
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 
June 24, 2021 at 4:30 PM 

Virtual Meeting 

REVISED AGENDA 

4:30 PM 1. Welcome from Chair and Call the Meeting to Order

4:32 PM 2. Board Vice Chair Election

4:37 PM 3. Approval of Agenda

4:38 PM 4. Confidentiality and Conflicts of Interest Declarations 3 

4:40 PM 5. Chair's Verbal Update

4:45 PM 6. CEO's Update

RESPONSES TO PREVIOUS BOARD INQUIRIES 
4:50 PM 7. Memo: Inquiry Response on collaboration with the City on pest management

(Brigitte Scobie) 
4 

FOR APPROVAL 
4:55 PM 8. Approval of the minutes - May 13, 2021 6 

FOR INFORMATION and DISCUSSION 
4:56 PM 9. 2021 Corporate Work Plan Realignment (Derek Chaume) 11 
5:05 PM 10. Local Housing Corporation Performance Benchmarking Project (Derek Chaume) 23 
5:15 PM 11. Supporting Priority Communities at OCHC (Brian Gilligan) 27 
5:25 PM 12. Update on OCHC's Parking Program (Nathan Hoedeman and Dan Wright) 38 
5:35 PM 13. Construction Methodology (Cliff Youdale and Gord Downes) 42 
5:45 PM 14. Fire Life Safety Program Update (Jean Dostaler) 51 
5:55 PM 15. Tenant Experience Self Serve Module: My Home - Chez moi (Michelle Parisien) 56 

BULK CONSENT 
6:05 PM 16. CEO Operational Report (Stéphane Giguère) 65 

17. Tenant Advisory Group (TAG) minutes - March 11, 2021 74 

BOARD COMMUNICATION DOCUMENTS
18. Opening Doors: Unlocking Housing Supply for Affordability 77 

6:10 PM 19. Inquiries from the Board 

6:15 PM 20. Motion to Adjourn 

**NEW DATE: Next meeting – September 29, 2021 at 4:30 PM 



RÉUNION DU CONSEIL D’ADMINISTRATION 
Le 24 juin 2021 à 16 h 30 

Réunion virtuelle 

ORDRE DU JOUR RÉVISÉ 

16 h 30 1. Mot de bienvenue du président et ouverture de la séance

16 h 32 2. Élection du vice-président du conseil d'administration

16 h 37 3. Approbation de l’ordre du jour

16 h 38 4. Déclarations de confidentialité et de conflits d’intérêts 3 

16 h 40 5. Le point du président (de vive voix)

16 h 45 6. Le point du PDG (de vive voix)

RÉPONSES AUX QUESTIONS ANTÉRIEURES DU CONSEIL 
16 h 50 7. Note de service : Réponse à la demande de renseignements sur la collaboration avec

la ville en matière de lutte antiparasitaire (Brigitte Scobie) 
4 

POUR APPROBATION 
16 h 55 8. Approbation du procès-verbal de la réunion du 13 mai 2021 6 

POUR INFORMATION et DISCUSSION 
16 h 56 9. Réorientation du plan de travail de l'entreprise pour 2021 (Derek Chaume) 11 
17 h 05 10. Projet d'évaluation comparative des performances des sociétés locales de logement

(Derek Chaume) 
23 

17 h 15 11. Soutien aux communautés prioritaires à LCO (Brian Gilligan) 27 
17 h 25 12. Mise à jour sur le programme de stationnement de LCO (Brian Gilligan) 38 
17 h 35 13. Méthodologie de construction (Cliff Youdale et Gord Downes) 42 
17 h 45 14. Mise à jour du programme de sécurité incendie (Jean Dostaler) 51 
17 h 55 15. Module libre-service de l'expérience du locataire : My Home - Chez moi

(Michelle Parisien) 
56 

APPROBATION EN BLOC 
18 h 05 16. Rapport du PDG sur les activités (Stéphane Giguère) 65 

17. Procès-verbal de la réunion du 11 mars 2021 du Groupe consultatif des locataires 74 

DOCUMENTS DE COMMUNICATION DU CONSEIL D’ADMINISTRATION
18. Opening Doors: Unlocking Housing Supply for Affordability 77 

18 h 10 19. Questions du conseil 

18 h 15 20. Motion visant la levée de la séance 

**NOUVELLE DATE : Prochaine réunion – le 29 septembre 2021 à 16 h 30 



Confidentiality and Conflicts of Interest 

Confidentiality 

A Board or Committee member (member) makes a written commitment, and is required by law 
to keep all confidential information confidential at all times. 

Please remember that contents of Committee and in-camera meeting packages, discussions at 
Committee and in-camera meetings as well as decisions made at Committee and in-camera may 
not be shared in any way. They may not be discussed, repeated, tweeted, e-mailed or 
otherwise communicated to anyone outside of the meeting. 

Conflict of Interests 

A Board or Committee member (member) will review the Meeting Agenda and Reports and 
determine if the member has a real, perceived or potential conflict of interest.  

A member has an obligation to report immediately a conflict of interest to the meeting Chair – 
whether the conflict is their own or that of another member.  

At the meeting, the Chair will ask members to declare Conflicts of Interest they may have 
relating to items on the meeting agenda. A member must declare a conflict with an item on the 
agenda, even if they have previously declared the conflict to the Chair. 

• A Conflict of Interest is a situation where a member’s personal interests could influence
the member’s ability to make decisions with integrity, impartiality and in the best
interests of OCHC.

• A Conflict of Interest may be real (actual), perceived (could appear by an outside
observer to exist), and potential (could reasonably be expected to occur in the future).

• Personal interests refer to having a self-interest, and include the interests of related
persons, friends and business associates. The interests can be of a personal, financial or
professional nature and can include a personal gain, benefit, advantage or privilege.
Personal interests include participating in outside activities or employment outside of
OCHC, whether paid or unpaid.

• Refer to OCHC’s Conflict of Interest Policy for more information.

A member who has a Conflict of Interest with an agenda item must leave the room while the 
item is being addressed. 
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 Memorandum / Note de service 
 
 
TO/ À : 
Stéphane Giguère, CEO 
 

FROM/DE : 
Brigitte Scobie and Andrew Fuller, Managers, Integrated Pest 
Management  

DATE : 
June 2, 2021 

SUBJECT/SUJET : 
Response to May 13, 2021 Board inquiry on collaboration with the 
City on pest management 

 
This memo is in response to the May 13, 2021 Board inquiry submitted by Councillor 
King on a unified strategic approach to Integrated Pest Management between the City 
and OCHC.  
 

1. How can OCH work with the City to develop a strategic and 
collaborative pest management plan? 
 
The Integrated Pest Managers have been working in collaboration with Laura 
Flynn, Program and Project Coordinator with Public Works and Environmental 
Services at the City of Ottawa to establish a coordinated response to rodent 
issues in various communities. On May 4th, 2021, OCHC shared a list of 
problematic areas to strategically bait sewers and increase garbage pick-ups in 
area parks.  
 
OCHC and the City of Ottawa implemented scheduled touchpoint meetings to 
ensure regular communication as it related to rodent issues.  
 
Ottawa Public Health also provided OCHC documentation to assist in community 
outreach in Overbrook and other identified areas. 
 

2. How can the existing City and OCH integrated pest management 
approaches be combined to maximize efficiency and efficacy? 
 
It is important that OCHC and the City continue to share information, best 
practices and coordinated plans when responding to an increase in rodent 
activity in a community.   
 
Tenant education remains a critical part of resolving rodent issues for example 
the removal of garbage, debris and tree pruning or overgrowth etc. They all 
contribute to the resolution. We need to ensure that residents call in any pest 
activity, and that these issues are responded to in a timely fashion.  
 
Pest Management is a dual responsibility of the tenant and the landlord. 
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3. What is the possibility for the City to work in conjunction with OCH 

concerning sewer infrastructure that is directly adjacent to specific 
OCH properties? 
 
The agenda for scheduled touchpoints will include a review of planned major 
work that will cause high-traffic, major ground disruption for the LRT, or sewer 
repairs. We must remain mindful that these areas will experience an increase in 
rodent activity.  
 
OCHC has shared specific addresses and communities with the City to continue 
baiting as required to help reduce the population of rodents in those targeted 
areas. 
 
OCHC currently has in-house technicians working on rodent challenges and is 
also working with contractors to address issues.  
 
At this stage, the City of Ottawa has not indicated if a comprehensive plan for 

 sewage baiting would be developed. OCHC continues to work on a priority basis 
 with their team. 

 
 
Brigitte Scobie and Andrew Fuller 
Integrated Pest Managers 
brigitte.scobie@och.ca; andrew.fuller@och.ca 
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OTTAWA COMMUNITY HOUSING CORPORATION 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

PUBLIC MINUTES 
 

Thursday, May 13, 2021 Virtual Meeting 
Meeting Start Time: 4:30 PM 
 

Directors: Councillor Mathieu Fleury, Chair Ferenaz Raheem, Corporate Secretary 
 Brendan Lawlor, Treasurer Councillor Theresa Kavanagh 
 Councillor Rawlson King Rebecca Hickey 
 Councillor Catherine McKenney Girum Simmie 
 Dan Doré, Vice-Chair Michele Brenning 
   
Regrets: Paul Fortin (Tenant) Councillor Scott Moffatt 
   
OCHC Stéphane Giguère, Chief Executive Officer Cliff Youdale, Chief Development Officer 
Staff: Nathalie Fauvel, VP, Finance, and Chief Financial Officer Shaun Simms, VP, People and Culture 
 Guy Arseneau, Chief Operating Officer Alain Cadieux, Director, Property Management and Support 

Services 
 Brian Gilligan, VP, Community and Tenant Support Wendy McColgan, Manager, Executive Operations 
 Erin Duncan, Administrative Assistant Kristen Bailey, Director, Legal Services 
 Cindy Newell, Director, Human Resources Greg Finnamore, Director, Finance and Procurement 

 Derek McMaster, Manager, Strategory and Corporate 
Performance Brigitte Scobie, Manager, Integrated Pest Management  

 Emily Poole, Administrative Student Tana Cheema, Strategy and Governance Student 
 Michelle Parisien, Senior Manager, Property Management  Jeff Wilkie, Senior Manager, Property Management 
 Gordon Downes, Director, Construction Kelly Hastings, Manager, Strategy and Governance 
 Derek Chaume, Business Analyst David Ricottone, Director, Information Technology 

 Melany Chretien, Director, Corporate Communications Tetyana Nozina, Manager, Financial Planning, Analysis and 
Reporting 

 Jean-Marc Carrière, Senior Manager, Tenancy 
Administration Andrew Fuller, Manager, Integrated Pest Management 

   
 
1. Welcome and Call the Meeting to Order  
 

Councillor Fleury welcomed the members and called the meeting to order at 4:33p.m. 
 
2. Approval of Agenda 
 

Moved by: Dan Doré 
Seconded by: Michelle Brenning 
 
That the agenda be approved. 

 
Carried 

 
3. Confidentiality and Conflict of Interest Declarations 
 

No conflict of interest declarations were made based on the agenda. 
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4. Chair’s Verbal Update 
 

Councillor Fleury provided the following updates: 
 
- Thanked Dan Doré for his commitment and contribution to OCHC over the last nine years. 
- The City of Ottawa’s Auditor General’s office has focussed their OCHC audit plan specifically on 

procurement of 811 Gladstone and supporting procurement policies. 
- Thanked OCHC team for facilitating airplane vaccine clinics in high risk neighbourhoods.  
- OCHC has experienced financial operational pressure due to the rising cost of utilities. OCHC has met 

with HydroOttawa and will be part of a pilot project to receive bulk pricing. More details to come at 
future Board meetings. 
 

5. CEO’s Verbal Update 
 

Stéphane Giguère provided the following updates: 
 
- Congratulated OCHC Vice President Shaun Simms on joining the Board of Directors for the 

Canadian Housing Renewal Association (CHRA), as well as becoming a member of the CHRA 
Indigenous Housing Caucus.  

- OCHC’s vaccination rollout is progressing well in high risk communities thanks to the many 
community partners. 

- Due to the current Stay at Home order, there has been a significant increase in utility costs. OCHC 
is in discussion with HydroOttawa to address this. 

- The Ottawa Community Housing Foundation (OCHF) has received $150,000 from Royal Bank of 
Canada (RBC) to support the Youth Futures program. 

- Despite the extension of the provincial Stay at Home Order, OCHC will maintain the same level of 
service. 

- OCHC conducted a staff survey and it was noted that the main areas of concern include the fear of 
contracting COVID-19, workload issues and balancing demands, and dealing with ongoing 
uncertainty. OCHC will continue to try to help staff maintain a healthy work-life balance. 

- OCHC is committed to diversity and inclusion, and hosts eight additional resource groups inclusion 
anti-racism, women in the workplace, LGBTQ2S+, and more. 

- I hosted the quarterly CEO Meet and Greet to welcome new staff. 
- I participated in the Summer Student Orientation to welcome the next generation of OCHC staff. 

 
FOR APPROVAL  
 
6. Approval of the Minutes – March 25, 2021 
 

Moved by: Councillor King 
Seconded by: Councillor Kavanagh 
 
That the minutes of the March 25, 2021, public session of the Board of Directors meeting be approved. 
 
Carried 
 
Business Arising from the Minutes 
 
There was no business arising from the minutes. 

 
7. 2020 Audited Financial Statements 

 
A brief overview of the report was presented. 
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Moved by: Dan Doré 
Seconded by: Brendan Lawlor 
 
That the Board of Directors approve the 2020 Audit Results (Appendix A) and the 2020 Audited 
Financial Statements (Appendix B) as identified in this report. 
 
Carried 
 

8. Renewal of Tenant Participation in OCHC's Governance Structure  
 
An overview of the report was presented. OCHC will be recruiting a total of four tenants through a 
competency-based system, two to join the Board of Directors and two to join the Client Services 
Committee. Other committees might also have a tenant although it will not be a requirement. 
Procedures and by-laws will be developed for honoraria and mentorship of tenants in governance.  
 
Moved by: Councillor Kavanagh 
Seconded by: Ferenaz Raheem 
 
That the renewed approach to tenant participation in OCHC’s governance structure described in this 
report be approved by the Board of Directors.  
 
Carried 
 

9. By-Law Amendments 2021 - Tenant Participation in Governance 
 
An overview of the by-law amendments were presented. An overview of the by-law amendments were 
presented. Amendments to permit up to two OCHC tenants to sit on the Board of Directors were 
recommended.  
 
Moved by: Councillor King 
Seconded by: Rebecca Hickey 
 
That the Board of Directors approve the proposed changes and forward By-Law 12 to the Shareholder 
for approval. 
 
Carried 
 

10. Modernized Tenant Service Policy 
 
This item will be tabled and an update will be presented at the Board of Directors meeting on June 24, 
2021. 

 
Moved by: 
Seconded by: 
 
That the Board of Directors approve the Tenant Service Policy and retirement of legacy policies 
identified in this report. 
 
Carried 

 
FOR INFORMATION AND DISCUSSION   

 
 
11. Integrated Pest Management Trends and Update 8



 
An overview of the report was presented. The centralized Integrated Pest Management approach has 
led to an effectiveness rate of 96.2%, which is an increase of 25.8% in 2020. OCHC has revised their 
approach to improve service, including implementing a focal team to target homes with extreme pest 
infestation levels, introducing new products for bedbugs, and completing community blitzes. To better 
train new staff on chemical application, OCHC is creating a new training area including a mock 
washroom, bedroom, and kitchen. 
 
That this presentation on the delivery of quality Integrated Pest Management (IPM) services be 
received for information by the Board of Directors. 

 
Received 

 
12. Property Management and Tenant Operation Services Trends and Update  

 
An overview of the report was presented. To improve tenant experience, the 2021 plan focusses on 
service standards, having a proactive approach, quality and community improvements, digital solutions, 
and improving tenant satisfaction. OCHC has also implemented Tenant Satisfaction Surveys and will be 
introducing the new Self Serve option called ‘My Home, Chez Moi’ which will give tenants more choice 
on how they report regular maintenance needs through an online platform. 
 
That this presentation on Maintenance Operations, Challenges and Focus on Quality be received for 
information by the Board of Directors. 

 
Received 

 
BULK CONSENT 
 

The following bulk consent items were received: 
 
13. CEO Operational Report (Stéphane Giguère) 
14. Tenant Advisory Group (TAG) minutes - January 19, 2021 
15. 2020 Corporate Communications Year-end Report (Melany Chretien) 
16. Digital Solutions Vision for OCHC 2.0 (David Ricottone) 
17. OCHC 2019 Environmental Scan (Derek Chaume) 
18. Compliance and Implementation Plan for New City of Ottawa Regulations  

   (Alain Cadieux) 
19. 2020 Access to Information Requests (Kristen Bailey) 
20. Capital Spend Update - March 31, 2021 (Nathalie Fauvel) 
21. Financial Accountability and Performance Monitoring - March 31, 2021 (Nathalie Fauvel)  
 

Received 
 
BOARD COMMUNICATION DOCUMENTS  
 
22. Ontario Non-Profit Housing Association (ONPHA) submission to the Ministry of Energy, 

Northern Development and Mines’ review of Ontario’s long-term energy planning 
framework 

23. Ottawa Community Housing Foundation Annual Report 2020 
 

Received 
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24. Inquiries from the Board  
Councillor King provided the following inquiry to staff which will be addressed at the next Board 
meeting: 
 
Integrated Pest Management Inquiry  
Ottawa Community Housing (OCH) has a robust and effective Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
program. The aim of the program is to proactively address pest issues, eliminating occurrences and 
reoccurrences, by providing a treatment plan, and educating tenants and landlords on prevention and 
treatment. The IPM program launched by OCH is recognized as best practice and complies with all local 
pest management regulations.    
Ottawa’s new pest management bylaw, directed at rental properties, will come into effect August 2021, 
at which time OCHC will set new IPM measures to comply with the new bylaw. In order to maximize 
efficacy of its pest management, the  
City should collaborate with OCHC in developing an IPM strategy that is complementary. This will help 
both OCH and the City in achieving pest control objectives.    
In 2019, Council approved a motion to address surface rats in different areas in  
the City, from parks to infrastructure projects. The motion ensures that the City will pre-bait parks and 
other infrastructure projects, inspect vacant buildings, as well as require certain property owners to 
pre-bait prior to demolition. This proactive approach was unanimously approved. 
To complement both the OCH and City of Ottawa integrated pest management strategies, a unified 
strategic approach to strengthen integrated pest management should be formalized. Based on this 
information, I am inquiring regarding the following: 
1. How can OCH work with the City to develop a strategic and collaborative pest management 

plan? 
2. How can the existing City and OCH integrated pest management approaches be combined to 

maximize efficiency and efficacy? 
3. What is the possibility for the City to work in conjunction with OCH concerning sewer 

infrastructure that is directly adjacent to specific OCH properties? 
 
