distortion. Any program would need to understand and
avoid market distortion. Not all supply is good supply, and oversup‐
ply of units that do not meet local objectives could have a destabi‐
lizing impact.

Targeting: The fund would need to be designed to ensure that it
did not reward development that was to occur irrespective of the
funding.

In terms of capacity building, a program that improves the capac‐
ity of trades and non-profits could result in a sustainable approach
to community building, one that could create a long-lasting legacy
of supply that goes far beyond the initial investment.

In summary, you should ensure that the program has the flexibili‐
ty to address local priorities, is simple and predictable and, most
importantly, creates a strong, robust platform to address housing
gaps and pressures in a meaningful manner.

Thank you. I'll be happy to answer questions at the appropriate
time.

● (1120)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. John.

Now we have Madame Demers for five minutes.

[Translation]

Mrs. Anne Demers (General Director, Regroupement des of‐
fices d'habitation du Québec): Good afternoon.

Thank you very much.

I would like to thank my colleague, Ms. Coralie Le Roux, who is
with me today.
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It is a first for us to appear before the committee. We thank you
for having us here today.

The Regroupement des offices d'habitation du Québec, or RO‐
HQ, is a non-profit organization founded in 1972 that represents the
158 housing authorities throughout Quebec. The network of author‐
ities includes more than 1,600 directors and 2,000 employees.

In total, Quebec's housing authorities are responsible for more
than 52% of community and affordable social housing. They help
more than 150,000 low- and moderate-income citizens. As agents
and partners of the Société d'habitation du Québec, the authorities
represent the municipalities responsible for some 106,000 housing
units, including 65,000 low-income housing units and 41,000 social
housing units under programs such as the Programme d'habitation
abordable Québec and AccèsLogis, to name a few.

The ROHQ has been a major player in social housing in Quebec
for 50 years, and it is in this capacity that we are submitting our
comments and recommendations to you today. Operating in a busi‐
ness environment governed by standards, laws and regulations, and
being public in nature, housing authorities are subject to strict man‐
agement and accountability rules. The housing services offered to
communities are therefore governed by rules that are based on the
principles of transparency and compliance with laws, regulations
and standards. Each housing authority operates under the guidance
of a board of directors, which includes municipal and government
appointees. Their governance is strong and rigorous.

Housing authorities actively contribute to economic and social
development. As such, we are submitting comments today for a
sustainable vision that will respond to today's major challenges in
housing renovation and construction. Housing authorities are able
to add value by providing a collaborative and integrated approach
to their communities, which is notably based on accountability.

We believe that Quebec has a solution to the pressing needs of
households. The very low vacancy rate, the rising cost of rent, and
the number of households in core housing need—nearly
350,000 Quebec households, according to Canada Mortgage and
Housing Corporation data—demand solutions. We feel that identi‐
fying federally owned buildings would be an appropriate approach
to locating and targeting opportunities for the conversion and con‐
struction of social and affordable housing likely to maintain the ex‐
isting social safety net.

The pandemic has changed the world of work in many ways, but
it has also highlighted the importance of housing, and more specifi‐
cally, social and affordable housing. Identifying federal properties
in Quebec and transforming them into social and affordable hous‐
ing would have the advantage of responding quickly and effectively
not only to the critical needs of low-income households, but also to
middle-class households, who are increasingly affected by the
housing shortage.

Where the conditions for the disposal of federal properties are
favourable, they encourage the acquisition of these buildings by so‐
cial developers. In order to optimize the use of public funds from
different levels of government, the transfer of federal property at no
or reduced cost to social and community housing developers would
be an incredible asset.

In the past, it has been difficult for social and community hous‐
ing developers and managers to meet the conditions for acquiring
buildings for conversion or construction of social and community
housing. However, a few projects managed by housing authorities
have been very successful in Quebec. These projects have favoured
the creation of social and community housing, and they have also
allowed the various community organizations to make their contri‐
bution and create living environments.

● (1125)

It would be advantageous if these conversion or construction
projects related to federally owned buildings were undertaken as
part of an approach that includes, among other things, the sustain‐
able use of existing buildings built with public funds, an ecological
contribution by avoiding, where possible, new construction, the de‐
velopment of available land into healthy and safe living spaces, and
the mitigation, or even a significant and rapid reduction, of the
housing shortage.

Social and community housing helps to combat poverty and pro‐
mote the integration of vulnerable people. It is also a factor in im‐
proving—

The Chair: You have 10 seconds left.

Mrs. Anne Demers: We recommend that favourable acquisition
conditions for organizations be identified and put in place to ensure
equity in the housing market and to build social and collective
housing projects.

Thank you for your attention.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Demers.

[English]

We will now move to our first round of questioning.

Madam Gladu, you have the floor for six minutes.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Thank you,
Chair, and thank you to our witnesses.