Councillor Fleury reminded Board members that if they do have an inquiry, that it be submitted in 
writing. 

 
25. Motion to Adjourn 
 

Moved by:  
Seconded by:  
 
That the Public session of the Board of Directors adjourn. 
 
Carried  
 
The closed session adjourned at 5:49 p.m. 

 
 
 

Corporate Secretary 
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PENDING REVIEW 
 

 

2021 CORPORATE WORK PLAN REALIGNMENT 
 
 

TO:  BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

MEETING DATE: June 24, 2021 

FROM: Derek Chaume 
Business Analyst, Strategy and Corporate Performance 

PURPOSE: 
FOR INFORMATION 

To update the Board of Directors on the Corporate Work Plan and 
approach to improving strategic alignment 

STRATEGIC 
OBJECTIVE: 

Foster an organizational culture of leadership, accountability, and 
continuous improvement 

NEXT STEPS: 

 Review and reprioritize Corporate Work Plan Change initiatives 
for strategic impact 

 Review corporate key strategic indicators 
 Monitor Corporate Work Plan through quarterly internal reviews 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 Ottawa Community Housing Corporation (OCHC) maintains a Corporate Work Plan 

(CWP) as a strategic vehicle to centralize and monitor corporate change initiatives 
that demonstrate execution against the OCHC strategic plan. These projects are 
resourced after operational and compliance requirements are met.  

 In 2020, the CWP experienced delays and some discretionary projects were deferred 
as OCHC shifted its focus to COVID-19 emergency operations and pandemic 
management needs. 

 The disruption to the OCHC change agenda experienced due to COVID-19 has 
provided an opportunity to review and adjust the approach to delivering on the 
corporate change effort.  

 The CWP will integrate key strategic indicators to improve focus on a project 
portfolio approach to align initiatives more closely with strategic priorities. 

 The OCHC Strategy Map (Q-BIT) assembles the corporation’s key strategic indicators 
and will be the foundation to determine the degree to which projects are delivering 
on the strategic priorities of the corporation, or On-Strategy results. 

 Key strategic indicators are reviewed and confirmed regularly as part of the 
corporate planning and reporting cycle (Appendix A). 
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PENDING REVIEW 
 

 

 Key strategic indicators are identified in the strategic plan as well as critical 
departmental plans such as the Long Range Financial Plan and the 10-Year 
Development Plan. 

 Aligning strategic objectives, key strategic indicators and the portfolio of corporate 
change initiatives will increase the precision of On-Strategy execution of OCHC’s 
change efforts.  

 
2. CONTEXT 
 
 The Strategy and Corporate Performance group provides ongoing project 

management support that includes maintaining project management tools and 
practices, providing learning and coaching to project managers and coordination of 
the Corporate Work Plan.  

 Based on a 2019 internal review (Appendix B), a set of updated and standardized 
project management templates and standards were introduced as well as the 
provision of ongoing project management support, learning and coaching. 

 Continued improvement to corporate project management is being advanced and 
improving the strategic focus of the CWP will be the focus in 2021. 

 
3. CONSULTATION 
 
 Consultations were completed with senior executives in Q1 and Q2, 2021. 
 This report was received by the Corporate Performance Committee on May 20, the 

Portfolio Management Committee on June 1, the Client Services Committee on June 
10, and Finance and Audit on June 15, 2021.  

 
4. KEY IMPACTS, BENEFITS & RISKS 
 
 A streamlined and focused CWP to include only the most strategic initiatives.  
 Connecting strategy with operational execution through key strategic indicators to 

help ensure the right corporate change initiatives are being prioritized and completed 
to deliver measurable, On-Strategy outputs that align with desired business 
outcomes.  

 Enhanced transparency for corporate project selection, prioritization and 
accountability reporting on strategic objectives. 

 Improved oversight and risk management oriented to a portfolio first approach to 
strategic execution.  

 An improved connection of strategic plan objectives in operationally tangible terms 
to integrate into planning and day-to-day activities.   
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PENDING REVIEW 
 

 

5. FINANCIAL IMPACT 

 There are no direct financial implications associated with this report. 
 

6. CONCLUSION 
 
 OCHC will continue to review, document, and define key strategic indicators through 

2021. 
 The OCHC Strategy Map will be integrated as a key aspect of project selection and 

prioritization for CWP change initiatives. 
 A refreshed Corporate Work Plan will be brought to the Corporate Performance 

Committee in the second half of 2021. 
 Quarterly consultations with senior executives will continue to update the status and 

risk assessments of critical change initiatives in the Corporate Work Plan. 
 

7. RECOMMENDATION 
 
 That this report on the realignment of the Corporate Work Plan be received by the 

Board of Directors for information. 
 
APPENDICES 
 

A. OCHC CORPORATE PLANNING AND REPORTING FRAMEWORK 
B. 2019 PROJECT MANAGEMENT CONSULTATION SUMMARY REPORT
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Appendix A 
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APPENDIX B 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 
 

 
 Project Management Consultation Summary Report  

 
 

Completed in April 2019 
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Project Management Consultation 
Summary Report 

Final Draft- April 8, 2019 
 

Executive Summary 

In 2018, a review of the OCHC project management model with a goal to standardize OCHC project management practices and strengthen 
planning, execution and reporting of corporate projects. An important element of this effort is a consultation with project managers to define 
the current state of project management at OCHC and gather feedback to improve the corporate project management model. 
 
Interview questions were developed and approved in Q2, 2018. 
 
The interviews were conducted from January 23 to January 31, 2019. 29 interviews were conducted with senior managers and project managers 

across the OCHC departments. Each manager completed a 30-minute interview, (interview 
questions, appendix C).   
 
The interview process was completed successfully. Interviewees appeared candid, thoughtful 
and keen to contribute. 
 
Several interviewees noted that they have seen improvements in overall project management 

practices at OCHC in recent years and that these changes should be carried over to the standardized model.  In far more interviews, managers 
identified opportunities to significantly strengthen project management practices.  
 
Appendix A provides an inventory of detailed observations and suggestions from the interviews that can be used in the development of the 
standardized project management approach. On a broader level, there are three overarching themes that appear critical if project management 
practices are to be significantly improved: 
 
1. Project prioritization and planning 

Interviewees recognized that OCHC innovation is critical and that they had a major role to play in corporate change and project execution. They 
raised concerns however, that the organization had limits on its capacity to lead initiatives and ensure that change was effectively implemented. 
Interviewees described a heavy workload and competing priorities, and that these realities compromised the ability to apply quality project 
management practices and fully engage with the project. This feedback was most voiced from the Tenant Experience department. 
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Project Management Consultation 
Summary Report 

Final Draft- April 8, 2019 
 

Interviewees also indicated that at times projects were assigned loosely without clearly defined project scope, project objectives, resource levels 
and success factors. Managers indicated that thorough project definition requirements prior to project approval would resolve some of the 
major challenges that were highlighted.  
 
2. Standardization of project structure 

Interviewees reported that they were unclear of corporate expectations in terms of project management processes and tools. Often times, 
managers implemented or improvised varying project management practices and felt that their project approaches were exploratory, 
inconsistent and not efficient. Sponsors and managers cited ad hoc oversight as a significant challenge. Loosely defined project member 
responsibilities and project closeout methodology were also areas that interviewees identified as needing improvement. There was strong 
support to clarifying and reinforcing corporate expectation for an OCHC project management process. 
 
3. Practical project management orientation and support 

The knowledge, skillset and understanding of project management varied widely among interviewees. Many interviewees had little project 
management experience and instead relied on day-to-day management techniques to execute corporate projects. Their understanding of the 
current OCHC tools available to assist in project management (project charter, project plan, issues log etc.) was limited. Interviewees expressed 
interest in the development of simplified project management standards and tools, in receiving practical orientation to project management 
practices and in having appropriate support to assist in managing assigned projects.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendices 

Appendix A – Detailed Consultation Notes 
Appendix B – Consultation List 
Appendix C – Consultation Questions 
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Project Management Consultation 
Summary Report 

Final Draft- April 8, 2019 
 

Appendix A- Detailed Consultation Notes 

Theme Comments Intensity Suggestions 
1. Project Prioritization and Planning    
Project scope Scopes and objectives are loosely defined and can be subject 

to change throughout the project; there can be 
misunderstandings on project purpose and outcomes within 
the project team 

High • Better define scopes, objectives and 
problem prior to project launch 

Risk management Concern there is limited consideration of project risks prior to 
launch; there is no formal risk management approach to 
assessing and tracking project risk. 

Low • Consider the introduction of standardised 
risk framework for projects 

• Introduce the use of an issues log tool 
Duration of projects Project delivery dates are not well grounded; some are 

arbitrarily set without assessment of need, resources, and 
dependencies on other change efforts; organizational culture 
tends to allow for slippage on project deliverables with a 
recognition that on-time delivery is discretionary to other 
operational or priority demands 

Medium • Define project scope, impacts, resources 
before committing to project and project 
due dates 

• Strengthen SET exercise to prioritize 
projects in the corporate work plan 

 Resourcing projects Concern that there is limited resource capacity to fully 
execute on project demands; need to improve resource 
selection and define resource requirements at the onset of 
projects; often key employees brought into projects late 

High • Initially estimate person day and budget 
requirements for projects 

• Initially identify the skills and key resources 
needed for projects 

 Prioritization of projects Uncertainty in project priority and the overall corporate 
direction of projects; no clear way to see big picture; multiple 
and overlapping project commitments; project commitments 
appear to shift without clear analysis of impacts; sense that 
impacts of multiple projects on organization is not fully 
planned 

High • Weigh emerging projects to the currently 
prioritized projects 

• Consistently prioritize all corporate 
projects 

• Ensure that project managers are informed 
of project priority 

• Respect project prioritization  
Availability of project members Projects tend to be completed at the “edge of the desk” and 

the availability of project members to engage with project 
work can be a challenge; project members can be unclear of 
their role and the level of effort required from them 

High • Clarify roles and time expectations for 
team members in initial project plan 

• Conduct project kick off meeting to 
confirm project profile and team 
responsibilities 

Workload shifting Day-to-day work and operational demands significantly 
impact on many project managers who oversee business 
functions; regular work accumulates when concentrating on 
project work 

Medium • Consider assigning or seconding project 
managers and project members to project 
initiatives 

Sustaining project deliverables Projects tend to lack proper post implementation support 
and resourcing to sustain change; many projects do not 
include implementation phases to support new initiatives 
once they are developed 

High • Consider post implementation phase with 
appropriate resources when projects are 
being initially planned and proposed 
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Project Management Consultation 
Summary Report 

Final Draft- April 8, 2019 
 

2. Project Sponsorship and Steering    
Project oversight At times, the level of project oversight is not well defined or 

is inconsistent through the project; this could result in 
significant changes to project direction or rework late in the 
project 

High • Identify in PM standards the levels of 
oversight needed for projects, (sponsor 
only, Steering Committee, etc.) 

• Ensure that upward reporting and 
approvals is built into the project plan 
template 

• Develop project reporting template to be 
used for project reporting 
 

Project authority and responsibilities The level of authority to project managers is not always clear 
when projects are delegated; at times project managers have 
a difficult time developing project charter and plan without 
clear understanding of roles 

Medium • Ensure that project roles are clearly 
defined when planning the project 

3. Project Management Meetings    
Project meeting attendance Project meetings take significant time given that members 

must often travel to a specific location, (often Head Office) 
Low • Leverage technology when in person 

attendance is not required, (video 
conferencing, conference calling)  

• Consider holding some project meetings at 
alternate office locations 

 
Project meeting preparation and follow 
through 
 
 
 
 

Project meetings can suffer because they are not clearly 
organized, or they do not provide pre and post meeting 
documentation 

Medium • Promote the use of the OCHC meeting 
effectiveness criteria with project 
managers 

4. Project Closeout    
Project closeout Completion of projects are not clearly debriefed, celebrated 

or communicated; generally, employees quickly move on to 
other priorities not clearly understanding that a new change 
has been achieved 

High • Provide project sponsors and managers 
with ideas on how to celebrate and 
recognize project team members’ 
contribution 

• Promote the use of post mortems or close 
out report for major projects 
 

5. Change Management and Impacts    
Sharing relevant project information 
with employees 

Project deliverables and impacts are not always well shared 
interdepartmentally which can cause confusion with 
employees 

High • Ensure project communications is 
considered when developing a project plan 

• Develop a project manager learning 
community to improve transparency on 
projects 
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• Have a centralized repository where 
completed projects can be reviewed 

Consultations Broader project implications are not always sufficiently 
considered resulting in challenges during implementation 

Low • Define consultation requirements during 
project planning 

6. Learning and Development    
Project management training  Inconsistent understanding of project management tools and 

techniques; learning is through self-discovery, supervisors 
and peers 

Medium • Develop job aids, workflows, checklists and 
case studies of project management 
activities to share with project managers 

• Develop an in-service project management 
orientation program 

• Provide peer PM circle model for ongoing 
support 

• Create a PM help line 
• Develop a project manager community to 

discuss project milestone and identify 
interdependencies between projects 

7. PM Standards and Tools    
Project management standards There is limited organizational understanding of project 

management processes; Interviewees requested improved 
clarity and assistance to more successfully manage projects 

High • Establish a set of standards for corporate 
projects  

Project management tools Awareness of project management tools available to help 
initiate, plan, execute, monitor, and close projects is limited; 
current tools should be reviewed and simplified 

High • Review and simplify project management 
tools such as the project charter and 
project plan 

8. Organizational Structure    
 Reporting  Project reporting expectations are unclear to senior 

leadership or board committees. 
Medium • Consider project reporting standardization 

needs in project management standards  
9. Working environment    
Work space The layout of workspaces is not conducive to project team 

collaboration; members are too disparate 
Low • Consider the feasibility of adjusting work 

location based on work demands 
10. Technology    
Software A few interviewees requested the adoption of a standardized 

technology for project tracking and reporting 
Low • Consider the adoption of a corporate 

project management solution 
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Appendix B – Consultation List 

Employee Name Department  Employee Name Department 
Brian Gilligan Community and Tenant 

Support 
 Tetyana Nozina Finance 

Joanne Myles People and Culture  Michelle Parisien Tenant Experience 

Cindy Newell People and Culture  Jeff Wilkie Tenant Experience 

Devin Winson People and Culture  Jean Marc Carriere Tenant Experience 

Wendy McColgan CEO Office  Chantal Normand Holt Tenant Experience 

Nathan Hoedeman Community and Tenant 
Support 

 Brigitte Scobie Tenant Experience 

Guy Arseneau Tenant Experience  Shaun Simms People and Culture 

Nathalie Fauvel Finance  Rob MacNeil Asset Management 

Cliff Youdale Asset Management  Nicole Bates Organizational Effectiveness 

Laura Boyaner Organizational 
Effectiveness 

 Michael Howard Tenant Experience 

Michael Ranger Asset Management  Janice Canning Community and Tenant 
Support 

Eva Russel Asset Management  Emily Towler Tenant Experience 

Christiane Halle Tenant Experience  Steve Clay Community and Tenant 
Support 

Dan Wright Community and Tenant 
Support 

 Dominque Murray Tenant Experience 

Jonathan Ede Organizational 
Effectiveness 
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Appendix C - Consultation Questions 

1. Tell me about a time when you managed an OCHC project? 
a.         What made you choose to plan and complete the work as a project? 
b.         What types of tools did you use? Did you use the OCHC project management tools? 
c.         Do you feel that you had the project well planned out before you started the work? 
d.         How did the project work out?  
e.         If you had the chance, how would you manage it differently? 
f.          How many projects have you managed like this over the last two years? 

 
2.         What do you do really well when you organize and manage a project? 

a.         What project management aspects are critical and must be part of the OCHC project management approach? 
 
3.         What do you think are the biggest challenges when it comes to identifying and managing the “bigger” projects that OCHC takes on? 

a.         What changes would you recommend to OCHC project management practices? 
b.         What changes would you recommend to OCHC project management tools? 

 
4.         What would help you the most in managing your next project? 
 
5.         What project management aspects or constraints are critical to consider and must be part of the OCHC project management approach? 
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LOCAL HOUSING CORPORATION 
PERFORMANCE BENCHMARKING PROJECT 
 
 

TO:  BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

MEETING DATE: June 24, 2021 

FROM: Derek Chaume 
Business Analyst, Strategy and Corporate Performance  

PURPOSE: 
FOR INFORMATION 

To brief the Board of Directors on the Local Housing Corporation 
performance benchmarking initiative and share the 2020 results 

STRATEGIC 
OBJECTIVE: 

Foster an organizational culture of leadership, accountability and 
continuous improvement 

NEXT STEPS: 
 Continue to gather and model data through 2021 
 Review best practices from top performers 
 Incorporate LHC benchmarks into OCHC reporting 
 Develop benchmarking beyond the initial measures 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 Local Housing Corporations collaborate through a senior management group 

called the LHC Forum, supported by the Housing Services Corporation. 
 The LHC Forum is a group of nine organizations that represent over 90,000 

homes or approximately 40% of Ontario’s total community housing stock. 
 The LHC Forum prioritized the introduction of housing benchmarks, based on 

standardized data to: 
– Strengthen the understanding of provincial housing trends, risks and 

opportunities 
– Contrast LHC housing business performance and identify best practices and 

areas for collaboration 
– Increase evidence-based, senior-level discussions and decision-making 

 
 The LHC Forum has established six core housing performance measures  

and has gathered and modeled data for 2019 and 2020: 
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– Housing Occupancy Rate 
– Unit Turnover Days 
– Tenant Move-Out Rate 
– Tenants in Good Financial Standing 
– Rent Collection Rate 
– Eviction Prevention Rate  

 OCHC has been leading this project, leveraging its capacity in developing 
business intelligence to assist in defining, advancing and modeling the 
benchmarks. 

 The LHC Forum has endorsed the development of additional measures for 2022 
to expand the areas of benchmarks and contribute to the LHC performance 
story.  

 
2. CONTEXT 
 
 Local housing corporations are housing providers in Ontario that some 

municipalities created as arms-length corporations when the province devolved 
social housing management. 

 The LHC Forum had been working towards the development of a set of housing 
benchmarks in 2012 with limited success. 

 In 2019, OCHC offered to lead the benchmarking project. It also committed to 
coordinating and advancing longitudinal data gathering and modeling to 2022. 

 OCHC has played a significant role in this LHC project, providing performance 
measurement expertise and tools to use in developing evaluation structure, 
measurement tools and data visualization. 

 In 2019, OCHC hosted a series of working group meetings with LHC members to 
confirm data formulas, assumptions and visualization options. The LHC working 
group also established an approach to collect, quality control and use the data. 

 There is additional interest in housing sector benchmarking. A National 
benchmarking workgroup has adopted the LHC measures and there have been 
preliminary discussions to include additional provincial social housing providers. 
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3. CONSULTATION 
 
 In February 2020, OCHC presented the 2020 LHC benchmarks to the LHC Forum. 

The senior executives discussed the benchmark results and gave direction on 
next steps, including additional data collection and validation. 

 OCHC’s Extended Leadership Team discussed the 2020 benchmark results on 
May 27, 2020. 

 This report was received for information by the Corporate Performance 
Committee on May 20, 2021. 

 
4. KEY IMPACTS, BENEFITS & RISKS 
 
 OCHC is contributing to sector leadership by assisting and advancing the 

development of provincial housing benchmarking and business intelligence. 
 The LHC Forum will be able to use the benchmarks to focus dialogue on sector 

performance and identify best practices. 
 OCHC will integrate the benchmarks into internal performance reporting to 

compare with overall LHC results to support decision-making and set business 
direction. 

 This project has brought together housing professionals to network and share 
evaluation approaches and models. Several LHC members are sharing other 
performance measurement approaches beyond the benchmarking project. 

 There is additional interest in housing sector benchmarking. The LHC measures 
have been adopted in the national Housing Partnership Canada forum and 
preliminary discussions have been completed to broaden provincial housing 
participation. 

 
5. FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
 There are no financial impacts associated with this initiative. 

 
6. CONCLUSION 
 
 The 2020 LHC benchmarks have been finalized and will be incorporated in OCHC 

internal business intelligence. 
– Benchmarks will be used as references in business planning and decision-

making. 
– Follow-up consultations will be conducted to share best practices from LHC 

members. 
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 OCHC will continue to coordinate the LHC benchmarking project  
and assist in establishing longitudinal data and advance additional  
benchmarking areas. 

 
7. RECOMMENDATION (S) 
 
 That this update on the LHC benchmarking initiative be received for information 

by the Board of Directors. 
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SUPPORTING PRIORITY COMMUNITIES AT 
OCHC 
 
 

TO:  BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Meeting Date: June 24, 2021 

FROM: Brian Gilligan 
Vice President, Community and Tenant Support 

PURPOSE: 
FOR DISCUSSION 

To discuss and gain direction on OCHC’s role in successfully 
housing complex and vulnerable tenancies 

STRATEGIC 
OBJECTIVE: 

Nurture healthy, safe and inclusive communities 

NEXT STEPS: Determine OCHC’s role in defining and responding to tenant needs 

 
 
1. KEY DISCUSSION POINTS 
 
 Many OCHC tenants face barriers to housing success and achieving their 

potential.  
 The needs of these tenants’ frequently lie beyond OCHC’s mandate, expertise 

and resources. However, as a social housing landlord, OCHC recognizes its 
responsibility to support tenants to the best of its ability and the limits of its 
resources. It is also frequently placed in a situation of trying to “make things 
work” in the face of systemic/ structural challenges, particularly the lack of 
adequate support services and funding. 

 The Board is asked to provide strategic guidance at the question of what is 
OCHC’s role and responsibility in ensuring the success of its most vulnerable 
tenants in the face systemic/structural challenges and the performance of the 
support services they receive (or their absence). 
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2. CONTEXT 
 
 In February 2021, the Board Chair hosted a Board and Committee Café on the 

challenges faced by three distinct tenant populations: children and youth, 
seniors, and people living with disabilities and mental health and addiction 
challenges. It also discussed systemic/structural issues with the housing and 
supports systems that lessened the chances of housing success and supporting 
tenants to acheive their potential. A discussion paper developed for the Café is 
attached as Appendix A. 

 As mentioned, many of the challenges OCHC tenants face are outside of OCHC’s 
mandate, expertise and resources. However, as a social housing landlord, it 
recognizes its responsibility to support tenants to the best of its ability and the 
limits of its resources. It is also understood that frequently, in the public eye, 
OCHC is responsible for and bears the reputational risks associated with the 
limits of other systems. 

 OCHC is committed to housing vulnerable complex tenants even when the 
supports needed for housing and life success are not available. This has 
historically included: 
– A commitment to working with tenants who are at risk of losing their housing 

when many private and non-profit landlords would proceed to eviction,  
– A focus on collaboration and coordination with community agencies in order 

to make the best use of the resources available to OCHC tenants, 
– Advocacy with funders for better housing processes, more supports and more 

effective use of existing resources, and 
– A history of using OCHC’s resources to invest in safety, community building 

and tenant supports: to innovate to resolve challenges or limits in other 
systems 

 However, given the increasing complexity and vulnerability of tenants arriving at 
OCHC, OCHC’s commitment to innovation and to being “more than a landlord” 
will have a diminishing return as the size of the challenge grows and investment 
in the supports required by OCHC tenants remains constant or diminishes. 

 
3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS, BENEFITS & RISKS 
 
 In the face of a challenge that is beyond the capacity, mandate and resources of 

OCHC, how does OCHC define its role and responsibilities for creating and 
sustaining successful tenancies and healthy, safe and inclusive communities? 

 OCH has and will continue to innovate to meet the challenges faced by tenants, 
mainly by collaborating with thoses that serve OCHC tenants. However, given the 
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growth of the challenge and the fact that many of these agencies are 
underfunded or face their own systemic/structural issues, there are limits to 
innovation and collaboration. 

 Feedback from the February 2021 Board and Committee Café indicate that the 
path forward could be made clearer by:  
– Establish Priorities: The challenges facing OCHC tenants are many and 

complex. Any approach that is not focussed will be unsuccessful. Any 
approach that requires a large investment of staff time for a minimal return 
will be wasteful. 

– Understand OCHC Limits: There are actions that OCHC can take and there 
are situations that OCHC can only influence. Understanding the difference is 
important. For example, OCHC can work to help tenants succeed but if they 
are not properly assessed for independent living before becoming tenants 
and not adequately supported while they are tenants, OCHC is left in the 
difficult position of trying to bridge gaps in other systems. It is also important 
to understand that OCHC has limited capacity to develop and lead initiatives 
while fulfillings its operational duties. 

– Alignment, Collaboration and Accountability: OCHC has already shown that it 
is able to improve alignment and collaboration across systems at the local 
level within specific initiatives in order to make the best use of available 
resources. It will continue to do this. Alignment and collaboration should also 
be an objective for OCHC and City efforts with policy makers and funders at 
different levels. This work is in the realm of advocacy. There is also a 
pressing need to build accountability into our relationships with policy 
makers, funders, support agencies and tenants. This includes making housing 
providers a full partner in the design, delivery and evaluation of the programs 
and services offered in their communities. 

– Develop an OCHC Service Model(s): As OCHC is required to house 
increasingly complex and vulnerable tenants, defining expectations with 
regard to a tenant’s ability to live independently, matching housing with 
housing need and the necessary types and levels of support is essential. This 
should include how best to deal with tenancies that are unable to meet their 
obligations. Model development should use a cost-benefit analysis to 
understand the cost to OCHC and other sectors of the current situation (e.g. 
complaints, emergency services, etc.). 

 The main risk to not moving forward on this is that the challenges of complex 
and vulnerable tenancies and under resourced supports will continue to grow. 
The main risk to moving forward is the scale of the challenge, much of which lies 
outside of OCHC’s control, involving other sectors and agencies, mandate limits 
and the financial and human resource capacity required to meaningful engage in 
this work. 
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4. POTENTIAL FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
 There are no direct financial implications associated with this report. 

 
5. CONCLUSION 
 
 OCHC tenants face multiple barriers to housing success and living their best 

lives; however, many of their needs lie beyond OCHC’ss mandate, expertise and 
resources..  

 The Board is asked to consider the question of what is OCHC’s role and 
responsibility in ensuring the success of its tenants in the face 
systemic/structural challenges and the  performance of the sectors that support 
tenants. 

 
6. RECOMMENDATION (S) 
 
 That this report be received for discussion by the Board of Directors. 
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APPENDICES 
 

A. DISCUSSION DOCUMENT ON OCHC PRIORITY COMMUNITIES DEVELOPED FOR THE  
BOARD AND COMMITTEE CAFÉ ON FEBRUARY 11, 2020 

This document was developed to generate discussion at the February 2021 Café. The 
data provided is a combination of current data gathered from OCHC’s internal systems 
and a range of limited studies conducted with partners over several years. The sections 
entitled “Problem Statement”, “Aspirations” and “Possible Initiatives” were intended to 
help participants and do not represent a final statement by OCHC on these matters. 
 
1. Children and Youth  
 
Overview 
Ottawa Community Housing (OCH) is home to 8,839 children and youth, 0 to 17 years 
old. 

• 62% of these children and youth live in single parent households 
• Average annual household income in OCH family townhome communities is 

$20,100 
• The average number of people per household in these communities is 3.71  
• The Ottawa Neighbourhood Study (ONS) reports that in low income communities, 

close to half of children score low in at least one domain of the Early Development 
Instrument (EDI) which measures school readiness. A large percentage also score 
low on the EDI’s Physical and Wellbeing domain and a high percentage of children 
have a first language that is neither English nor French. The Parent Resource 
Centre reports a strong correlation between low EDI scores and low income 
neighbourhoods in Ottawa and that over a ten year period (2005-2015) these EDI 
scores had remained stagnant or declined 

• Data from a recent analysis of two OCH family communities (not supported by 
Pathways to Education2) with almost 300 households, showed that 30% of youth 
do not complete secondary school within five years of starting. This is double the 
provincial average  

• While OCH is not allowed to collect data on the race or ethno-cultural status of its 
tenants, observation would indicate that family communities are heavily populated 
by racialized groups, predominantly African, North African, Middle Eastern and 
Caribbean 

 
Problem Statement  
Children and youth growing up in OCH communities, as well as their families, face 
barriers of poverty, racism and marginalization. A lack of access to employment, school, 

 
1 The Ottawa Neighbourhood Study reports that the density for most Ottawa family communities is 2.0 to 2.5. 
2 A seven year study of Pathways to Education high school graduation rates for youth from OCH west end communities and Bayshore, shows 
that this program helped low income youth achieve graduation rates equal to the provincial average. 
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recreation and social supports means that many children and youth are not able to 
achieve their potential. 
 
Aspirations for children and youth, and their families, living in OCH… 

• No family living at OCH is hungry or food insecure 
• Employment supports and job opportunities are available to parents and youth 
• Family and parenting supports are available to all families. This includes mental 

health supports for children and youth 
• Every child and youth living in OCH successfully completes primary and secondary 

school  
o The Internet is accessible to every student 
o Access to afterhours school supports in or near their communities 

• Cost is not a barrier for youth in OCH communities pursuing post-secondary 
education 

• Every child and youth living in OCH has access to low-cost/no-cost recreational 
opportunities in or near their communities, including afterhours and on weekends 

• Income, race, language and culture are not barriers to accessing programs and 
services 

 
Possible initiatives… 

• Development of an OCH Youth Strategy, including mental well-being, employment, 
school success and recreation. OCH is neither mandated nor funded for this 

• Engagement of school boards in school success for OCH children and youth 
• City recreation program for youth in our communities – or more investment in 

programming in recreational facilities adjacent to our communities 
• Rationalization of child and youth programming, including high risk youth. 

Adequate funding of agencies and programs like YSB and YOW to cover all priority 
communities 

• Development of funded low-income peer support programs to support initiatives 
 
2. Seniors 
 
Overview 
Ottawa Community Housing (OCH) is home to 6,587 seniors, 60+ years old, 3,605 of 
whom live in 22 seniors’ only communities. 

• 1,211 of seniors are 80+years old and 3,442 of seniors live alone 
• Average annual household income is $18,5523 
• While it is impossible to confirm exact numbers, in recent years, a large number of 

new tenants in seniors’ only communities have come from the homelessness 
priority list 

 
Problem Statement 

 
3 This figure was calculated for those living in seniors’ only communities. 
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Seniors living in OCH communities face challenges of declining health and ability, 
language, poverty, isolation and marginalization. In addition, in recent years, an 
increasing number of new seniors that have been housed were street-involved. An 
inability to provide adequate supports and services limits OCH ability to create and 
sustain successful tenancies and negatively impacts tenant health and well-being. It 
also increases the likelihood of poor tenant outcomes, the inability to live independently 
and with dignity, and over usage of the emergency health system. 
 
OCH seniors now live longer and may spend their last years in declining health, unable 
to meet their needs or tenancy obligations. They may lose their housing due to a lack of 
low cost independent living supports and be transferred to more expensive hospitals 
and care homes. 
 
Aspirations for seniors living in OCH… 

• All seniors in OCH are assessed for their ability to live independently as per 
Regulation 367/11, s. 24 (2) of the Housing Services Act4 and that this assessment 
is repeated during their tenancy as required.5 Adequate supports and levels of 
support are guaranteed if identified as necessary for a successful tenancy 

• No senior living at OCH is hungry or food insecure 
• Seniors receive the supports and services they need to promote and sustain 

independent living and dignity (e.g. housekeeping, groceries, cooking, and other 
activities of daily living). These supports and services are offered during extended 
hours. These supports and services will reduce the use of emergency services and 
the hospitals 

• Support services are not withdrawn from seniors who have pest or 
hoarding/clutter issues or during disruptive periods such as a pandemic 

• Seniors live in communities that offer opportunities for positive social interactions 
and activities and programs that promote wellness and belonging. This includes 
access to low-cost/no-cost recreational opportunities in or near their communities 
and afterhours and on weekends. Income, race, language and culture are not 
barriers to access 

• Seniors living in OCH have access to and know how to use the Internet 
 
Possible initiatives… 

• Expansion of Aging in Place from 11 to all 22 of OCH’s seniors’ buildings 
• Development of a comprehensive support model to delay entry into long-term care 
• Investment in OCH’s seniors’  buildings to make them “age-friendly” 
• Development of an “Aging-Well Framework” for OCH to start planning and 

addressing current and future needs. Reaching out to partners such as Good 

 
4 Housing Services Act O. Reg. 367/11, s. 24 (2) – “For the purpose of clause (1) (a), an individual is able to live independently if he or she can 
carry out the normal essential activities of day-to-day living, either on his or her own or with the aid of support services that the individual 
demonstrates will be provided when required.” 
5 OCH is neither mandated nor funded for this. 
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Companions and the Red Cross on their perspectives and experiences to inform 
the frameworks. OCH is neither mandated nor funded for this 

• Investigation of co-housing communities (http://conviviumcohousing.ca/). Social 
housing landlords are not allowed to rent a larger unit (e.g. townhome) to a group 
of individuals who may form a support network 

• Development of funded low-income peer support programs to support initiatives 
 
3. Disabilities, Mental Health and Addictions 
 
Overview 
Ottawa Community Housing (OCH) is not able to collect health data on its tenants. 
However, a number of smaller studies and data from various emergency services 
reveals the following: 

• In 2020, 82% of all new households came from a priority list. This has almost 
doubled since 2004 when these lists were created. They now account for +40% of 
households 

• Evidence is clear that these residents are extremely vulnerable, disproportionately 
using the housing, emergency response and health systems.  

• A recent study6 of 15 higher need OCH buildings shows: 
o +50% of households were housed under a priority list 
o A third pay their rent through the Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP) 
o The average monthly income is approximately $1,000 
o Tenants are 4x more likely to visit a hospital ER than the rest of Ottawa and 

9x for mental health and addiction reasons. They are 3x more likely to be 
hospitalized than the rest of Ottawa and 7x times for mental health and 
addiction reasons 

 
Problem Statement 
Systemic factors ensure that large numbers of single isolated and vulnerable adults, 
many with complex histories and needs, are concentrated in social housing 
apartment buildings with inadequately resourced and uncoordinated health, social 
and community services.  
This reduces the opportunity to create and sustain successful tenancies and healthy 
communities, negatively impacts the health and well-being of these tenants, and 
increases their likelihood of using emergency services and hospitals. 
 
The behaviours of these tenants, which are rooted in their disabilities, mental health 
challenges and addictions, can have a large negative impact on their neighbours 

 
6 A review of tenancy data from 15 high need OCH apartment buildings6, housing 3,950 tenants in 3,550 apartments, shows that 51% of the 
households gain their housing through a priority list placement and/or are being supported/case managed by a community agency and 32% of 
households pay their rent with ODSP. The average monthly income of $991. A review of annual emergency calls for service shows that these 
3,550 apartments are responsible for 9,800 calls to OCH’s Community Safety Service, 3,800 to the police, and 1,300 to paramedics. On an 
annual basis, the 3,950 residents of these buildings visit hospital emergency departments 3,200 times, are hospitalized 700 times, and require 
600 visits by the Mobile Crisis Team. 

34

http://conviviumcohousing.ca/


PENDING REVIEW 

- 9 - 

and the broader community, leading to higher levels of stress, fear, conflict and 
self-isolation.  
 
Aspirations for Ottawa Community Housing tenants who live w ith 
disabilit ies and mental health and addiction challenges… 

• All OCH tenants housed through a priority list should be assessed for their ability 
to live independently as per Regulation 367/11, s. 24 (2) of the Housing Services 
Act7 and that this assessment be repeated during their tenancy as needed.8 
Adequate supports and levels of support should be guaranteed if identified as 
necessary for tenant success 

• No tenant living in an OCH higher need building is hungry or food insecure 
• Tenants receive the supports and services they need to promote and sustain 

independent living and dignity (e.g. housekeeping and other activities of daily 
living). These supports and services are offered during extended hours. These 
supports and services will reduce the use of emergency services and the hospitals 

• Support services are not withdrawn from tenants who have pest or 
hoarding/clutter issues or during disruptive periods such as a pandemic 

• Tenants live in communities that give them opportunities for positive social 
interaction and activities and programs that promote wellness and belonging. This 
includes access to low-cost/no-cost recreational opportunities in or near their 
communities, afterhours and on weekends. Income, race, language and culture 
are not barriers to access 

• Tenants living in higher need buildings have access to and know how to use the 
Internet 

• Higher need communities have on-site supports to ensure tenant safety and well-
being, care coordination, peer supports and leadership and promotes a sense of 
belonging 

 
Possible initiatives… 
• Development a supportive housing “lite” program for higher need buildings, 

including a coordinated care model, investment in the community and afterhours 
on-site landlord presence to manage the flow of people into the building and 
respond to tenants’ immediate support needs as they arise 

• Commitment of program funders to engage OCH as a full partner, along with the 
agency providers, in the design, delivery and performance management of the 
programs and services delivered to OCH tenants 

• Development of  a tenant peer program 
• Revised regulations under which tenants on priority lists are housed and supported 

(e.g. revised lease, partnership support agreements, etc.) 
 