I'm going to start with Mr. Thorne from the City of Hamilton.

I've been to Hamilton quite often. Especially in the downtown
area, there seems to be not a lot of vacant space and lots of issues
with homelessness, which of course is similar to my riding of Sar‐
nia—Lambton. What do you think the federal government could re‐
ally do to help create affordable spaces there?
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Mr. Jason Thorne: One, it could partner with the city in one of
the most successful programs that we have under way now, which
is a fairly robust suite of incentive programs. We found that in our
downtown core, and I can imagine Sarnia would be similar, the
market is not in a place where it can necessarily create the kinds of
residential units we'd like to see. That is why we've tried to incen‐
tivize it with our development charge exemptions, with our zero-in‐
terest loans, and with our brownfield remediation grants and other
types of incentives.

That is very much where we want to see a lot of the new housing
happen, but we know that it's not where the market is pushing that
housing. That was one of the points I made in my opening com‐
ments. Partnering with municipalities on those types of programs,
which currently we are funding entirely on our own, would be help‐
ful.
● (1130)

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: I fully agree. I feel strongly that municipal‐
ities have their plans. Each one is different. They have programs
that are working for them. I'd like to see the federal government
come alongside in a way that isn't all prescriptive.

You mentioned tax incentives, zero-interest loans, grants to help
clean up and all of these different initiatives that are currently fund‐
ed by the municipality. Would you be open to having the federal
government partner and do what it does in a lot of the programs,
where the government gives you 50% and you put in 50%, or some
mathematical formula like that?

Mr. Jason Thorne: Yes, I think that would be helpful. Right
now the scope of those programs is limited by the funding that's
available off the municipal levy. Certainly, if there was more fund‐
ing available, the scope and the impact of those programs could be
expanded.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Thank you.

Ms. Demers, you were talking about the transformation of feder‐
al buildings. I know that there are a lot of vacant federal buildings
and that this is a really important opportunity not to miss. How can
we best work with Quebec and the various places across the coun‐
try to accelerate the creation of affordable spaces in those federal
buildings?
[Translation]

Mrs. Anne Demers: Thank you for the question.

Projects have already been carried out in Quebec, particularly in
the Montreal and Quebec City areas, in which federal buildings
have been repurposed—that is, transformed. This was done in part‐
nership with the Quebec government and with cities and municipal‐
ities.

To be able to exploit them further and transform them, we need
to put in place a solid, simple and accessible program. Of course,
funding must also be attached to it in order to foster a collaborative
approach in partnership with the various levels of government to
meet the needs of the community. This must also be done while re‐
specting the investments made over the last few decades to con‐
struct these buildings. It is a matter of giving them a second life and
thus responding quickly and effectively to the need for social and
affordable housing.

[English]

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Do we know how many spaces we think
we could create from the buildings that are available in the net‐
works that you're in charge of?

[Translation]

Mrs. Anne Demers: We do not have precise data. However,
what the ROHQ has been recommending for a few years now is to
quickly provide access to at least 5,000 social housing units per
year. We need to provide access or build some over the next five
years in order to meet the needs of the clienteles, particularly the
vulnerable and low-income clienteles.

[English]

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: One of the difficulties we are really strug‐
gling with in my riding of Sarnia—Lambton is timely approval.
There are multiple subdivisions and various builds that are being
delayed. Usually it's a lack of coordination, in my mind, between
the conservation authority and the municipality, and whether there's
environmental permitting that's needed from the province. These
things are spinning very slowly.

I wonder, Mr. John, if you would have any comments on what
you think is needed there to move these things along more quickly.

Mr. Edward John: Certainly, coordination is the key when you
look to timely approvals. I think Hamilton, in terms of its approach,
has really looked at what it can do to have those timelines work to‐
gether so that we deliver a fast response.

In Hamilton we suffer challenges, particularly with the contami‐
nation and the ministerial response on many of our record-of-site
conditions, and that slows down the affordable-housing portfolio in
particular. Those are the sites that are typically most challenged
when it comes to the fact that they are often more affordable for
those willing to develop affordability, but, at the same time, present
long-term challenges.

Therefore, coordination from a ministerial perspective as well as
some internal changes would help deliver that, but I believe that,
from Hamilton's perspective, all our time and effort is spent looking
at what kinds of approaches can be done concurrently and deliver
affordability as well as housing approvals in a very timely fashion.

● (1135)

The Chair: Thank you, Madam Gladu.

Ms. Marilyn Gladu: Thank you, Chair, and thank you, witness‐
es.

The Chair: We're a little over, but it was a good question and a
good answer.

We'll go to Mr. Collins for six minutes.

Mr. Chad Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, Lib.):
Thanks, Mr. Chair, and welcome to the witnesses.