 
7 Housing Services Act O. Reg. 367/11, s. 24 (2) – “For the purpose of clause (1) (a), an individual is able to live independently if he or she can 
carry out the normal essential activities of day-to-day living, either on his or her own or with the aid of support services that the individual 
demonstrates will be provided when required.” 
8 OCH is neither mandated nor funded for this. 
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4. Systemic/Structural Issues 
 
Overview 
Ottawa Community Housing, like all social housing providers in Ontario, faces a number 
of challenges related to the disconnect between (1) the needs and aspirations of our 
tenants and the programs, services and supports that are available to them and (2) 
who social housing was intended for and who is currently being housed. To the first 
point, it could be said that social housing is held accountable in the public’s mind for the 
failures of multiple systems. 
 
Problem Statement 
Ottawa Community Housing, like social housing providers across Canada, is required to 
house an increasingly vulnerable and complex population, guided by legislation, 
regulation and processes which do not recognize this significant demographic shift.  
 
Many of our tenants are supported by agencies that have no or limited accountability to 
social housing landlords. Funders develop funding arrangements with no landlord 
involvement 
 
At a broader level, OCH houses populations that face a range of societal inequities (e.g. 
racialized, Indigenous, low income, LQBTQ+, disabilities, mental health and addictions, 
etc.). As a social housing landlord, OCH is frequent held responsible for the failures of 
multiple public systems and the predictable outcomes of these failures (e.g. lack of 
school success, crime/disorder, over usage of emergency services, etc.) 
 
While structural inequities pre-date COVID-19, many of them have been exacerbated or 
made visible by the pandemic. 

• As we know from Ottawa Public Health and other public health agencies, 
racialized, Indigenous, low income and other vulnerable populations are most 
likely to contract COVID-19 and to suffer more severe symptoms 

• OCH tenants did not have the resources to transition to digital platforms. 
 
Aspirations for Ottawa Community Housing to better manage the systemic 
and structural challenges it faces 

• The process by which people apply for and are placed in social housing includes 
an assessment of their capacity to live independently, with supports if required. 
Housing is only offered to those assessed as able to live independently and only 
if the identified necessary supports are provided. That the assessment of the 
ability to live independently be repeated, when necessary, throughout the 
tenancy 

• In recognition of the struggles of more complex and vulnerable tenants, that 
different tenancy and leasing arrangements be created (e.g. guest policies, unit 
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inspections, quiet hours, required cooperation with the landlord and support 
agencies, etc.) that support these tenancies to be successful 

• Support agencies are mandated, via their funding arrangements, to work with 
social housing landlords, including in the design, implementation and 
performance management of this work. That the primary focus of their support 
be on successful tenancies and the skills of daily living, including regular unit 
visits 

• Funding bodies, municipal, provincial and non-governmental, consult with OCH 
on what supports are required from community agencies and that performance 
metrics be created for these supports before entering into agreements with these 
agencies. That OCH be a party to determining the terms of reference for support 
agreements, selecting the support agencies and assessing their success 

• As identified by ONPHA, that the process for eviction for cause be made more 
effective and efficient to both remove problematic tenants and to transition 
struggling tenants to increased supports within their current housing situation or 
into a more supportive housing environment should independent living no longer 
be a safe option 

 
Possible initiatives… 

• Given that many of the aspirations listed above are governed by provincial 
legislation and regulations, OCH work with the City, ONPHA and other social 
housing providers to advocate for legislative and regulatory change 

• OCH, supported by its Board, work with the City to review the current work of 
housing new tenants and supporting those already housed 

• That the City use its power as a funder to create support agreements that 
involve OCH and ensure the accountability of funded support agencies to OCH 

• OCH work with the City to look at supportive housing “lite” options to better 
support high need tenants and priority communities 
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UPDATE ON OCHC’S PARKING PROGRAM 
 
 

TO:  BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

MEETING DATE: June 24, 2021 

FROM: Nathan Hoedeman, Director, Community Safety 
Dan Wright, Manager, Safety Administration 

PURPOSE: 
FOR INFORMATION 

To provide information to the Board of Directors on OCHC’s Parking 
Program 

STRATEGIC 
OBJECTIVE: 

Deliver quality services to every tenant, every home 

NEXT STEPS:  Continue to improve the tenant experience of parking at OCHC 

 
 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 OCHC has 8,846 parking spaces in total.  
 7,035 of these spaces (80%) are available for OCHC tenants to rent. 1,714 

(24%) of these 7,035 spaces are currently not rented but are frequently 
occupied by people not paying for these spaces. 

 The remaining 1818 spaces are for visitor parking (705 spaces or 8%) and 
staff/contractor/partner parking (1,106 spaces or 12%).  

 Currently 716 tenants are waiting for parking spaces to rent. These would be in 
communities in which there are currently no vacant spots.  

 
2. CONTEXT 
 
 Historically, parking and noise complaints have been the top calls-for-service for 

Community Safety Services (CSS). Responding reactively to parking complaints 
has been not successful in reducing these calls and parking abuses. It was 
determined that CSS did not have enough resources to consistently monitor and 
enforce parking regulations across the portfolio. 

 Research into parking management solutions outside of CSS and OCHC led to the 
discovery that the industry had evolved and now leverages innovative technology 
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to enhance monitoring, enforcement and administration of parking services as 
well as the overall user experience. It was also discovered that private property 
owners with a large number of parking spaces, could enter into a revenue 
sharing program with the City of Ottawa for revenue from parking tickets issued 
on their property. 

 As such, OCHC entered into an agreement with the City of Ottawa/By-Law 
Parking Enforcement to issue City of Ottawa parking tickets and share revenue 
from the tickets issued on OCHC properties. 

 Given the high cost of using Community Safety Workers to enforce parking 
regulations it was determined that OCHC needed to enter into business 
partnership with an external parking provider who could leverage innovative 
technology to monitor and enforce parking regulations. For this reason, OCHC 
conducted a pilot project with an external parking agency to determine if using 
external resources was a more effective way to manage OCHC parking spaces. 

 The pilot revealed immediately that OCHC visitor parking spaces were being 
abused for long term parking and that users were not respecting the posted 
three-hour maximum parking regulation.  

 The pilot identified that using a virtual parking registration system along with 
License Plate Recognition (LPR) technology could enhance the ability to monitor 
all OCHC visitor parking areas on a 24/7 basis and identify unregistered vehicles.  

 The pilot also revealed that visible and consistent signage, educating users, 
warning before ticketing, then issuing tickets to repeat offenders immediately 
changed user behaviour in visitor parking. 

 OCHC immediately received positive feedback from staff, tenants and partners 
who stated that visitor parking spaces were more available and regulations were 
being followed. Tenants and partners reported an increased confidence in 
OCHC’s ability to resolve long standing parking-related issues. 

 Leveraging the initial research, lessons learnt during the pilot and information 
received from other large property owners using parking management’s solutions 
(TCHC, Minto, and Paramount Realties), OCHC developed a Request for Proposal 
(RFP) to extend the external agency contract beyond the pilot. Once submitted, 
the RFP process identified Precise ParkLink Inc. as the external parking agency to 
monitor and enforce visitor parking areas with a vision to include paid tenant 
parking spaces in the future. 

 
3. CONSULTATION 
 
 OCHC used the annual high volume of CSS calls for service related to parking 

complaints as an indicator from tenants that the approach to monitoring and 
enforcing parking regulations needed to change. 
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 Prior to the pilot project, CSS consulted with internal OCHC stakeholders 
(Property Managers, Community Development Managers, CSS staff) as well as 
external stakeholders (tenants, tenant associations, community partners). 

 
4. KEY IMPACTS, BENEFITS & RISKS 
 
 The parking monitoring pilot immediately reduced parking abuse in visitor, staff 

and contractor parking spaces and it is anticipated that the same will occur for 
the tenant monthly rented spaces, as this is implemented this year and next. 

 The current contract with Precise ParkLink includes: 
 Five-year term with a two-year extension option 
 50/50 revenue split of Precise ParkLink’s earnings obtained via the City of 

Ottawa’s Profit Revenue Sharing Program for collected “set fine” ticket 
amounts 

 No exclusive rights for Precise ParkLink to issue City of Ottawa parking 
offense notices on OCHC property 

 Visitor parking users have familiarized themselves with the virtual parking 
registration technology (31,104 registrations submitted in 2020). 

 Increased access to visitor parking spaces for users. 
 Improved and consistent signage and clarity of parking regulations across the 

OCHC portfolio. 
 Movement towards centralizing the administration and operations of parking 

services which has reduced gaps. 
 Increased ability for OCHC to manage its parking assets and increased 

confidence in OCHC’s ability to do so. 
 Increased ability to ensure current and accurate vehicle data in OCHC systems. 
 Option for guests to pay for long-term use of visitor and tenant monthly parking. 

 
5. FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
 Due to the revenue sharing agreement, there is no cost to have the external 

parking agency (Precise ParkLink) monitor and enforce parking regulations 
across the OCHC portfolio.  

 OCHC received a net total of $135,442.37 in parking revenue from tickets and 
visitor fees in 2020. 
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 Precise ParkLink generated $48,117.52 in ticket revenue for visitor parking 
enforcement in 2020. 

 CSS generated $18,146.39 in ticket revenue for tenant parking 
enforcement in 2020. 

 OCHC received $69,178.46 in passive visitor parking revenue for long-
term visitor parking registration in 2020. 

 2021 Q1 visitor parking revenue from Precise ParkLink was $29,837.55 
which is a slight increase from 2020.  

 It is anticipated that in 2022, the parking monitoring program will include the 
7,035 tenant parking spaces which will significantly increase the net parking 
revenue.  

 In 2020, OCHC received a net revenue of $2.4 million from monthly parking 
rentals, which includes a small number of rentals to non-tenants (e.g. Ottawa 
Public Health staff at 179 Clarence). This is with only 80% of the current spaces 
being rented. Going forward, with less opportunity to use vacant spaces without 
accountability, OCH should see an increase in parking space rental applications, 
an increase parking revenue and a decrease in vacant space parking abuse. 

 
6. CONCLUSION 
 
 With the contracting of an external parking management agency to monitor and 

enforce parking regulations across OCHC’s parking portfolio, OCHC is well 
positioned to reduce legacy parking abuse and complaints and offer tenants and 
their guests an enhanced parking experience. Based on the experience to date 
and the overwhelmingly positive feedback from users and other parking 
stakeholders, there is confidence that this approach will continue to be 
successful. 

 
7. RECOMMENDATION (S) 
 
 That this report be received for information by the Board of Directors. 
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CONSTRUCTION METHODOLOGY

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS

MEETING DATE: June 24, 2021

FROM: Gordon Downes
Director, Construction

PURPOSE:
FOR INFORMATION

To provide information on the various types of construction 
methodology available to OCHC and our process for determining 
which method to use.

STRATEGIC
OBJECTIVE:

Innovate to meet housing and financial needs

NEXT STEPS:

PENDING REVIEW
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TYPES OF CONSTRUCTION PROCUREMENT

1. Construction Management – two types
a. Owner at Risk
b. Contractor at Risk

2. Stipulated Sum
Also known as Design-Bid-Build

3. Design Build

4. Other Less Common Types
a) Design-Build-Finance
b) Design-Build-Finance-Maintain
c) Also known as P3 or Private-Public Partnership
d) Integrated Project Delivery (IPD)
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1. CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
A) OWNER AT RISK

OCH

Architect & 
Other 
Consultants

Trades Construction 
Manager

OCHC signs separate contracts with consultants, trades and construction 
manager (CM).
Pros:
 Can start work early before design is finished.
 CM can provide design assistance.
 Close contact and control of contracts and costs.
 Can utilize own forces and choose preferred trades.
Cons:
 OCHC is at risk if trades do not perform or become insolvent.
 Requires significant OCHC expertise, oversight and administration.
 OCHC takes on role of ‘Constructor’ and bears ultimate responsibility 

for Health and Safety requirements.
 No cost certainty.
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1. CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
B) CM AT RISK

OCH

Architect & 
Other 
Consultants

Construction 
Manager

Trades

OCHC signs separate contracts with just consultants and Construction 
Manager.
Pros:
 Can start work early before design is finished
 CM can provide design assistance
 The CM takes on the responsibility for trades performance
 The CM is responsible for Health and Safety requirements
Cons:
 Requires significant OCHC oversight to administer the approval of 

trade procurements
 No cost certainty
 The contractor does not see benefit of being efficient, leading to 

higher cost
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2. STIPULATED SUM
OCH

Architect & 
Other 
Consultants

General 
Contractor

Trades

OCHC signs separate contracts with just consultants and General 
Contractor (GC).
Pros:
 Cost certainty
 Lower price
 Fixed completion date specified in contract
 GC bears overall responsibility for performance and quality
 The GC is responsible for Health and Safety requirements

Cons:
 Requires more time to complete and coordinate drawings before 

construction can commence
 More costly to implement changes after GC contract is awarded
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3. DESIGN-BUILD
OCH

Design-
Build 
Contractor

Trades
Architect & 
Other 
Consultants

OCHC signs one contract with just the Design-Build (DB) Contractor.
Pros:
 Cost certainty and competitive pricing of work
 Fixed completion date specified in contract
 DB bears overall responsibility for performance and coordination of 

drawings
 The GC is responsible for Health and Safety requirements
Cons:
 Cannot control selection of materials or equipment
 Must rely on the strength of our design standards document or retain 

a separate consultant to prepare detailed statement of requirements
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PROCUREMENT OPTIONS
ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Quality
•Construction 
Management if new or 
complicated design

Time   
•Design-Build with 
strict 
requirements

Cost
•Stipulated sum if 
design is thorough

 Project needs and constraints are evaluated by OCHC staff

 Advice and review with project consultants to determine risks and 
opportunities

 Prequalified lists of contractors for quick deployment

 Contract templates prepared in advance for all types of procurement48



That the Board of Directors receive this presentation for 
information. 

4. RECOMMENDATION
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QUESTIONS
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FIRE LIFE SAFETY PROGRAM UPDATE 
 
 

TO:  Board of Directors 

MEETING DATE: June 24, 2021 

FROM: Jean Dostaler 
Director, Asset Management Operations 

PURPOSE: 
FOR INFORMATION 

To provide an update to the Board of Directors on the progress of 
the Fire Life Safety Program  

STRATEGIC 
OBJECTIVE: 

Nurture safe, healthy and inclusive communities 
Deliver quality services to every tenant, every home  

NEXT STEPS:  

 
 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 OCHC developed and implemented a Fire Life Safety (FLS) program in the fall of 

2016 to satisfy the requirements of the Ontario Building Code, the Ontario Fire 
Code and to address legacy issues within the portfolio. 

 On November 17, 2016 the Board of Directors were presented with a preliminary 
budget estimate of $12-14 million to undertake the priority retrofits over the 
following years.  

 On November 22, 2017 the Board of Directors was provided with an update to 
the preliminary forecast, identifying additional budgets of $5.25 million in both 
2019 and 2020 being required. 

 On September 24, 2020 the Board of Directors was presented with an update on 
the FLS program with a revised timeline for completion due to the impact of 
Covid-19 and from delays resulting from existing Capital projects.  

 Since the original program was launched over four years ago, additional FLS 
upgrades have been performed with annual budgets being carried and approved 
as part of the Capital Works Program.  

 The cumulative investment in the FLS program by OCHC in the last five years has 
been approximately $21 million.  
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 Of this $21M, approximately $10M is for projects on FLS systems and equipment that was 
overseen by the Implementation Team under Capital Works. These projects were to address end of 
life replacement, upgrades required due to elevator modernizations as well as some of the larger 
projects identified under the FLS program to address legacy issues. The other $11M is for 
upgrades and remedial work to address the legacy issues such as fire separation, Fire rated door 
repairs and replacement, signage, doors and various upgrades/replacement of FA systems. 

  
 The target completion date of the FLS program remains Q3 2021 as reported to 

the Board of Directors last September.  
 Funding was from the OCHC Capital Works Program as well as from other 

available sources such as the Social Housing Improvement Program (SHIP) 
funding.   

 The program is comprehensive in nature addressing not only physical retrofits 
but also operational protocols, standards development, training with objectives of 
developing a sustainable program for continued high levels of fire life safety. 

 Investment in FLS repairs/upgrades will be an ongoing requirement and will form 
part of the annual Capital Works as well as Operational budgets to ensure that 
the portfolio stays current with required Code and regulatory requirements and 
to address aging FLS infrastructure. 

 
2. CONTEXT 
 
 The OCHC FLS program continues to prove its success time and time again 

through inspection by the local authority having jurisdiction, actual fire incidents 
and/or provincial authority post-incident inspections. 

 To get to this level of success, OCHC continues to check, test, inspect, upgrade, 
and replace FLS systems in 127 buildings  

 There has been a significant number of achievements and successes under the 
FLS program (appendix A) including the development and implementation of a 
new Fire Safety Plan, numerous repairs and upgrades on doors, fire life systems 
and fire separations. 

 Work completed has been to meet the Ontario Fire Code (OFC) requirements  
and satisfy the review by Ottawa Fire Services (OFS) for their approval of Fire 
Safety Plans, and the clear assignment of tasks and accountabilities to ensure 
sustainability in maintaining compliance of the FLS systems in the future.  

 Sustainability of the OFC requirements will be maintained under clearly defined 
responsibilities and accountabilities with Asset Management, Tenant Experience 
and various vendors under contract.  

 
3. CONSULTATION 
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 Since the inception of the FLS program, OCHC has worked closely and effectively 

with OFS in coordinating inspections of OCHC buildings for their approval of the 
building Fire Safety Plans.  

 OCHC has consulted with various consultants, contractors, and vendors 
throughout the term of this program to most effectively satisfy Ontario Building 
Code and Ontario Fire Code requirements while addressing legacy issues within 
the portfolio.  

 
4. KEY IMPACTS, BENEFITS & RISKS 
 
 The work completed under the FLS program will ensure that compliance on FLS 

equipment and systems is met and ensure that sustainability of compliance is 
maintained. 

 The work completed under the FLS program will also improve the effectiveness 
of the FLS systems during a fire for the safety of our tenants and building 
occupants as well as to reduce damages and losses due to fire.  

 
5. FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
 As of April 30, 2021, a total of $20,530,280 of work has been completed on FLS 

systems since the inception of the FLS program in November 2016.  
 Breakdown of the spend against the FLS investments are: 

– $12,465,813 in Fire Life Safety systems, such as fire alarm panel 
replacements and upgrades, fire suppression equipment replacement and 
upgrades, pump replacements, sprinkler systems installation (These include 
projects under the FLS program as well as Capital Works projects on FLS by 
Project Implementation Team.)  

– $5,783,358 in door replacement and repairs 
– $2,281,109 in firestopping 

 As reported last September, Covid-19 has caused major delays in several 
projects of the FLS program and we anticipated the completion date of the 
program to be pushed to the latter part of Q3 2021.  

 The work remaining under the FLS program will not exceed the $1,700,000 
carry-over from 2020. 

 Compliancy of the FLS systems will be maintained under the annual operational 
and capital budgets of the TE FLS team, the Asset Management Operations 
team, and by the Project Implementation Team for major Capital Works projects.  
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6. CONCLUSION 
 
 The FLS program has progressed well since its inception in November 2016. 
 A significant number of achievements and successes realized under the FLS 

program. 
 The majority of the work identified under the FLS program have been completed 

and these satisfy the requirements of the OFS. 
 Work on only 12 buildings remain with completion forecasted before the end of 

Q3 2021. 
 Will remain within the approved FLS program budget. 
 Processes and accountabilities are in place to ensure sustainability of compliance 

on FLS systems moving forward. 
 
7. RECOMMENDATION (S) 
 
 That this report on the update of the Fire Life Safety program be received by the 

Board of Directors for information. 
 
APPENDIX 
 

A. ACHIEVEMENTS AND SUCCESSES OF THE FIRE LIFE SAFETY SYSTEM 
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A: ADDITIONAL ACHIEVEMENTS AND SUCCESSES OF THE FIRE LIFE SAFETY SYSTEM 
 
 

– The ability to obtain and maintain compliance for the safety of our tenants, 
staff and responding suppression crews 

– A new team was created within the TE team that is now responsible and 
accountable to complete building walk-throughs and various inspections that 
are required to maintain compliance of FLS systems  

– Reviewed and modified the scope of work on a number of maintenance and 
service contracts to properly reflect the requirements for compliancy and 
assign accountability  

– Communication provided to all vendors on firestopping requirements in their 
work at OCHC 

– Increased awareness of FLS to our tenants and staff  
– Successful review and approval of Fire Safety Plans by the OFS of 109 OCHC 

buildings (12 buildings remain and delays due to Covid19 and/or completion 
of other projects currently in progress) 

– Developed and implemented a Fire Life Safety on-boarding training program 
– All OCHC Fire Rated doors (Public and Apartment Doors) were inspected as 

required under code 
– Implemented a new Fire Watch process  
– Implemented a new Impairment Notice process  
– Daily inspection are currently being completed by vendor 
– Weekly dryer inspections are currently being completed by vendor 
– OCHC has removed fire hoses in the buildings after OFS approved the Fire 

Safety Plan as permitted by OFS 
– Upgrades, repairs and replacement of more than 75 fire alarm systems 
– Replacement and repairs of more than 2,500 fire doors  
– The efforts from FLS program will result in a reduction in damages and losses 

due to fire 
– The FLS program will reduce liability to OCHC, the senior leadership team as 

well as the board of directors 
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TENANT EXPERIENCE SELF SERVE MODULE
MY HOME – CHEZ MOI

UPDATE

PENDING REVIEW

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS

MEETING DATE: June 24, 2021

FROM: Michelle Parisien
Senior Manager, Property Management

PURPOSE:
FOR INFORMATION

To provide an update on the launch of My Home - an online tenant 
portal to access services from OCHC

STRATEGIC
OBJECTIVE:

Deliver quality services to every tenant, every home

NEXT STEPS: • Monitor and evaluate uptake for the online service.
• Gather feedback and ideas for continuous improvement of the 

tenant service experience.
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1. PROJECT OBJECTIVES
- 2

Tenant Satisfaction 
• Increased options and ease of access to obtain service
• Tenant empowerment
• Increased opportunities for staff to handle more complex issues
• Increased accountability

Digital Solutions
• A strategic investment leveraging technology that OCHC has in place for tenancy 

management
• More data to increase customized and proactive client services
• An iterative process given the overall enterprise solutions deployed

Green Initiatives
• Reduced paper consumption and corporate carbon footprint
• Introduction to online fillable forms for tenants
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2. ONLINE SERVICES AVAILABLE TO
TENANTS – PHASE 1

58

VIDEO LINK

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D9EP5Ytvit4&feature=youtu.be


3. CONSULTATION

 A communication and engagement plan was deployed with staff 
and tenants throughout the project

 Tenant Talks Champions worked in partnership with the project 
team to:
– provide input on functionality and communication approaches,
– conduct testing before launching, and
– support promotion and awareness.

 Special recognition – 7 tenants who 
tested in live production before 
launch to all tenants!

 "My Home" name selected by tenants59



4. CHANGE MANAGEMENT & ROLL OUT

 All operational staff have been provided with training and tools 
to support them in supporting tenants

 A dedicated option is available on the One Number phone tree 
for help with My Home

 Promotion of My Home has been launched in early May with:
– Social media campaign
– My Home help page on the OCHC website
– How to videos

 Letters went out to all tenant households in May to provide 
them with key information to sign up for My Home.
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5. HIGHLIGHTS

Signed in with no problem. 
All good my data was 

current and up to date! 
- Barbara

I tested the new system over 
the weekend and everything 
worked fantastically! I even 
sent a maintenance report 

with testing in the comments. I 
found it extremely easy to 

maneuver through the different 
tiles, information, and 

dropdowns are very easy and 
clear to understand.

- Christine

Registering my account 
and navigating through 
the various pages was 

problem free. It all looks 
very good to me! 

- Sylvia

 Registered users as of May 31st: 253 
 Contact details updated: 17 modifications 
 Most popular pages: 

 1st: My Accounts
 2nd: Contact Details Summary 
 3rd: Repairs Summary

 What we’ve heard so far…
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6. NEXT STEPS

 Monitoring and Evaluation 

 Develop feedback opportunities for tenants and staff 

 Consider other projects that support continuous improvement 

 Look to others for best practices in the industry for online 
service opportunities

 Develop project charter and process for My Home Phase 2 
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7. RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Directors receive this presentation for 
information. 
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CEO OPERATIONAL REPORT 
 
 

TO:  BOARD OF DIRECTORS  

MEETING DATE: June 24, 2021 

FROM: Stéphane Giguère 
Chief Executive Officer 

PURPOSE: 
FOR INFORMATION 

To update the Board of Directors on current key operational 
matters  

 
 
1. CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

 
 OCHC successfully presented at the Annual General Meeting. 
 I am continuously touring our communities to monitor staff and tenant wellbeing 

as result of the COVID restrictions. 
 I attended a sub-committee discussion meeting with Crime Prevention Ottawa 

against racism. 
 The Annual General Meeting for Caldwell Community Centre was held 

successfully. 
 I spoke as a panelist at the Centretown Community Association’s Affordable 

Housing event regarding Non-Profit Housing. 
 As a newly nominated Director, I attended a board member orientation with the 

Housing Investment Corporation. 
 I met with members of the Board/City to discuss the next steps in the Overbrook 

renewal project. 
 The LHC Forum was successfully held with the Housing Services Corporation. 
 I had a call with Kelli Tonner, Executive Director of South-East Ottawa 

Community Resource Center to discuss CDF and Community Recovery. 
 I attended the Executive Development course: Affordable Housing Fundamentals 

and Frontiers. 
 I attended Councillor Catherine McKenney's Webinar - Long Term Care Town 

Hall: Exploring well-being for all through culture change and innovation. 
 The CHRA Congress was held successfully. 
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 OCHC began hosting the annual Mid Year Updates to connect and update staff 
on what has been happening in the corporation. 

 I showed my support at the Friel St. Vaccination Clinic alongside our Chair, Mona 
Fortier, MP and Lucille Collard, MPP. 

 
2. ASSET MANAGEMENT 
 
 OCHC is advancing the Jockvale Avenue Rapid Housing Initiative (RHI) project. 

The general contractor has been retained, funding secured, and construction kick 
off meeting has been held. 

 Prime Consultant (architect) procurement for both Rochester Heights Phase 2 
and Gladstone Village are advancing their designs with preferred layout and 
massing to be finalized in Q2. 

 Richelieu redevelopment is ostensibly complete with rent up currently in 
progress. 

 2020/2021 Capital Works delivery is progressing and expected to achieve revised 
projected delivery and commitment milestones by year end. 

 811 Gladstone construction is advancing with anticipated partial completion by 
beginning of September and final completion by October. 

 Mikinak designs are near complete, and permits will be sought in Q3 with 
construction to commence in Q4. 

 Multi-year maintenance contracts have been awarded for furnace, and hot water 
maintenance as well as major mechanical systems.   

 
3. COMMUNITY AND TENANT SUPPORT 
 
 CTS (with exception of Community Safety Services) have continued to focus, 

with partners, on three goals: (1) ensure tenant basic needs are met, (2) reduce 
impact of isolation and (3) support infection prevention/control efforts, including 
the roll-out of vaccinations in priority neighbourhoods many of which include 
OCH communities.  

 Currently supporting three different vaccination clinic models: (1) apartment 
“airplane” clinics operated by OHT/OPH, (2) clinics for buildings with strong links 
to street populations operated by Inner City Health and (3) community clinics 
(local but off-site) operated by OHT/OPH. All clinics require a substantial 
investment of OCH staff time for logistics, pre-clinic outreach and registration 
and clinic administration and client marshalling. Have currently organized and 
supported 20 on-site clinics and multiple off-site clinics for tenants (e.g. Dulude 
Arena, Overbrook Community Centre, Good Companions, etc.). 
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 Community Safety Services continues to focus on the increased accessing of our 
buildings by non-residents and increased tenant conflict and incidents of tenant 
“unwellness” due to COVID-19. For the first time since CSS began to capture 
operational data, in March, loitering and noise complaints were tied. While these 
numbers have fallen slightly in the last few months, they are still 50% higher 
than February 2020. 

 As we head into the summer, Community Development staff are reaching out to 
tenant groups and communities to get a sense of their interest and commitment 
to restarting community activities as pandemic restrictions are lifted. 

 Continue to represent OCHC at the City-led Human Needs Task Force to 
coordinate our responses across the city. OCHC is also supporting efforts to 
develop a more effective way to manage volunteer efforts during this time. 

 Developed a discussion paper on high need populations within OCHC for June 
Board. 

 Working with community partners to develop alternate mental health crisis 
responses. While the recent City decision to assume a coordination role was 
welcomed, it is still not clear what this will mean. 

 Continuing to work with National Capital Freenet (NCF) to pursue funding for a 
technical study to implement Internet mesh networks in OCHC communities. 

 Working with the City’s Employment and Social Services (ESS) to establish a 
mobile service hub on St. Laurent Blvd in one of our apartment buildings. 

 In the process of launching a tenant engagement project at 1365 Bank Street 
called the Bank Street Community Alliance: Project Synergy which is being done 
in partnership with UQàM and UoO’s Centre for Research on Educational and 
Community Services (CRECS). 

 The VP of Community and Tenant Support is in regular contact with the senior 
management of various community agencies active in OCHC communities and 
with City senior staff and City Councillors to coordinate our community efforts 
during the pandemic. 

 
4. TENANT EXPERIENCE AND DIGITAL SOLUTIONS 
 
Property Management 

Responsive Maintenance Services continue to be offered for emergency, urgent, 
health and safety, plumbing and electrical work. 

– The team is working with the Covid-19 workgroup to align services with 
either stage 2 or 3 of the provincial guidelines. As part of the home 
assessment program, we have completed 13 000 proactive work orders. 
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– To keep tenants safe, work that is cosmetic and requires multiple visits 
are currently on hold.   

– Experiencing regular volume in line with seasonal call types. 
 Responsive Maintenance services on-time performance is exceeding target of 

90% by 6%, currently performing at 96% for the year. 
 The Planned Maintenance and Program (PMP) team has continued to offer 

repairs during the Home Assessment process.  
– Year to date: 6,585 homes assessment, and 10,796 proactive 

maintenance repairs have been completed. 
– The Integrated Pest Management (IPM) team completes proactive 

inspections, tenant education and cockroach-baiting treatments as part of 
the home assessment. Follow-ups are being scheduled for bedbug and 
focal homes treatments.  

 IPM services on-time performance is exceeding target of 90% by 6%, 
currently at 96% for the year.   

 Tenant Satisfaction outbound survey process is trending at 92% satisfaction 
for Responsive Maintenance and Home Assessments services in Q1. 
– Automated telephone survey will be implemented in Q2 for maintenance 

repairs, home assessments and IPM services. 
 Vacancy Preparation services are preparing homes within 27.9 days, with a 

focus on quality to ensure new tenants move into the highest standard of 
new home.  

 Property Management and Annual Maintenance Plan:  
– The spring season activities include completing annual spring community 

preparation activities in all communities prioritizing landscaping work that 
revitalises the look and feel of the community. This work includes hard 
and soft surface cleaning, parking lot line painting, curb, bollard, and 
railing painting, as well pruning and asphalt repairs.   

– An in-depth community inspection of 19 townhome communities is 
planned for June, calibrating senior management on community quality 
inspections and planning for future improvements through Tenant 
Services capital budgets.  

 Implemented in March 2021, Property Managers are sending monthly updates 
to each Councillor, the communications are scheduled for the second week of 
each month. 

 Laundry Card Conversion Project: two sites remain to complete the project, 
scheduled to be completed by May 31, 2021. 

 My Home Project  
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– My Home / Chez Moi launched on May 10, 2021, and all tenants have 
received registration letters  

– As of June 16th, 2021, 506 users have registered with 7,000 unique views 
of various sections of the online page, for example, my accounts, account 
statement, contact details, repair summary etc.  

 Access Control Project  
– Merging with the Safety and Security proposal to support additional capital 

investments to further secure properties within the OCHC portfolio, the 
project will begin in Q2. Phase 1 includes 13 high-needs communities.   

– Implementation updates:  
− Fancom has been retained to provide design and construction 

administration for the Access Control, CCTV and Security Upgrade 
Project.  

− completed initial building audits of the OCHC Portfolio. 
− compiled a report with their recommendations. 
− The Consultants are finalizing the design and tender process. 

 
Tenant Services Re/Development 
 Mosaïq 811 Gladstone 

– Construction is on budget.  
– Occupancy on target, partial occupancy targeted for mid-September.     
– 625+ leads on Mosaïq registrant list. One-bedroom apartments are the 

most desired homes followed by two-bedroom apartments.  
– 187 communications sent to community agencies and groups to introduce 

Mosaïq; reaching out to build a strong Below Market Rent 65+ list. 
– Received and responded to 80 calls. Rehoused Rochester Heights tenants, 

Below Market Rent applicants, and general inquiries. Positive feedback and 
excitement, many indicated their concern and need for parking.  

 Richelieu Re-Development 
– Occupancy permit pending. 
– Move in to begin June 1st, 2021. 

 Mikinak Development 
– Rent Structure developed 
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Tenancy Administration 
 Cease-to-qualify letters sent to more than 3,000 to households who have not 

submitted documents for annual review. Housing Administrators are trying to 
collect missing documents so that households do not cease-to-qualify, and they 
are now receiving an excessive number of documents related to rent 
calculation. 

 Rental Coordination Services team is working diligently on renting units as they 
become available to reduce the vacancy loss.  

 The Vacancy Preparation and Rental Services teams are completing a Failure 
Mode Error Proofing to streamline and eliminate cross-checks/failure points 
throughout the process. 

 Tenant Debt Resolution Coordination team is continuing their work to maintain 
the arrears and increase payment plans in good standing. 

 Tenant Insurance Tracking System enhancement is being developed by Digital 
Solutions. Once in place, tenants will start receiving requests to update their 
policies and within one full-year cycle, Northgate will be fully updated with 
active policy information.  
 

Digital Solutions 
 Northgate Single Sign On (SSO) rolled out in April 2021. 
 Tenant Self-Serve (MyHome) launched May 2021. 
 System Enhancement Request Process improvements rolled out in May 2021. 
 Unit4 Enterprise System upgrade in progress to complete in June 2021. 
 Work Order Mobile Application upgrade planned for Q2-Q3 2021. 
 Work Order Automated Tenant Satisfaction Surveys planned to launch in Q2 

2021. 
 Requirements gathering and system enhancements related to Gladstone 

Redevelopment in progress. 
 System enhancements related to new by-law requirements in progress.  
 Successfully recruited a candidate for the role of Manager, Projects & Planning. 
 Completed stop-gap project to mitigate current access control risk. This is a 

temporary solution until the full access control replacement project launches. 
 Made noteworthy progress with the Elevator Monitoring Mediation. We have 

resolved all hardware, connectivity, and notification issues. We are now focused 
on the accuracy of the notifications with respect to service calls. The final phase 
will be to evaluate the software performance and reporting capabilities. 
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 Proceeding with a health check engagement with Unit4. The purpose of the 
health check is to verify configuration, workflows, pain points/gaps and low 
hanging fruit. This will yield a short-term road map with a focus on developing 
a long-term road map. Specific areas being reviewed include HR, Finance and 
Procurement. 

 Reviewing the Asset Management module from Northgate to centralize asset 
data that currently resides in disparate, outdated systems/databases. The goal 
is to then decentralize access so that various stakeholders can leverage the 
data. 

 
Tenant Experience  
 Ward Updates commenced on May 18th and are now completed.  Ward 

updates are annual meetings held with each City Councillor who has OCHC 
homes in their ward.  It is an opportunity to convey corporate priorities and key 
initiatives, but also to receive feedback from their offices related to OCHC 
services. Typically, these meetings are held in advance of the OCHC Annual 
General Meeting.  

 
5. FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES 
 
 2021 I/O refinancing expected to closed June 16.  Approximately $20M will be 

credited to Capital Fund to fund repairs projects. 
 $529K of Social Services Relief Funding has been secured from the Province of 

Ontario through the Service Manager to apply against incremental COVID19 
expense incurred between April 1 and December 1, 2021 

 
6. PEOPLE, CULTURE AND COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Corporate Communications  
 Ongoing support to COVID 19 - Delivering internal and external 

communications to follow the government response framework. 
 Annual Report: English version completed. Finalizing the French version and 

supporting material for external and internal promotion. 
 Finalizing Mosaïq (811 Gladstone) - Currently implementing Phase II of the 

marketing plan: 
− Production of the promotional video. 
− Updating the landing page to the full mosaiq811.ca website. 
− 650 individuals have signed up to get construction updates & fill out the 

interest form. 
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 Arriv - Sub-brand for affordable housing rental stock - Working with Agency to 
develop a branding strategy and products. 