My first question is for Mr. Thorne.
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There's a narrative that's being spread across the country that the
gatekeepers are holding us up as it relates to supply, so can I get
your perspective on where we are with new units—the creation of
new units and the approval process? I know that in Hamilton and
the GTHA, there have been a record number of units created over
the last number of years, so I'm trying to understand where this nar‐
rative comes from that demonizes the gatekeepers or municipalities
and residents who come out to appear in front of municipal coun‐
cils to speak to issues related to new supply.

Could you comment on that in terms of where you are with new
units and what you see ahead of us in 2022-23?

Mr. Jason Thorne: In 2021, in the city of Hamilton, and I don't
think we're alone on this in the province of Ontario, we had a
record-setting year in terms of the number of residential units that
were created in the city. It's not just residential, as we had a record
year for industrial. We had a record year for commercial, and we
had a record year for overall construction value. We exceeded
over $2 billion in construction value in the city, which is far and
away a record.

We are seeing significant increases in approvals and in supply.
I'm also quite pleased to say that, preCOVID, we were seeing some
of the fastest approvals we have seen. We track all types of differ‐
ent development applications and their approval timelines. In some
cases, we had seen 100 or more days shaved off the approval time‐
lines.

As with any process, I think it can always be approved and made
more efficient, but the record for the past couple of years is that we
are seeing record levels of development activity in our city and in
other cities in Ontario.

Mr. Chad Collins: Thank you.

Mr. Chair, I'll go to Mr. John next.

Mr. John, you know what the wait-list looks like in Hamilton and
many other municipalities. It's at an all-time high in terms of sheer
numbers. I think when I left, there were 6,200 families and individ‐
uals who were on the affordable housing wait-list, and they were
waiting three or four years on average to secure a home.

One of the main goals of the fund is to increase supply but to in‐
crease affordable supply. I know we have a long track record in
Hamilton of partnering with the private sector, not just to create
units but to create affordable units. Could you elaborate on how the
fund might incentivize the private sector to partner with the afford‐
able housing community as it relates to creating new units, not just
new units but affordable units?

Mr. Edward John: Certainly, yes, in Hamilton we actually have
a number of examples of working collaboratively with the develop‐
ment of a number of local organizations to not only build and inten‐
sify areas, but to do so by allowing affordability and also address‐
ing local needs through that.

We have one example in our east end. It's an economically chal‐
lenged area, but there's great access to highways and infrastructure,
as well as the future LRT. We took advantage of using municipal
incentives to ensure that the additional density that was created at
those sites delivered on those local needs.

Through pretty much our only true, direct financial supports, be‐
ing development charges and parkland exemptions, we were able to
encourage a full rehabilitation of a former CityHousing Hamilton
site to deliver over 1,000 units, with over 350 of those in rental
tenure. As I mentioned in my opening remarks, rental tenure is a
challenge in Hamilton. Then, on top of that, we were able to get
those rental tenures actually delivered at some affordable rates be‐
low market.

Likewise, we also did a home ownership program, once again
looking at that missing middle: How do we develop and provide for
housing below market, but also allow for people to build equity in
their homes going forward?

We built and predicated our funding approach on mixed income,
building complete communities and basically liberating what was a
socio-economically challenged area that had much infrastructure to
support the residents that we knew would be flourishing in that
area. We've done so; permits are being pulled right now and cer‐
tainly units are being delivered far below the market.

It's the ability to continue and build on those. We had only a lim‐
ited number of incentives coming from the city's levy. We could
have gone to far greater depths of affordability had we had other fi‐
nancial supports with that process.
● (1140)

Mr. Chad Collins: Thanks, Mr. John.

I will switch gears to Mr. Thorne. You have presented a number
of recommendations that mirror those that have been provided by
other witnesses from across the country. I think the one at the top of
the list has been land acquisition.

Can you elaborate on what the municipality would do with the
purchase of either existing units, existing buildings or vacant lots?

Mr. Jason Thorne: With existing buildings, we have seen the
loss of some of the market-owned affordable rentals that we had. I
think being able to acquire and protect some of those for long-term
affordability would provide great value.

We also have, in Hamilton, a number of sites that are vacant, un‐
derutilized, pre-zoned and development-ready, but that are not nec‐
essarily in the hands or in the situation of someone who's looking to
develop them in the short term. The inability to unlock some of that
land supply, to de-risk those properties—we deal with a number of
brownfield contamination issues that can hold back development—
and to assemble what can often be smaller, fragmented parcels is
something that creates impediments to development. I think where
municipalities can be engaged, then, is in trying to unlock some of
that land supply and getting some of that land back into productive
use and onto the market. That could add great value.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Collins.