 OCHC External Website: 
− Review 2021 priorities, including the improvement of the Browse  

properties section to allow community base updates (ex.: planned 
maintenance, capital works investment announcement) 

− Initiate the review of the Board Portal from Word Press to  
SharePoint. 

− Support launch of MY HOME - online portal for OCHC tenants via  
the website: video how-to and social media campaign to increase 
registrations. 

 Social Media Strategy - review of the overall strategy and content planning 
process for the editorial calendar. 

 
Human Resources, People and Culture 

 Summer Student Program: 37 students this summer filling positions in the 
field and working remotely. 

 Information session held on mental health programs for staff and their 
families, in recognition of Mental Health Week 

 “Wellness Wednesdays” initiative launched to support employee health and 
well-being. The second information sessions will focus on employee group 
benefits. 

 Virtual Culture Chats with all employees complete; Leadership sessions 
underway and feedback is provided to each leadership group so they can 
address local actions. 

 Performance Development Program - 2021 goal setting completion is at 95% 
 Onboarding Program Update – Student onboarding survey and Manager 

Onboarding Checklist and Guide are being developed. 
 Training for all employees and leaders on Core Competency, ‘Puts Learning to 

Work’, will be launched this quarter.  
 
7. OCHC FOUNDATION 
 

 Registration is now open for the OCHF Golf Tournament is scheduled for 
Tuesday September 21. Christo Bilukidi is confirmed as the MC and CTV will be 
covering the event. Golf spots are still available.   

 The bursary program was relaunched on May 31. This year, the bursary 
amount will increase from $500 to $1000. 10 bursaries will be issued and 

72



PENDING REVIEW 

 

OCHF is collaborating with the CTS team, the Community Houses and 
community partners for help with promotion.   

 A $1000 grant was awarded by Stantec.  
 OCHF AGM will be hosted on June 22 at 12:00pm. 

 
8. RECOMMENDATION 
 

 That this report be received for information by the Board of Directors. 
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Ottawa Community Housing Corporation 

Tenant Advisory Group Meeting 
Minutes 

 
39 Auriga Drive                                   Date March 23, 2021 
Ottawa, Ontario Zoom Meeting Start Time: 3:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
TAG Members:  Paul-Emile Fortin, Ron McCooeye, Danny Roberge, Zeinab Mohamed, 

Siobhan Cassidy, David Humphries 
 
OCH Staff: Brian Gilligan, Vice-President, Community Development; Lynne Williams, 

Department Coordinator 
 
Guests:     Tom Kasouf, Property Manager,  Katherine Papineau 
 
 
Absent: Jennifer Phillips, Chris Shute, Ramla Cainan 
 
 
AGENDA 

 
  

1. Opening and Welcome  
  
2. Review and Approval of Agenda 

 
3. Review and Approval of Minutes of January 19, 2021 

  
4. Snow Clearing 

Presenter: Tom Kasouf 
 

5. Renewal of the Formal Tenant Engagement Structure – Governance Level 
Presenter: Brian Gilligan 
 

6. OCH Update 
Presenter: Brian Gilligan 
      

7. Information and Planning Items 
• Agenda for May 2021 TAG meeting 
• Community and Capital Funding (CCF) 

 
8. Next Meeting: May 11, 2021 
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1. Opening and Welcome 

 
Ron McCooeye, Tenant Advisory Group (TAG) Member welcomed members to the Zoom 
meeting. Quorum was met. 
 
 

2. Review and Approval of Agenda 
 
Moved by: Danny Roberge 
Seconded by: Siobhan Cassidy 
 
That the agenda of the March 23, 2021 TAG meeting be approved with the addition   
of Community Capital Fund Selection Committee and Parking 
 
Carried as amended  

 
 
3. Review of Minutes of January 19, 2021 

 
Moved by: Siobhan Cassidy 
Seconded by: Danny Roberge 
 
That the minutes of January 19, 2021 TAG meeting be approved.  
 
Carried 
 
 

4. Snow Clearing 
 
Tom Kasouf, Property Manager, provided an overview of the snow removal contract 
operations in OCHC communities. A discussion was held with TAG members to answer 
questions. 
 
Brian Gilligan, in collaboration with Property Management, will develop an article for the 
Fall Tenant Newsletter regarding snow removal etiquette in OCHC communities. 
 
Tenants are encouraged to contact the Call Centre at 613-731-1182, option 2 to report 
snow clearing issues on OCHC property and by contacting 3-1-1 for road and sidewalk 
maintenance.  
 
 

5. Renewal of the Formal Tenant Engagement Structure – Governance Level 
 

Brian Gilligan provided an overview of the report on tenant engagement in Ottawa 
Community Housing Corporation’s (OCHC) governance that will be presented at the 
upcoming Board of Directors meeting. 
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6. OCHC Update 
 

Community Capital Fund (CCF) 
 
TAG members interested in participating on the Community Capital Fund (CCF) Selection 
Committee were requested to forward their name to Brian Gilligan. The CCF Selection 
Committee will meet April 20th. 
 
Vaccination Plan 
 
Brian Gilligan provided an update on vaccination efforts in OCHC communities. The 
Community Development staff are reaching out to tenants to encourage vaccination sign 
up. OCHC continues to work closely with Ottawa Public Health. 
 
Mesh Network Wi-Fi Pilot 
 
OCHC is considering a pilot with National Capital Freenet whereas a mesh network would 
be installed on an OCHC rooftop allowing data to route more efficiently, to restricted 
OCHC communities providing these tenants with an additional Wi-Fi option. 
 
Escalated Complaint Procedure Review 
 
OCHC will begin a review of its escalated complaint procedure and process. 
 
Laundry Machines 
 
An inquiry was raised regarding the coin to card system and the issue of some tenants 
overloading the machines causing them to malfunction. The Property Manager will follow 
up with this inquiry. Tenants are encouraged to contact the Call Centre’s main number to 
report all maintenance issues. 

 
 
7. Parking  
 

A discussion was held regarding parking for residents and visitors. Brian Gilligan provided 
an update on the parking enforcement pilot.  

 
  
8. Next TAG Meeting 

 
 The next TAG meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, May 11, 2021 
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Opening doors: unlocking 
housing supply for affordability

engage.gov.bc.ca

Final report of the Canada-British Columbia Expert
Panel on the Future of Housing Supply and Affordability

https://engage.gov.bc.ca/housingaffordability/


Discussions about housing are also discussions about land and how it is used, noting that almost all 

of British Columbia consists of traditional unceded territories of Indigenous peoples. We would like  

to acknowledge that the Expert Panel focused discussions on the most urbanized areas of the Lower 

Mainland: the unceded territory of the Coast Salish Peoples, including the territories of the Musqueam, 

Squamish, and Tsleil-Waututh Nations; Greater Victoria including the unceded Coast Salish Territory of 

the Lekwungen and W_ SÁNEĆ Nations; and the Central Okanagan: including the unceded territory of the 

Syilx Okanagan Nation. 

We, the Expert Panel members, are grateful for the opportunity to live in British Columbia and we ask  

that you take a moment to reflect on the good things the land on which you’re located has brought you.
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Transmittal Letter

June 17, 2021

The Honourable Chrystia Freeland
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Finance
Department of Finance Canada
90 Elgin Street
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0G5

The Honourable Selina Robinson 
Minister of Finance
Ministry of Finance, Province of British Columbia
Parliament Buildings
Victoria, British Columbia V8V 1X4

Dear Ministers Freeland and Robinson,

Thank you for the honour of serving as Canada and  
British Columbia’s Expert Panel on Housing Supply and 
Affordability. It is with great pleasure that we provide  
you with our report, Opening doors: unlocking housing  
supply for affordability, which offers recommendations 
for all orders of government to increase the supply and 
affordability of housing in British Columbia. 

As you know, this province’s affordability challenges are severe,  
affecting not just the most vulnerable British Columbians  
but also middle-income earners and families. These challenges  
have been decades in the making, and will not disappear 
overnight. However, without the implementation of bold, 
fundamental changes today, these challenges are certain  
to persist well into the future. 

To start, we recognize that British Columbia’s natural and 
other attributes make it uniquely attractive as a place to live. 
This has long been the case, as workers, families, students 
and retirees come from all over Canada and indeed the world 
to settle in this province. This trend will resume or even 
accelerate as Canada recovers from the COVID-19 pandemic, 
and barriers to migration are lifted. The pandemic period 
itself has also been marked by strong demand for housing,  

as the desire for more living space and—crucially—
historically low mortgage interest rates have contributed  
to the sharp increase in home prices over 2020 and 2021. 

Faced with strong demand to live in British Columbia, 
coupled with low interest rates, governments cannot simply 
wish demand away. It is infeasible and unproductive  
to discourage newcomers seeking opportunity, families  
looking for more space, or retirees planning to settle here. 
Rather, governments need to focus on making room for all. 
Simply put, British Columbia needs to build the many 
additional homes required to adequately house a growing 
population and economy, while tempering the rapid home 
price and rent increases many of the province’s communities 
have become accustomed to.

As outlined in our report, there are significant opportunities to  
expand and accelerate the delivery of a diverse range of homes,  
suitable to the needs of current and future British Columbians.  
Beyond the important work your governments have already 
initiated, we believe that additional, sustained efforts by  
all orders of government—the provincial government in 
particular—will be required to stem and eventually reverse 
current trends. To this end, our 23 recommendations fall 
under five broad “calls to action”.
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Our first call to action is to create a planning framework  
that proactively encourages housing. In other words,  
the rules of the game governing how much housing gets  
built, where it gets built, and how quickly, must be updated. 
Provincial and local governments must better estimate and 
anticipate how many homes are needed to house a growing 
population with diverse needs. They must also clarify and  
speed up approval processes for the planning and construction  
of homes. All orders of government invest in growth-related 
infrastructure too, and these investments are more efficient 
and equitable when serving the most households possible, 
rather than a privileged few.

Second, we call for the reform of government fees on property  
development. These fees, which local governments levy on 
new homes, play an important role in funding growth-related 
infrastructure and amenities such as sewers, drinking water, 
libraries and community centres. However, some of these 
fees—notably community amenity contributions—can be 
unpredictable or inconsistent, causing significant uncertainty, 
raising costs and compromising supply. We recommend 
clearer, more transparent fees designed to fund community 
infrastructure and amenities reflecting established community  
priorities, such as those identified by residents via the official 
community planning process.

Third, we call for the expansion of community and affordable  
housing. Although the private market houses the vast majority  
of British Columbians, the housing needs of an increasing 
number of individuals and families are not being met by the 
private rental market. We therefore recommend a more active 
role for governments in helping non-profit housing providers 
acquire existing affordable housing stock. We also recommend  
important increases in long-term funding for this sector to 
reach 10% of housing starts nationwide, as was the case prior  
to the mid-1990s. Key updates to the legislation guiding 
non-profit housing providers is also needed to support 
innovation in this sector.

Fourth, we call for improved coordination among and 
within all orders of government. Though all orders of 
government undertake important housing-related programs, 
these programs sometimes conflict with one another, causing 
delays or adding costs for program applicants such as non-profit  
housing providers. Or worse, these conflicts deter program 
participation. To improve coordination, we recommend 
flexibility in program design and rollout, as well as in local 
zoning bylaws, which can influence program participation 
and project feasibility.

Fifth, we call for more equitable treatment of renters and 
homeowners. Most Canadian households are or aspire to  
be homeowners, incented by the tax treatment of housing  
as an important way to build wealth. We recognize and 
support this aspiration, while also recognizing that capital 
gains vary greatly among homeowners, and relative to renters, 
who end up paying higher taxes to offset revenue losses  
from homeowner exemptions. To bring more balance,  
we recommend extending new income tax benefits to renter 
households, and a phasing out of British Columbia’s Home 
Owner Grant program. 

We believe, and indeed expect many of our recommendations 
to generate robust discussion, or be met with resistance. 
However, the sooner these issues and trade-offs are understood,  
and actions are taken, the sooner British Columbia can 
meaningfully change its course on housing affordability.

The Panel would like to thank you for your foresight in 
launching this initiative, and remain available to support 
you as you look to implement these recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Joy MacPhail (Chair) 
Jill Atkey
Jock Finlayson
Brian McCauley
Sue Paish
Helmut Pastrick
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Executive Summary
Few issues in British Columbia (B.C.) are more persistent  
or far-reaching than the issue of housing affordability.  
By almost any measure, British Columbians’ ability to  
rent or purchase homes that meet their needs at costs  
they can afford has worsened in recent decades, with  
little or no sign of reversal. Indeed, housing affordability 
consistently features among the top concerns for voters in  
local, provincial and federal elections, prompting policy 
makers from all orders of government to respond.

Despite significant policy responses in recent years,  
many segments of the population still face major housing 
challenges. These segments include the most vulnerable 
individuals and families, many of whom lack adequate  
shelter and tenure security, as well as middle-income  
earners struggling to find suitable homes to rent or  
buy. These challenges do not exist in isolation from  
one another, and must all be addressed. Insufficient or 
inadequate action on housing jeopardizes B.C.’s place  
as a welcoming, growing and innovative destination  
for current and future generations.

In addition to B.C.’s long-standing housing challenges,  
the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic is a public health  
crisis without precedent for generations, calling for  
swift and coordinated policy responses. Because of the 
importance of secure, stable and affordable shelter to 
people’s physical, economic and mental well-being,  
the pandemic has increased the sense of urgency to  
address B.C.’s ongoing housing affordability challenges. 

The pandemic has also had a significant impact on  
housing demand. Prices province-wide have risen sharply  
as historically low interest rates have enabled borrowers  
to qualify for larger mortgage loans, and as households  
seek more space to work or study from home. Rather than 
cooling housing markets, the COVID-19 pandemic has 
accelerated a number of pre-existing trends, further 
underscoring the need for substantive, coordinated  
action by all orders of government. 

In September 2019, the governments of Canada and B.C. 
established the Expert Panel on the Future of Housing Supply 
and Affordability. The Panel was tasked with developing 
actionable recommendations to increase the supply of 
housing and improve affordability province-wide. To this end, 
we held consultations with stakeholders, including experts 
from academia, private and non-profit housing providers, 
Indigenous housing providers, financial institutions, property 
developers, tenant and housing advocacy organizations, 
employers, public servants and elected officials. These initial 
consultations were completed in June 2020 and resulted in 
the publication of our interim report, What We Heard: Interim 
report of the Canada/British Columbia Expert Panel on the 
Future of Housing Supply and Affordability.

Building on What We Heard, the Panel gathered additional 
contributions from experts, stakeholders and the public at 
large in early 2021, culminating in the publication of this 
report. After summarizing our five calls to action below,  
this report provides background on the Panel and the state  
of B.C.’s housing markets in section 1. It then summarizes  
the proceedings and results from Panel consultations, as well 
as findings from additional research we commissioned in 
section 2. We conclude with our policy recommendations 
and the issues they seek to address under each of the five  
calls to action, in section 3.

Five calls to action
Our 23 recommendations fall under five broad calls to action: 

• Creating a planning framework that proactively 
encourages housing; 

• Reforming fees on property development; 

• Expanding the supply of community and affordable 
housing; 

• Improving coordination among and within all orders  
of government; and

• Ensuring more equitable treatment of renters and 
homeowners.
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The Panel recommends: 

Creating a planning framework  
that proactively encourages 
housing
A dominant theme throughout the Panel’s consultations and 
analysis was the slow and unpredictable pace at which new 
housing—both for-profit and non-profit—receives regulatory 
approval from government authorities. Speeding up or 
streamlining processes, such as rezoning and development 
applications, was identified as critical to enabling a more 
responsive housing supply. But beyond how long the various 
steps in approval processes can take, the overarching 
framework of land-use planning that governs these steps  
was identified as overly complex or unclear in many cities.  
This framework, in turn, creates an environment that  
poorly anticipates the housing needs of current and future 
British Columbians. 

The seven recommendations we make under the call to  
create a planning framework that proactively encourages 
housing (found on page 26) aim to speed up and streamline 
approvals, while reforming the system governing urban 
growth in B.C. In particular, we recommend a stronger  
role for housing needs estimates and citywide official plans, 
which guide how entire communities are expected to grow. 
We also recommend reduced reliance on site-by-site public 
hearings and council approvals that delay homebuilding  
and amplify the voices of groups opposing new housing at  
the expense of citywide objectives and affordability.

Reforming fees on property 
development
Closely linked to the creation of a more proactive  
housing delivery system is the need to reform the fees  
local governments collect from housing development.  
These fees, which in B.C. include development cost  
charges (called development cost levies in the City of 
Vancouver), density bonuses, and community amenity 
contributions, are all designed to fund local infrastructure  
or amenities. Though well-intentioned, some of these 
instruments—most notably community amenity 
contributions—lack transparency and predictability,  
in turn discouraging homebuilding and increasing costs.

Our four recommendations to reform fees on property 
development (found on page 29) will reduce the  
uncertainty these instruments create while tying fee  
amounts to specific criteria, including demonstrated  
links between fees and the infrastructure or amenity  
needs generated by growth. Specifically, we recommend  
the phase-out of community amenity contributions,  
which are often negotiated and unpredictable, and the 
expansion of infrastructure and amenity types allowed  
to be funded by development cost charges, which are  
clearly defined in provincial legislation.

Expanding the supply of 
community and affordable 
housing
British Columbia’s housing supply includes a continuum  
of housing providers, ranging from private, for-profit 
developers to non-profit, co-operative and government 
housing providers. These actors each play essential roles 
 in housing British Columbians of all ages and abilities, 
including housing geared to low- and middle-income  
earners. The need for community and affordable housing 
grows as rapidly rising home prices and rents increase the 
number of households who can no longer afford market-rate 
housing. Moreover, the capacity for community and affordable  
housing providers to respond to this need is limited by their 
ability to secure funding from the provincial and federal 
governments. This compounds the challenges inherent to 
expensive housing markets.

We offer five recommendations (found on page 32) to  
expand the supply of community and affordable housing  
in B.C. aimed primarily at the provincial and federal  
orders of government. Importantly, our recommendations  
call for a return to the historically high level of community 
housing construction—and the consistent federal funding 
commitments that supported it—prior to the mid-1990s.  
We also recommend measures to ensure that the affordability 
that currently exists in the rental market is protected, as well  
as further flexibility in the tax treatment of charitable housing 
providers, encouraging this sector’s growth and capacity  
to innovate.
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Improving coordination  
among and within all  
orders of government
All orders of government, including many Indigenous 
governing bodies, implement policies aimed at expanding 
housing options and affordability. We encourage these 
initiatives, but an important barrier to their success is  
a lack of alignment or coordination between program 
requirements, or even between government departments.  
For example, environmental and accessibility requirements  
to obtain provincial funding for a non-profit housing project 
may conflict with requirements to obtain federal funding, 
creating additional costs and uncertainty for applicants. 
Similarly, federal funding may require municipal zoning 
bylaws to change to accommodate a project, further  
reducing applicant capacity.

We offer four recommendations (found on page 35)  
to improve coordination among and within all orders  
of government. Crucially, we call for greater support of 
Indigenous housing initiatives and more flexibility by  
all governments and their housing providers (including  
BC Housing and Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation)  
as they assess applications that draw from multiple programs 
to provide affordable housing.

Ensuring more equitable 
treatment of renters and 
homeowners
Since the Second World War, several policies were  
introduced by federal and provincial governments with  
the aim of encouraging homeownership. Though well 
intentioned in their broad goal of growing the middle class, 
such policies have had unintended consequences for renters, 
who receive less favourable treatment by the federal and 
provincial tax systems. Such differences worsen wealth 
inequality, especially in expensive housing markets where 
more households are unable to afford homeownership.

To support a more equitable treatment of renter and 
homeowner households, our three recommendations  
(found on page 37) aim to extend tax advantages to  
renter households, ideally in proportion to those offered  
to homeowners, while phasing out certain subsidies  
currently offered to homeowners, notably B.C.’s Home  
Owner Grant.
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1. Purpose

1 See van den Berg (2019).
2 A large body of research has demonstrated the impacts of housing on health and well-being. For example: World Health Organization (2018); Baker et al. (2020); 

Balestra & Sultan (2013).
3 A household is considered to be in core housing need if their home is overcrowded, in poor condition, or if they spend more than 30% of their household income 

on shelter and cannot afford alternative suitable housing in their community. For more on how the metric is used, see: https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/data-and-
research/core-housing-need.

4 See Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (2021).

In June 2019, Canada joined a small group of countries  
that affirmed adequate housing as a human right, consistent 
with the United Nations International Bill of Rights and the 
UN Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.1 
Indeed, adequate shelter is an important determinant of 
mental and physical health, as well as economic well-being 
and opportunity.2 But delivery on the right to housing is 
threatened by rents and prices that are simply too expensive 
for many British Columbians. As shown in figure 1, the costs 
of renting and purchasing housing in B.C.’s four largest urban 
regions have risen sharply over the past 15 years with prices 
rising on average between 5.0% and 6.5%, and rents rising  
on average between 3.4% and 4.2%, annually. Over the entire 
period, home prices in these regions rose between 101% and 
157%, while rents rose between 64% and 82%.

Beyond these two metrics, other indicators also show poor or 
worsening housing affordability for British Columbians. Within 
Canada, the Victoria and Vancouver census metropolitan 

areas (CMAs) have among the highest shares of households 
in core housing need—an established government metric 
identifying household vulnerability based on the cost and 
quality of their housing.3,4 Similarly, Metro Vancouver and  
the Greater Toronto Area were the least affordable major 
metropolitan areas for first-time homebuyers in Canada at 
the time of the most recent census, with most home values  
in these markets priced beyond the reach of all but wealthy 
first-time buyers. For a more detailed discussion of these 
metrics, additional ways of measuring affordability and price 
dynamics in B.C., see appendix 1, box ii and Simple metrics  
for Deciding if You Have Enough Housing, a standalone report 
on the panel’s website.

High rents and home prices present clear challenges for 
renters and first-time buyers, and they also have broader 
consequences. Affordability challenges can deter workers 
young and old, skilled or unskilled, from relocating to or 
remaining in B.C.’s urban centres. Rapidly rising home 
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Figure 1: MLS HPI composite home prices and average rents in B.C.’s largest markets, 2005-2020

Sources: CREA, CMHC

https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/data-and-research/core-housing-need
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/data-and-research/core-housing-need
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf
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purchase prices and rents can also absorb a greater share of 
households’ budgets, at the expense of other spending and 
saving priorities. Mounting financial barriers to renting or 
purchasing homes in B.C. present risks for economic growth 
and employment, while aggravating wealth inequalities.

In this context of persistent house price and rent increases, 
the governments of Canada and British Columbia established 
the Expert Panel on the Future of Housing Supply and 
Affordability in September 2019, with the goal of achieving 
actionable recommendations that increase the supply of 
housing and improve affordability.

BOX I:  
The Panel
Appointed by the ministers of finance of British Columbia 
and Canada, we are a joint federal-provincial panel whose 
role is to advise government on policy recommendations  
to improve the future of housing supply and affordability  
in British Columbia. The British Columbia and federal 
governments selected us, the Panel members, from a  
range of fields related to various aspects of housing, urban 
composition, development finance and demographics.  
The Panel is chaired by Joy MacPhail, and includes  
Jill Atkey, Jock Finlayson, Brian McCauley, Sue Paish  
and Helmut Pastrick. We are members of the public  
with relevant expertise, rather than government officials.

Secretariat support was provided by the Canada Mortgage 
and Housing Corporation (CMHC) and the Province of 
British Columbia.

Joy MacPhail (Chair)
Chair of ICBC and an owner  
of OUTtv

Jill Atkey
CEO of BC Non-Profit  
Housing Association

Jock Finlayson
Executive Vice President and Chief Policy 
Officer at the Business Council of BC

Brian McCauley
President and CEO of  
Concert Properties

Sue Paish
CEO of Canada’s Digital  
Technology Supercluster

Helmut Pastrick
Chief Economist for  
Central 1 Credit Union

The evidence heard by this Panel, supported by extensive 
consultation and analysis, stresses that an essential element  
for improving long-term affordability is a more responsive 
housing supply. Policy choices over housing supply effectively 
reflect the sort of communities we—as British Columbians—
want to build. Do we want housing that is affordable, 
adequate and suitable for all segments of the resident 
population as well as newcomers, or only to those with  
the income and wealth to afford ever higher home prices  
and rents? Do we want communities that are more inclusive 
and equitable or ones that are increasingly divided by  
income and wealth to the detriment of social cohesion  
and economic growth? Getting to grips with these issues  
is critical for today, as well as the future, as we adjust to an 

aging population and evolving living preferences. Failure  
to ensure an adequate supply of housing undermines our 
social and economic future.

The governments of Canada and British Columbia, through 
the National Housing Strategy and Homes for B.C.: A 30-Point 
Plan for Housing Affordability in British Columbia, have  
made significant progress toward addressing diverse housing 
needs. These initiatives include programs targeted to lower-
income households, Indigenous communities and vulnerable 
populations, but also efforts to improve the supply of market 
rental homes. Building on these initiatives, the Panel directed 
its attention to housing supplied across the continuum, 
including private ownership and rental markets as well  
as non-market housing.
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BOX II:  
When is housing affordable?
Many British Columbians would likely agree with statements like “housing affordability is a persistent challenge,”  
or “we need more affordable housing.” However, there is far less consensus regarding which metrics or definitions  
best capture this sentiment.

Though often used interchangeably, the terms “affordable housing” and “housing affordability” represent different 
concepts, each with their own set of metrics or definitions. Affordable housing refers to homes that meet a specific 
definition or threshold of affordability. As discussed in this section, as well as in Simple metrics for Deciding if You Have 
Enough Housing, a standalone report on the panel’s website, there are different ways of measuring and defining what 
constitutes affordable housing, such as the 30% of total household income threshold frequently used by government  
and non-government agencies. This threshold and others are listed below.

Housing affordability, unlike affordable housing, is a continuous concept related to how much housing costs. For example, 
a household can move from spending 38% of its total income on housing to spending 32%, and experience greater housing 
affordability, even though it has not met the 30% threshold to qualify as affordable housing. Likewise, a household moving 
to a home costing 28% of total income from a home costing 20% would experience a decline in housing affordability, while 
still living in housing that is considered affordable. Housing affordability can also be broken down by cost for particular 
home types or sizes, such as the number of bedrooms or square footage. 

Some common affordable housing and housing affordability metrics and definitions include:

• 30% of household income – Government and non-
government bodies frequently consider housing to  
be affordable if it costs no more than 30% of a household’s  
total (before-tax) income. Because this metric is relative  
to household income, the same home can be considered 
affordable for a higher income household and unaffordable 
for a lower-income household. The 30% threshold is used  
to calculate affordability in core housing need.5

• Housing income limits (HILs) – As applied by BC Housing, 
HILs represent the maximum gross household income for 
eligibility in many affordable housing programs.6 They are 
intended to reflect the minimum income required to afford 
appropriate accommodation in the private market and can 
differ by city.

• Rent-geared-to-income – Households benefiting from 
rent-geared-to-income programs have rents set to reflect  
a specified threshold of their income, typically 30% of  
total income. 

• Shelter rate housing – Homes with rents set to 
match the shelter allowance maximum7 for 
households receiving income assistance in  
British Columbia. 

• Combined housing and transportation costs –  
Beyond traditional housing costs-to-income  
ratios, several attempts have been made to better 
integrate other costs into affordability equations, 
notably the transportation costs associated with 
homes located in different neighbourhoods.8

• Basic needs threshold/residual income – Another 
method of measuring housing affordability is  
to calculate how much money a household has  
left to spend on housing after paying for all  
non-shelter necessities.9

These metrics and others underscore the complexity of the affordability challenges facing B.C. communities. As such,  
the Panel has not chosen a single preferred measure or definition. Rather, we believe that increasing the supply of  
all types of housing, suitable to the needs of all groups, is essential for improving affordability by any measure.

5 See footnote 3 for more on core housing need.
6 For BC Housing’s 2021 HILs see BC Housing (2020).
7 For the latest shelter allowance maximums see: https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/governments/policies-for-government/bcea-policy-and-procedure-manual/

bc-employment-and-assistance-rate-tables/income-assistance-rate-table.
8 See Metro Vancouver (2015) for combined housing and transportation cost estimates.
9 See Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (2019).

https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/governments/policies-for-government/bcea-policy-and-procedure-manual/bc-employment-and-assistance-rate-tables/income-assistance-rate-table
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/governments/policies-for-government/bcea-policy-and-procedure-manual/bc-employment-and-assistance-rate-tables/income-assistance-rate-table
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Why supply?
The price of renting and owning housing is determined  
by the interaction of demand and supply. In other words, 
prices are influenced by the number of households seeking 
housing, the amounts they are willing to pay for housing,  
and the number and variety of homes available to buy  
or rent. The primary forces influencing housing demand  
are population growth, specifically growth in the number  
of households (individuals and families); these households’ 
incomes and wealth, which determine their ability to pay  
for housing; and the availability and cost of credit to  

secure mortgage loans. As shown in figure 2, population  
and incomes in British Columbia have generally risen  
over the last two decades, adding more than a million 
residents, while median nominal family income grew  
by approximately 79%. When amplified by low mortgage  
rates, rising incomes and wealth (in the form of down 
payment savings or other collateral), this allowed many 
homebuyers to secure larger mortgages, in turn influencing 
their purchase decisions. For a more in-depth discussion  
of current and projected housing demand drivers, see 
appendices 1 and 5.
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Figure 2: Population and income growth in British Columbia

*Median market income plus government transfers (nominal) – 2019 and 2020 are forecasted

Source: Statistics Canada tables 17-10-0005-01 and 11-10-0012-01



OPENING DOORS - Final report of the Canada-British Columbia Expert Panel on the Future of Housing Supply and Affordability

15

A growing population with rising incomes increases the 
demand for homes, both in quantity and quality. And 
because most homes are not purchased outright, but through 
mortgages, the interest rates on loans further drive housing 
demand. Falling interest rates allow homebuyers to get bigger 
mortgages with the same income. As shown in figure 3, 
nominal mortgage rates in Canada have fallen from almost  
12% in 1986 to well under 2% in 2020. Figure 4 shows the 
evolution of mortgage borrowing power, shown as a multiple  

of incomes, over the same period. While mortgage applicants 
could qualify for loans of approximately 2.5 times their 
annual incomes in 1986, this ratio reached between 6 and  
7 times their incomes by the end of 2020 (see box iii for more 
on housing demand during the COVID-19 pandemic). This 
dynamic is especially important in markets where the supply 
of housing lags demand, as buyers face stronger incentives  
to take larger mortgages and bid up prices on the relatively 
scarce set of available homes.
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5-year fixed rate Stress test rate*

0

3

6

9

12

15

202020182016201420122010200820062004200220001998199619941992199019881986

Figure 3: Nominal mortgage interest rates, 5-year fixed lending rate (1986 – 2020)

*The stress test rate is the rate at which mortgage applicants must qualify to obtain loans, while the rate actually paid remains set by the mortgage market.

Sources: Statistics Canada, Bank of Canada, Ratehub
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Figure 4: Mortgage borrowing power as a multiple of income (1986 – 2020)

*The gross debt service (GDS) ratio is the sum of housing expenses (mortgage loan principal and interest, taxes and heat) as a share of gross annual household 
income. A GDS in excess of 32% reduces the likelihood of qualifying for the mortgage.
**This is the maximum allowable mortgage borrowing power for applicants needing to pass the stress test.

Sources: Statistics Canada, Bank of Canada, Ratehub
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BOX III:  
Housing demand during the COVID-19 pandemic
Though it is too early to fully assess the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on housing systems, some clear trends  
have emerged since its onset. These are explored in CMHC’s ongoing research efforts related to the pandemic.10

One such report, Home Sales and Prices in Major Markets During the COVID-19 Pandemic,11 shows how the pandemic’s 
negative employment effects were concentrated on younger households and workers in specific sectors, such as 
accommodation and food services. It also shows how these effects had a far more muted impact on employment  
and incomes among older age groups and other economic sectors. Moreover, the most heavily affected groups tend  
to live in less expensive housing types, including rental accommodation. This helps explain why demand for owned 
accommodation has rebounded since the pandemic’s onset despite higher unemployment. Indeed, home sales across 
Canada’s major metropolitan areas surpassed their pre-pandemic levels by the third quarter of 2020. 

Several factors influenced the rise in home sales:

• Pent-up demand by homebuyers who did not make 
purchases during the early months of the pandemic.

• Higher household savings as spending in areas such  
as travel, transport and entertainment fell.

• Historically low mortgage rates.

• Shifts in preferences as some buyers sought larger 
homes with more space for remote work, school  
and leisure activities. 

Combined, these factors boosted and reoriented demand—at least in the immediate term—leading to an even larger 
mismatch with current supply than had already existed before the pandemic. Indeed, the recovery in home sales has 
outpaced the recovery in new listings, placing strong upward pressure on home prices in many Canadian communities 
even as the economy struggles to return to stable growth in the wake of the COVID-19 shock. 

Whether and to what extent these shifts in demand will continue beyond the pandemic remains unclear. Nevertheless,  
we believe it is important to highlight some of the impacts of the pandemic itself, as well as the technological and policy 
developments that COVID-19 triggered or accelerated. 

10 For the most up-to-date list of CMHC’s COVID-19-related research work see: https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/media-newsroom/coronavirus-update.
11 The full report is available at: https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/housing-observer-online/2021/home-sales-prices-major-markets-during-pandemic.
12 Combined, these four urban regions had 3.2 million inhabitants at the time of the 2016 Census, representing 69% of B.C.’s total population (Statistics Canada, 2016).
13 For more on CMHC‘s definition and measurement of housing starts, see here: https://www03.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/hmip-pimh/en/TableMapChart/ScsMasMethodology.

In response to housing demand pressures, property 
developers (including for-profit, non-profit and government 
actors) acquire property, obtain permits and build homes. 
The supply of new homes is influenced by access to 
developable land, construction costs including materials, 
labour and project financing, and the impact of the planning, 
zoning and permitting procedures that govern land use  
and homebuilding.

Figures 5 to 9 show the evolution of housing supply in  
the Vancouver, Victoria, Kelowna and Abbotsford-Mission 
census metropolitan areas (CMAs),12 as measured by housing 
starts. Housing starts are defined as the beginning of 
construction work on buildings where dwelling units  

will be located.13 In Metro Vancouver, B.C.’s largest urban 
region, annual housing starts have ranged between  
10,000 and 20,000 units for most of the past three decades.  
A recent increase in housing starts in this region, starting  
after 2015, has consisted primarily of new condominium units, 
accompanied by a decline in ground-oriented (single-family, 
semi-detached and row) housing starts. B.C.’s four largest 
urban regions, Vancouver, Victoria, Abbotsford-Mission  
and Kelowna have all followed similar supply trajectories, 
with relatively fewer units being built in the 1990s and  
early 2010s, and more units being built in the mid 2000s  
and since 2015. For further discussion of supply dynamics  
in Metro Vancouver, see appendix 2.

https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/media-newsroom/coronavirus-update
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/housing-observer-online/2021/home-sales-prices-major-markets-during-pandemic
https://www03.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/hmip-pimh/en/TableMapChart/ScsMasMethodology
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Figure 5: Total starts in the Vancouver census metropolitan area, by housing type (1990 – 2020)
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Figure 6: Total starts in the Victoria census metropolitan area, by housing type (1990 – 2020)
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Figure 7: Total starts in the Kelowna census metropolitan area, by housing type (1990 – 2020)
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Source: CMHC, Starts and Completions Survey

20
20

20
19

20
18

20
17

20
16

20
15

20
14

20
13

20
12

20
11

20
10

20
09

20
08

20
07

20
06

20
05

20
04

20
03

20
02

20
01

20
00

19
99

19
98

19
97

19
96

19
95

19
94

19
93

19
92

19
91

19
90

Abbotsford-MissionKelownaVictoriaVancouver

0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

Figure 9: Trends in housing starts in B.C.’s largest urban regions (indexed at 1 in 1990) 
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In 2018, CMHC published Examining Escalating House  
Prices in Large Canadian Metropolitan Centres, which 
investigates factors driving housing demand and supply  
in major urban regions, including Metro Vancouver.14 The 
authors found that price increases in Metro Vancouver  
were explained relatively well by their “workhorse”  
demand models, incorporating fundamental market  
features, such as population growth, income growth and 
interest rates. But they also found significant problems  
with the responsiveness (also called “elasticity”) of housing 
supply in Metro Vancouver, suggesting that housing supply  
was not keeping pace with rising demand, in turn placing 
upward pressure on housing prices. In a similar vein, recent 
research by Scotiabank found that the number of homes  
per 1,000 residents in Canada is lower than in any other  
G7 nation, and appears to be falling in several key markets.  
In order to match the G7 average, Canada would need to 
build 1.8 million additional homes.15

Recent policy responses by all orders of government have 
targeted housing demand. In B.C., these include, but are  
not limited to, the Additional Property Transfer Tax for 
Foreign Entities & Taxable Trustees (frequently called the 
 “foreign buyers’ tax”), the Speculation and Vacancy Tax, the 
Additional School Tax Rate, the City of Vancouver’s Empty 
Homes Tax, and short-term rental regulations in several  
B.C. municipalities, including Victoria, Vancouver and 
Kelowna. The federal government also introduced minimum 
qualifying rates for mortgage applicants (known as the 
mortgage “stress test”), and the First-Time Home Buyer 
Incentive. All the measures listed above either discourage 
demand, by targeting select groups, such as non-residents  
and mortgage applicants with taxes or credit constraints,  
or they encourage it, by offering down-payment assistance  
to first-time buyers.