[Translation]

Ms. Chabot, you have the floor for six minutes.
Ms. Louise Chabot: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I thank the witnesses for being with us today.
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The study we are conducting is somewhat exploratory. As we
know, the government has decided to invest $4 billion over five
years in the construction of 100 new housing units by 2024‑25.
There is a lot of talk about affordable housing, but it will be impor‐
tant for us to agree on the definition of affordable housing. It will
also be important to see how we can act on equity. The private sec‐
tor seems to be playing a big role, but one has to ask whether this is
the right way to do things.

Thank you for your opinion on this.

My first question is for Ms. Demers.

Ms. Demers, first of all, I wish the ROHQ a happy 50th anniver‐
sary. This is the first time you have appeared before the Standing
Committee on Human Resources, Skills and Social Development
and the Status of Persons with Disabilities. For 50 years, the ROHQ
has worked with the most vulnerable people in our society. It has
been committed to helping them for all these years. I would like to
congratulate you.

I have read one of the briefs on the urban planning strategy that
you presented in 2021. This brief was related to Quebec. Earlier,
you talked about equity. In the brief, the following was mentioned:
"Social and community housing must not only be seen, but also un‐
derstood by the government and municipalities as a strategic land-
use planning tool for equity in the housing market."

Could you tell us more about what is meant by "equity in the
housing market"?

Mrs. Anne Demers: Thank you for the question.

If I may, I will give the floor to Ms. Le Roux, who will be able to
answer this question better than I can.

Ms. Coralie Le Roux (Senior Advisor, Regroupement des of‐
fices d'habitation du Québec): Good afternoon.

When we talk about equity in the context of the affordable hous‐
ing market, we have to distinguish between, on the one hand, medi‐
an rents based on the market in general and, on the other hand,
rents based on the incomes of the most vulnerable households. We
find that affordable housing programs are generally based on medi‐
an rents.

But do these median rents really meet the needs of the most vul‐
nerable people we want to support in the area of housing? We need
to ask ourselves who we want to target.

To establish equity in the supply of social housing, we must first
ask ourselves who we want to serve when we develop projects re‐
lated to affordable housing, whether they are called community or
social housing.

I agree with you about the definition of housing affordability.
There is an urgent need to define this notion. I don't think the
provinces and the federal government all have the same definition
of what is affordable.
● (1145)

Ms. Louise Chabot: Thank you.

We know that this fund is aimed at building new housing. But
even though we're talking about affordable housing in general,

we've heard from a number of witnesses that the demand is mostly
for affordable rental housing. It is not enough to create them, we
must also ensure their sustainability.

In your opinion, could such a fund be used not only to build new
housing, but also to renovate some existing housing to ensure its
sustainability?

Could that be an option?

Mrs. Anne Demers: Thank you for the question.

It is absolutely true. From our perspective, it's not necessarily a
matter of starting from scratch and building a new building. We
have to take advantage of existing opportunities. On the one hand,
this could be federal properties or buildings, and on the other hand,
it could be existing housing buildings, which could be acquired by
social and community housing developers. This would certainly ac‐
celerate our society's ability to provide housing not only for our
low-income citizens, for whom this is an extremely important so‐
cial safety net, but also for middle-class people. They are finding it
increasingly difficult to find rental housing at a reasonable, and
therefore affordable, price, representing more or less 30% of their
household income.

Ms. Louise Chabot: We know that the definition of affordability
can be broad. You mentioned certain criteria earlier. It is true that
the definitions are not the same.

Do you believe that a common definition of housing affordability
should also be applied in several federal government programs?

Have you already proposed definitions?

Mrs. Anne Demers: Discussions on the various possible defini‐
tions are underway. The overall objective, which is clearly ex‐
pressed and felt, is to respond as well as possible to the important
needs not only of the most vulnerable people, who are the primary
clientele served by the housing authorities, but also of middle-class
households. Communication and collaboration are established to ar‐
rive at this definition in order to continue with the implementation
of the programs, for instance.

If I may add another element, I would say that we advocate the
use of social and community housing developers who have exper‐
tise in the management of the clienteles who live in these units and
in the development of these projects.

The Chair: You only have 10 seconds left, Ms. Chabot.

Ms. Louise Chabot: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Chabot.

[English]

We now have Madam Zarrillo for six minutes.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo (Port Moody—Coquitlam, NDP): Thank
you, Mr. Chair, and thanks so much to the witnesses today.

I want to thank the witnesses from the City of Hamilton for giv‐
ing us that inside view, and I want to go back to something Mr.
Thorne said.
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Mr. Thorne, I'm going to ask you a question on this. You men‐
tioned having a clarified goal. I'm not sure that the housing acceler‐
ator fund has a clarified goal.

I'm looking at what it was initially described as: housing supply
to be increased in the largest cities everywhere in the country; cre‐
ating 100,000 new middle-class homes by 2024-25; application-
based to offer municipalities the opportunity to grow housing sup‐
ply, increase densification and speed up approval times and these
sorts of things.

Really, what the conversation has been about in this committee
over the last few weeks is the need to address the core housing
needs of the communities, and it has really moved towards rental
housing and not-for-profit housing, which is not the same thing as
the way the housing accelerator fund was positioned at the begin‐
ning. I think we really need to get an idea of what this housing ac‐
celerator fund needs to do, because I'd like to focus specifically on
the rental housing.

In our testimony back on May 16, we heard from the executive
director of the Neighbourhood Land Trust about the fact that we
need to start protecting some of the affordable rental housing that
already exists. I heard it again today. I would just ask you, Mr.
Thorne, if you could give us a little more information for testimony
around what you think the housing accelerator fund can do to pro‐
tect purpose-built rental, low-income rental and rental that is going
to address core needs in the community, and how saving or protect‐
ing that could be faster than new construction.
● (1150)

Mr. Jason Thorne: I'll offer a couple of thoughts.

One—and I think I've heard it from other witnesses as well—is
around the direct acquisition by either municipalities or housing
providers of some of that low-cost rental housing that is market
housing but is at risk of escalating rents. I think that would be a
useful part of the program.

As well, though, I don't want to shortchange the supply side of
incentivizing and supporting new supply for rental, and that could
be market rental, because if we don't do that, then we're going to
direct that investment to some of the existing rental stock that we
already have and to the acquisition of it in the private marketplace
and the upscaling of the rents in those locations. There's an acquisi‐
tion component to it.

I also think there is a component of acquisition of vacant lands in
order to build new rental stock.

I would agree with the premise of the question. From my stand‐
point, it is a bit unclear where the focus of this program would be,
and I would suggest that increasing housing supply is very impor‐
tant but that we cannot be agnostic to the important questions of af‐
fordability, tenure, type, location and environmental performance,
which I think are equally important goals.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Thank you very much.

I will now go to Mr. John around the work that the cities have
been doing to get affordable housing and to get purpose-built rental
on the ground.

You mentioned a few of the different density bonuses, like park‐
ing relaxations, maybe, density transfers, and all of these things that
the cities have had to do on their own without support from the fed‐
eral government. I wonder if you could clarify what the carrots
are—rather than sticks—that the federal government could help
cities with, so that cities don't have to put the burden on the com‐
munity to increase density, relax parking regulations and give up
things in the community just to get that affordable housing built.
Could you be just a little clearer on what the federal government
could do there?

Mr. Edward John: Paramount to this is building complete com‐
munities. This isn't sacrificing one thing for the delivery of afford‐
ability. Affordability needs to be in the lexicon of every new devel‐
opment. It needs to be understood that it is a pressing need, but it is
also the right response for every community to accommodate the
needs of every single resident.

As I mentioned, the federal government has had a number of
funding envelopes that have actually supported the delivery of
housing units in various elements of our housing spectrum. My un‐
derstanding of the housing accelerator fund is that it isn't necessari‐
ly focused on deep affordability, but rather on supply. However,
similar to previous comments today, we can target that supply so
we're actually addressing local housing needs.

As I mentioned, rental housing is one of the key pieces in Hamil‐
ton. We've struggled to build new rental housing. The market is not
strong, so any fund that can support the offsetting of those long-
term costs of building rental tenure in Hamilton would be a signifi‐
cant step forward in addressing some of that.

The other piece is the operating side. We have a rich number of
housing providers who deliver affordable housing. Engaging them
in the discussion and understanding what the needs are from an op‐
erating perspective and a pro forma perspective will allow us to get
meaningful rental in the right locations, at the right household com‐
position, and delivered to those families in most need of sustain‐
ability.

Beyond just the direct financial tools the city is offering in terms
of development charges and parkland dedication dispensations, I
think you've picked up on a number of those planning-related
pieces too. Parking is one. Often the requirement for over-provision
of parking is a barrier to rental and affordable housing. We have to
look at how we build in mixed incomes. How do we build a build‐
ing that can appeal to those of lower economic means, remove stig‐
ma from affordability, and also build a complete community within
the towers themselves? We have to stop looking at neighbourhoods
as individual units, and start looking at them as buildings that are
organic and delivering key messages throughout the city.

● (1155)

The Chair: Thank you, Madam Zarrillo and Mr. John.
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Now we go to Madam Kusie for five minutes.
Mrs. Stephanie Kusie (Calgary Midnapore, CPC): Thank

you, Chair.

Chair, before we go back to questioning the witnesses on the
study at hand, I just wanted to turn back to our guest of one week
ago, the Minister of Families, Children and Social Development,
and the issue of passports.

I was very pleased to see my colleague, Ms. Gladu, prominently
featured in the media and asking not only about service delays to
this point, Chair, but what the plans are for the future. With that,
Mr. Chair, I am presenting a motion and putting it on notice here
today, right now, so that the wishes of not only Ms. Gladu but all
Canadians can be fulfilled in making sure the government is staying
on track with passport delivery and all services coming out of Ser‐
vice Canada.

I have it here, Mr. Chair, in both official languages. The motion
is as follows:

That, given the recent reports of passport renewal delays, the committee send
for, from Service Canada, a weekly progress report including the number of
passport requests in the previous week; the number of passports cleared in the
previous week; the current backlog; the number of express passports processed
in the previous week for travel within 25 days; the number of express passports
processed in the previous week for travel within five days; and a resumé of
trends over the last four weeks.

Mr. Chair, as a former consul for Canada, I would also be inter‐
ested in seeing these numbers.

With that, Mr. Chair, I will now pass the opportunity to ask ques‐
tions to Mr. Liepert.

Thank you very much.
Mr. Ron Liepert (Calgary Signal Hill, CPC): Thank you to all

the witnesses this morning.

Cathy, I have a quick question and then I'm going to see if there's
still time, as my colleague might have another question for the wit‐
nesses.

Despite what we heard this morning from our guest from Hamil‐
ton, the thing I continually hear from developers and construction
folks in Calgary is about the delays and the costs associated with
municipal regulations and barriers. It seems like it's a blame game.
The contractors blame municipalities. Municipalities, to some de‐
gree, blame the province. The province blames the feds, and the
feds end up blaming everybody else combined, hence the accelera‐
tor fund.

The minister was here last week, and I'm not sure I got the right
answer. I'd like to hear from you what municipalities can do from a
measurement standpoint to see.... If this accelerator fund was de‐
signed to clear away some of the hurdles, how is it going to be
measured to make sure we're actually getting there and getting val‐
ue for our money?

Ms. Cathy Heron: That's a great question. I agree there is al‐
ways a blame game.

The Alberta provincial government has been very focused on red
tape reduction. In its attempt to reduce provincial red tape, a lot of
it has been downloaded as red tape onto municipalities. We are con‐

stantly being asked to jump through hoops to achieve the province's
goals. It's probably a question for the planning department at my
municipality, but I can tell you that at the municipal level, our goal
is to act, especially in a mid-sized city range.

I'd like to add that a lot of the housing product ends up in the big‐
ger cities of Edmonton and Calgary, yet you have good projects in
my municipality, right on the outskirts. We have a piece of land in
our downtown core that we're giving to our housing foundation.
They'll need to make it mixed housing. It can't be completely subsi‐
dized, because we need some of the market housing to offset the
below-market. If this accelerator fund can help those foundations
increase the number of doors, then we're bringing it.... The same
number of doors are being developed, but it'll create a higher per‐
centage of those that are subsidized versus those that are not.

As for the red tape reduction, our level of government—I can
quite proudly say—has worked very hard. This is such a priority for
us. I'm currently in Regina, at the Federation of Canadian Munici‐
palities conference. This was the number one topic we spoke about
during the entire five-day conference: how to get more housing
product out, and what we can do as municipalities—things like
parking regulations. We can and should be doing that.

We can create tool kits, if you need them, to help municipalities
adjust their realm of responsibility and work more closely with the
provincial government. I think that's always key: working closely.

● (1200)

Mr. Ron Liepert: Thank you.

The Chair: Mr. Liepert, your time has concluded. Thank you for
your question.

Thank you, Ms. Heron, for the answer.

Mr. Van Bynen, you have five minutes.

Mr. Tony Van Bynen (Newmarket—Aurora, Lib.): Thank
you, Mr. Chair. I will be sharing my time with Mr. Coteau. If you
could stop me at two and a half minutes, I'd appreciate that.

My question is for Ms. Heron.

What criteria do you think should be used to determine which
municipalities can access the building funds, that is, either the mu‐
nicipality or their housing service providers? I know there are dif‐
ferent needs in different municipalities. There was a suggestion that
these funds could be distributed on the same basis as the gas tax
distribution.

What are your thoughts on that, and what should the criteria be?
What should the measurable, achievable, realistic and controllable
goals be that the municipalities should sign on to in order to be eli‐
gible for those funds?

Ms. Cathy Heron: That's a great question, but I'm not exactly
sure I would focus on the same measure as the gas tax, because the
needs are different in different municipalities.
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One of the things that I think would really be beneficial in get‐
ting more housing on the market is a regional approach. For exam‐
ple, in my area, we have the Edmonton Metropolitan Region Board.
We work together, as a board, to address our priorities for trans‐
portation. Then we submit a list to the province and say, “These are
the projects we would like funded.” That could absolutely happen
with a housing file. Each municipality identifies its needs and
projects.

Doing this with a regional approach also distributes the housing
among municipalities. Right now, in a municipality such as mine, if
I can't house people, they end up in Edmonton, which contributes to
a lot of the social problems happening in the bigger cities.

I think that would be a great criterion. I also think it's the ability
to get it out there fast.

Mr. Tony Van Bynen: I wonder if Mr. John or Mr. Thorne could
answer that question, as well.

Mr. Jason Thorne: Yes, I'll add one quick comment.

One thing I like about the gas tax model is the certainty and pre‐
dictability of the funding. I think that's really important, especially
in something like development approvals, which you're in for the
long game. That predictability of funding would be key.

In terms of what municipalities must do to access funding, in the
first part of the question, I would suggest that it's reasonable to
have some policy gateposts in place. There isn't much point in the
federal government's putting funding into missing middle housing
if municipal zoning bylaws do not permit missing middle housing. I
think having those types of policy gateposts in place would be a
reasonable expectation of municipal partners.

The Chair: Thank you.

As requested, Mr. Coteau will have the last two and a half min‐
utes.

Mr. Michael Coteau (Don Valley East, Lib.): Thank you, Mr.
Chair, and thank you to all the witnesses for being here today.

Mr. Thorne, you mentioned brownfield sites being used to in‐
crease supply. I know that in Toronto, the Canary District, for ex‐
ample, was built on contaminated property. It really transformed
that area of the city. I've always looked at brownfield sites as huge
opportunities. According to a recent report I read, there are about
30,000 brownfield sites across Canada.

You mentioned putting grants forward to help developers pur‐
chase land, but I've also heard from people involved in industry that
there's been concern over long-term litigation from contaminants,
so there's getting the right insurance policies, and sometimes they
are not available.

Are there issues like that, or other issues you've encountered as a
planner, that make brownfield sites harder for developers to use and
cities to utilize?
● (1205)

Mr. Jason Thorne: Certainly, for some of the larger brownfield
sites, off-site impacts and de-risking the off-site impacts become a
significant issue. For a lot of what we see in Hamilton, though,
when we talk about the brownfield sites, it's less about the large-

scale former industrial sites. You see a lot of old dry cleaners and
gas stations. Those types of uses are deep in the urban fabric.
They're smaller parcels of contamination issues that are not as sig‐
nificant as major former industrial sites.

Those are a lot of the ones we tend to invest in with regard to the
grants we put forward and the tax grants we put in for site remedia‐
tion and cleanup costs. Those smaller-scale sites in particular, given
that you're going to get a smaller-scale development project on
those sites, provide very little in the way of financial resources to
fund those sorts of cleanups on their own.

Again, these older gas stations and dry cleaners are two common
ones, and they tend to be in locations that are very amenable to in‐
fill intensification. They're often on some of our urban transit routes
and are really ideal locations for redevelopment, but financial sup‐
port is needed to overcome that initial brownfield barrier.

Mr. Michael Coteau: Do you see that as a huge opportunity for
the government to invest in? Could brownfield site cleanups poten‐
tially be one of the components of an accelerator fund?

The Chair: Give a short answer, please.

Mr. Jason Thorne: Okay.

Yes, they could. It is certainly one of the most successful pro‐
grams we've had in our municipality. As I said earlier, it's some‐
where around 20 years that we have had those programs in place.
They have been quite successful in bringing lands to market that we
otherwise wouldn't have been able to.

However, we are limited in terms of our own resources. What we
grant back to the developer is a component of the tax uplift that
their development creates. That's a limited pool of funds. It is limit‐
ed by the uplift that's created. Certainly, other funding partners in a
program like that would allow us to expand the scope and reach.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Coteau and Mr. Thorne.

We will go to Madam Chabot, after which Madam Zarrillo will
conclude the questioning.

[Translation]

Ms. Chabot, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.

Ms. Louise Chabot: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Demers, we have received Ms. Edith Cyr, from the organiza‐
tion Bâtir son quartier, which you probably know. She gave us an
important message: this $4 billion fund over five years, which aims
to create 100,000 new housing units, is focused on supply, whereas
it is demand that is strong in terms of affordable rental housing.

I also share the view that the focus should be on social and com‐
munity housing developers, because the private market, in our
view, doesn't really need to be subsidized. It is self-sufficient.
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In your opinion, should a percentage of this fund be dedicated to
affordable rental housing? If so, what should that percentage be?
What is your opinion on that?

Mrs. Anne Demers: That's a very good question. I can give you
my opinion, but I don't have specific data to give you.

We agree on the importance of managing the balance in terms of
housing supply. However, there is currently an incredible increase
in need not only among low-income citizens, but also among mid‐
dle-class citizens. It is therefore imperative that the program is able
to meet much of this need.

No society or community wants to have citizens who are home‐
less. Therefore, a strong social safety net is needed to prevent an in‐
crease in homelessness and to ensure a housing mix.

A large part of the program must therefore serve to meet these
needs.
● (1210)

Ms. Louise Chabot: I have one last question, which will be
brief.

I would like to take advantage of your presence to ask you
whether there are any particularities that we should take into ac‐
count regarding people with disabilities.

Mrs. Anne Demers: We must be able to meet their needs. These
people must have access to adapted housing at a reasonable cost.
They must be able to maintain their living environment by staying
in their neighbourhood. We have to think about redevelopment and
creating a directory.

Earlier, predictability was mentioned. We need to offer pre‐
dictability not only in terms of the funding of these programs and
the measures that support them, but also in terms of meeting the
needs of people with disabilities and seniors, given the demograph‐
ic changes.

We have to be able to anticipate our ability to adapt in response
to these changing needs.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Chabot and Ms. Demers.
[English]

Now we have Madam Zarrillo with the last questions, for two
and half minutes.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

My question will be for Mr. John.

I want to thank the witnesses today, because the witness testimo‐
ny is so powerful in these committees. One sentence can lead to a
recommendation, can change a recommendation or can change the
path of the housing accelerator fund. This housing accelerator fund
came to this committee for study, and it is our opportunity to im‐
pact what that might look like.

Going back to the idea that perhaps the goal of the fund is not
clearly stated and it is not necessarily meeting the need for core
housing or what is needed right now, I want to ask Mr. John about
the criteria.

We had the Minister of Housing here last week. I asked him
about accessible housing, and I was told that a portion of any hous‐
ing that's funded through the housing accelerator fund would need
to be accessible. Madame Chabot has brought up affordability
many times. What are those criteria? What do they look like?

I guess I would ask you, Mr. John, what you have heard. Is there
a clear understanding of what the criteria are to access this funding?
Do you have a definition for affordable housing and accessible
housing that should or could be in this funding criteria?

Mr. Edward John: I think during my opening comments I
talked about flexibility, because I think we need to deliver housing
that's right for the community and where it will reside. When it
comes to the definitions, as much as they will provide predictabili‐
ty, we are looking for that flexibility.

Surely the fairest definition of affordability is that it meets the
needs of the individual. It is based on their ability to pay for that
unit. I think that would be the fairest approach to that.

Similarly, when it comes to tenure, I know Hamilton has a great
need for rental tenure, particularly accessible rental tenure. Often,
those with disabilities struggle to find rental tenure that meets their
needs.

I would push that many of those options are determined at the lo‐
cal level. What I would really stress is that it not be a punitive ap‐
proach. Guidelines around predictability are important, but I think,
instead of looking at punitive measures, what you do is look to‐
wards bonusing those who are taking this fund, leveraging all other
abilities as a municipality to deliver on local housing need.

Ultimately, any opportunity to take a sum of money and then
demonstrate in response back to the federal government how we
have taken that money, leveraged it and delivered on local housing
needs should be a priority and a bonus opportunity as opposed to a
punitive approach where every municipality is forced by the re‐
quirement for a certain percentage of accessibility or a certain defi‐
nition of affordability.

I think there's an opportunity there to work flexibly within the
system, providing clear guidelines but also allowing the bonus of
the ability within the municipality to demonstrate where they have
shown leadership and commitment to the individual housing needs
of their community.

The Chair: Thank you.

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: Just quickly, Mr. Thorne, you mentioned
REITs. I just want to get an understanding of how REITs might be
impacting your community.

The Chair: Give a short answer, please.

Mr. Jason Thorne: We are seeing the acquisition of some of our
formerly affordable rentals with renovation of those units and
putting them back on market at a higher rate.

● (1215)

Ms. Bonita Zarrillo: How is that affecting people who were in
those affordable units? How is that affecting them on the ground?
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Mr. Jason Thorne: We are certainly seeing increased homeless‐
ness and increased demand for shelter space. We are seeing increas‐
es in the number of people who are underhoused or in insufficient
housing. That is certainly a significant concern in our city.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Thorne and Madam Zarrillo.

That concludes the witness testimony, but before the witnesses
go, I'll take a liberty as chair.

Mr. John, you made reference to an ownership model that you
were using. Could you provide that model in writing to the commit‐
tee clerk? You didn't have a chance to expand on it, but you alluded
to a housing option model that led to ownership. I for one would be
very interested in seeing the details of that model, if you could pro‐
vide it to the committee in writing, Mr. John.

Mr. Edward John: Absolutely, I'd be more than happy to pro‐
vide those program details, which we've done locally.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. John, and thank you to all the wit‐
nesses for appearing today and sharing your understanding. You are
the individuals who are on the ground. You know the situation, and
it's very helpful to the committee as we formulate conclusions and
recommendations on this study.

With that, thank you, witnesses, for appearing. We will suspend
the meeting for a few minutes while we move in camera. Let's give
it five minutes.

[Proceedings continue in camera]
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