14 CMHC (2018)
15 Scotiabank (2021).
16 Starting in 2009, the City of Vancouver has allowed many single-family lots to include laneway suites. In 2018, the City also allowed the construction of duplexes  

on most single-family lots.
17 See Simple Metrics for Deciding if You Have Enough Housing, on the Panel’s website, for a more detailed discussion of rental vacancy rates and their influence  

on rents, https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf.

In addition to these demand-side policies, all orders of 
government have developed policies and programs intended 
to boost supply of purpose-built rental, affordable private 
market and non-profit housing. Federal programs include  
the Rental Construction Financing initiative, the National 
Housing Co-Investment Fund, the Federal Lands Initiative 
and the Rapid Housing Initiative. The B.C. government has 
developed the Provincial Rental Supply Program Framework 
and Building BC, which directly funds housing development 
through BC Housing. Several municipal governments offer  
a range of development incentives for rental and affordable 
housing, including fee waivers and land leases, or have 
expanded the number of units allowed on single-family lots.16

In short, all orders of government have acted to improve 
affordability, through both demand and supply measures. 
Persistent growth in housing prices and rents, combined with 
perennially low rental vacancy rates17 indicate, however, that 
supply remains below what is needed to moderate prices and 
improve affordability. As discussed in appendices 1 and 3, 
when housing is scarce, middle-income households compete 
more directly with low-income households for rental units,  
in turn hurting low-income households’ chances of being 
housed adequately or at all. In expensive markets, addressing 
the lack of any and all types of housing—rental or ownership, 
affordable or high-end, high-rise, mid-rise or low-rise—helps 
reduce the upward pressure on prices citywide (see box iv). 
Based on the data and insights we have been presented with 
throughout our time on this panel, we conclude that greater 
progress in housing affordability in B.C. requires additional 
policy efforts by all orders of government.

https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf


20

OPENING DOORS - Final report of the Canada-British Columbia Expert Panel on the Future of Housing Supply and Affordability

BOX IV:  
Filtering: How building new homes can make existing  
homes more affordable
Subsidized housing units, including housing owned and operated by non-profit organizations and government  
agencies, represent one important avenue by which to provide lower-income individuals and families with homes  
they can afford. Another major source of housing for these groups are older housing units in the private market that  
have become more affordable over time. 

To become more affordable, housing in many cities undergoes a process commonly referred to as filtering, whereby 
apartments and homes gradually depreciate as the structures age, and as original residents move on to newer or larger  
homes. In turn, these units are freed up for individuals and families further down the income or property ladder. In this  
regard, sufficient increases in the supply and mix of new homes help reduce price and rent pressures on existing homes. 
Conversely, insufficient increases in the quantity and mix of homes in a market can hold up the filtering process, leading  
to higher rents and purchase prices for aging homes. 

The study of this phenomenon has generated a growing body of academic literature spanning several decades. For 
example, Asquith, Mast and Reed (2019) find that local rent increases are slowed by the construction of new homes  
nearby, and even reversed in low-income neighbourhoods. Similarly, Zuk and Chapple (2016) find that both market-rate  
and subsidized housing development reduce displacement pressures, but that subsidized housing is twice as effective  
at doing so. 

Somerville and Holmes (2001) explore both downward filtering (units becoming more affordable over time) and upward 
filtering (units becoming less affordable over time), finding that neighbourhood characteristics play an important role  
in determining which is likelier to occur. Indeed, in their review of recent studies on filtering, Phillips, Manville and Lens 
(2021) argue that the promise of (downward) filtering, while minimizing undue impacts on lower-income neighbourhoods, 
can best be achieved by ensuring housing supply is spread more evenly citywide, notably in low-density, high-income 
neighbourhoods.

Analogy: Housing is a bit like musical chairs

• The impact of housing shortages is like a game of musical chairs in which players get priority access to chairs (homes) 
based on how much money or credit they have. Player 1 goes first and may choose from among all the chairs, followed  
by player 2, player 3, and so on. In each round, the player with the least amount of money is left without a chair and 
must exit the game. 

• Boosting the supply of housing is like adding another chair in each round, rather than taking one away. While the  
first player will still have many more chairs to choose from compared to the last player, no one will be left without  
a chair. For this analogy to work, either no new players can enter the game, or chairs (housing supply) must exceed  
the increase in new players (households entering the market) for it to improve the overall ability for people to  
access housing. 

• Building more non-market housing is like adding in chairs that are reserved for players that might otherwise be left 
without a chair, or without a suitable chair.
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2. Panel proceedings,  
analysis and conclusions

18 https://www.canada.ca/en/department-finance/news/2019/09/governments-of-canada-and-british-columbia-announce-expert-panel-on-the-future-of-housing-
supply-and-affordability.html.

19 For the Expert Panel on Money Laundering in B.C. Real Estate’s final report, see Maloney, Somerville & Unger (2019).
20 For more on the Commission of Inquiry into Money Laundering in British Columbia (the Cullen Commission), see: https://cullencommission.ca/.

Scope and interpretation
The task assigned to the Panel was to “examine housing 
trends for rental and homeownership, exploring options  
to allow British Columbians to have further access to  
housing that they need and can afford.”18 Our goal, as we  
see it, is to develop comprehensive policy recommendations 
on how to improve affordability by increasing the supply  
of market and non-market housing, whether for rent or for 
homeownership. 

To achieve this goal, we interpreted our charge as follows:

• We are concerned with housing affordability for all who 
want to live and work in British Columbia. While there 
continue to be many challenges for low-income earners 
and other vulnerable groups, our mandate is to look at 
overall housing affordability across the entire population.

• We take a broad view of the housing system. We think that 
having a sound system of rental properties is at least of 
equal value to that of homeownership. Not only are rental 
homes more likely to house individuals and families with 
low to moderate incomes, but they are also a cornerstone 
for a mobile, welcoming society, housing students, 
workers, families and newcomers to the province.

• Our charge covers the entire province of British Columbia, 
but we were asked to concentrate on areas where market 
prices for housing are highest and housing affordability 
problems are most severe. We sought information and 
data, and consulted with stakeholders from across the 
province. We recognize, however, that affordability 
challenges are particularly acute in the Lower Mainland, 
the Greater Victoria and the Central Okanagan. 

• While housing affordability is our goal, we did not select  
a preferred metric or definition of affordability (see box ii 
and the Simple Metrics for Deciding if You Have Enough 
Housing, on the Panel’s website, for different ways to 
measure affordability). It is our belief that by achieving 
greater balance between demand and supply, alongside 
functional and targeted programs for those whose 
housing needs are not met by increased market supply, 
affordability will improve across most if not all metrics.

• We recognize that there are many factors that drive up 
demand for housing, including continued population  
and income growth, changing preferences, as well as  
low interest rates. There are also illegal activities, such  
as money laundering, which can distort housing markets. 
Given the important work already produced by the B.C. 
government-commissioned Expert Panel on Money 
Laundering in B.C. Real Estate,19 and that the Cullen 
Commission20 and the Canada-BC Ad Hoc Working  
Group on the Real Estate Sector were formed to investigate 
these important phenomena, they are not the primary 
focus of our work. 

How the Panel did its work
The Panel began deliberating in October of 2019. Two broad 
approaches were used to organize the collection of feedback 
and research.

First, starting early in 2020, we met with representatives of  
key sectors connected with housing in B.C., including owners 
and renters directly affected by higher housing costs, business 
leaders, academics and government officials. These extensive 
discussions were held over the course of 2020 and, along with  

https://www.canada.ca/en/department-finance/news/2019/09/governments-of-canada-and-british-columbia-announce-expert-panel-on-the-future-of-housing-supply-and-affordability.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/department-finance/news/2019/09/governments-of-canada-and-british-columbia-announce-expert-panel-on-the-future-of-housing-supply-and-affordability.html
https://cullencommission.ca/
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf
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responses received via the Panel’s website through June 2020, 
are summarized in What We Heard, a separate Panel report.21 
Additional consultations were held and the Panel‘s website 
reopened to another round of submissions in early 2021.  
This additional feedback is reflected in this report’s themes 
and recommendations. 

Second, we sought further data and analysis. Our starting 
point was CMHC’s 2018 report Examining Escalating House 
Prices in Large Canadian Metropolitan Centres, which 
highlights the importance of the system governing how  
the supply side of housing responds to demand, as this 
interaction explains much of the long-term increase in house 
prices. We asked CMHC to provide us with further analysis 
and data on B.C., the highlights of which are discussed in  
this report. Additional data and analyses were commissioned 
from external analysts specializing in B.C. markets, which  
are briefly discussed below and are available as standalone 
documents on the panel’s website (see summaries and 
hyperlinks on page 24).

The impact of COVID-19
The emergence of the COVID-19 pandemic has caused 
widespread hardship for many Canadians. The Panel extends 
its condolences to all who have experienced loss, and looks 
forward to recovery from the pandemic and the many 
challenges it generated. 

The pandemic affected the progress of the Panel both  
directly, in the way we conducted our work, and indirectly, 
through the broader social context. Beginning in March 2020, 
we replaced in-person consultations with videoconferencing. 
Also, work with microdata requiring access to Statistics 
Canada’s research data centres could not be undertaken 
because of facility closures.

More broadly, and as noted above, the COVID-19 outbreak 
has and will shift housing demand around urban centres 
globally, but it is too early to say by how much and for how 
long. Beyond the historically low mortgage interest rates 
offered throughout the pandemic (see figures 3 and 4), the 
accelerated adoption of work-from-home technologies has 
enabled more households to live farther from their place  
of employment. Shifts in homebuying patterns have already 

21 This report is available at: https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/588/2020/12/20200805_001_WhatWeHeard_Report_w_ACC.pdf.

emerged, driving noticeably higher home prices in the 
suburbs and in some rural communities (see box iii).  
As less money is spent on commuting and city-centre  
living, more income becomes available for other spending, 
including upgrading housing or the purchase of more living 
space. Further impacts from the COVID-19 experience will 
undoubtedly emerge with time. 

Despite the changes in consumer and business behaviour 
that the pandemic may trigger, we believe Canada’s large 
metropolitan regions will continue to be centres of commerce, 
education and entertainment. Many people, including new 
immigrants to Canada, will continue to want to live in or near 
these areas, but perhaps in different ways. They may be 
willing and able to live farther from the city core, and only 
commute occasionally for select face-to-face meetings and 
entertainment. Planning for such outcomes is difficult,  
so these changes in households’ behaviour will call for  
greater versatility and flexibility in planning for the future.

What we heard from 
consultations
As part of its work toward establishing a vision for housing in 
British Columbia, the Panel consulted with many key groups 
and housing experts. We met with over 100 participants in the 
housing system to discuss and identify challenges related  
to supply and affordability, and potential opportunities  
to overcome these challenges. Among those we consulted 
were academics, public servants, government officials,  
tenant and housing advocacy organizations, Indigenous 
housing providers, as well as private and non-profit housing 
developers. Many of these consultations occurred virtually  
as a result of COVID-19 restrictions. 

Based on their contributions, we grouped responses into 
three themes:

1. Governance, or the way in which governments control  
or influence the supply of housing.

2. The diversity of housing supply for all income levels  
and tenures.

3. Accelerating and adding certainty to the process of  
adding new supply. 

https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/588/2020/12/20200805_001_WhatWeHeard_Report_w_ACC.pdf
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The biggest focus was on governance matters. About 75%  
of discussion time was spent on governance and when it 
came to housing solutions, an even greater percentage of 
respondents concentrated on this area. In fact, it has been 
repeatedly suggested in statements to the Panel that all orders 
of government have a role to play in improving governance 
through their taxing, spending and regulatory powers.

Governance is multi-faceted. Governance determines  
how plans are turned into reality, the taxation and fees on 
housing and construction, and the coordination of housing 
development with other critical government activities, such  
as the provision of water and transport infrastructure. 

An important aspect of governance is the land-use planning 
process, which offers citizens opportunities to provide input  
on new development based on both real and perceived 
impacts. We believe that democratic processes are important, 
but that overreliance on public hearings to make land-use 
decisions tends to favour certain voices over others. This  
can result in perceptions of majority opposition to new 
development, especially when the citizens most motivated 
and available to participate in the process generally oppose 
the development plans. 

This opposition puts political pressure on the elected officials 
in charge of reviewing the proposals. Its influence strengthens 
further as those who support or stand to benefit from new 
housing supply often do not attend public hearings to voice 
their views and priorities. Such proceedings contribute to a 
land-use planning system that prevents new housing supply 
in two ways: first, by restricting or impeding growth as a 
consequence of lengthy, uncertain and costly processes;  
and second, by allowing anti-development interests to apply 
disproportionate political pressure on decision makers.

22 A growing academic literature measuring residential land-use regulations has emerged in the United States, including most notably the Wharton Residential Land 
Use Regulation Index (Gyourko, Hartley, & Krimmel, 2019). In B.C., researchers from Simon Fraser University have produced the Getting to Groundbreaking series, 
which tracks hypothetical housing project applications of different types and scales (for example, townhomes and wood-frame apartments) across different  
Metro Vancouver municipalities (Holden & Sidhu, 2014; Holden, Sturgeon & Fung, 2016).

23 In 2020, the Canadian Home Builders’ Association (CHBA) published the Municipal Benchmarking Study. This study, which was undertaken by Altus Group  
Economic Consulting, includes regulatory approval timelines for several large municipalities across Canada, including five in Metro Vancouver.

24 The New Homes and Red Tape series, designed and carried out by the Fraser Institute in 2014 and 2016, includes typical approval timelines and costs incurred  
by homebuilders across major Canadian metropolitan areas, including municipalities in B.C.’s Lower Mainland and the Okanagan Valley.

The Panel heard that diversity in the supply of housing in  
B.C. must be improved in several areas. Specifically, there 
needs to be a mix of:

• housing tenures, with no outright policy or legislative 
preference for homeownership over rental;

• housing types whose form and function meet the needs  
of different income groups; and

• organizations delivering housing types, whether operating 
for profit or in the non-profit sector.

The final thematic area considered by the Panel was the 
length of the processes required to bring new housing supply 
to market in many urban communities in B.C. Indeed, this 
was a dominant theme during our discussions with numerous 
stakeholders, who stressed the need to accelerate processing 
times and increase certainty in approvals processes, which 
include (but are not limited to) the need to assemble, subdivide 
or rezone property, as well as to obtain building permits. 
Projects often take years to be approved, as evidenced by 
repeated analyses from academic,22 industry23 and public 
policy24 researchers. These delays add risks, create uncertainty 
and increase costs to both private and non-profit projects. 

The 2019 publication of the Development Approvals Process 
Review (DAPR) report by the B.C. Ministry of Municipal 
Affairs and Housing (discussed in box viii) further highlighted 
the challenges faced by homebuilders, while outlining 
opportunities to improve housing supply provincewide. 
Better, more consistent measurement of project approvals,  
as well as revisions to their timing to increase speed and 
certainty, should be priorities for action by policymakers.
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Summary of additional analysis
To further explore the themes identified in What We Heard, 
the Panel commissioned analyses on the state of affordability 
in B.C.’s major centres, what potential housing needs will be 
in years to come, and the current state of housing supply in 
the province. 

The research and supporting data, discussed in appendix 1, 
show how home prices increased in B.C.’s four census 
metropolitan areas (CMAs) over the last two decades.  
Rents have also increased beyond income growth, especially 
since 2015, a period marked with very low rental vacancy 
rates before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. On the 
supply side, all four major B.C. markets have experienced 
increases in recent years and will likely require more 
sustained housing stock growth to counter decades of 
undersupply. Four additional topics that we examined  
and received submissions on, some of which are located  
on the panel’s website were:

• how to measure housing supply adequacy and 
affordability; 

• empirical testing of common narratives surrounding  
B.C. (and especially Metro Vancouver) housing markets, 
namely concerning the role and impact of foreign buyers 
and overseas investors, empty homes, building for the 
 “wrong people,” incomes decoupling from rents, and the 
existence of an outsized real estate sector;

• zoning bylaws across Metro Vancouver; and

• the economics of fees on property development,  
and their potential impacts on housing markets.

These analyses’ findings and discussions supported many of 
the themes identified in our broader consultations. In particular, 
the research confirmed the often-severe difficulty with which 
local land-use and infrastructure planning anticipates current 
and projected demand for housing. Further, the scarcity of 
housing that is partly caused by regulatory environments 
generates financial benefits for local governments, which can 
negotiate the sale of development rights. In other words, the 
less new housing is built, the more existing developable land 
is worth, and the more local governments can collect in fees 
or in-kind contributions from homebuilders, in turn reducing 
local governments’ incentives to meaningfully increase the 
supply of homes.

Conclusions and implications
Our broad consultations, along with insights gleaned from 
external analyses and expert reviews, have led to several 
important conclusions. First, and to little surprise given  
our mandate, B.C.’s affordability challenges are severe and 
have worsened over time. The emergence of high home 
prices and rents, insufficient or unsuitable unit availability, 
and shelter challenges for the province’s most vulnerable 
people are not new. This suggests that repeated efforts by 
governments, though helpful, have only partially stopped  
the otherwise relentless erosion of affordability across many  
of the province’s communities.

Second, the far-reaching sources and effects of B.C.’s housing 
affordability challenges require equally comprehensive 
solutions, involving all sectors and housing types. The 
for-profit, non-profit and government sectors all have 
essential roles to play in growing the supply of market-rate 
ownership and rental housing, as well as the supply of 
community and affordable housing, suitable to the needs  
of groups as varied as growing families in search of more 
living space, aging homeowners looking to downsize, and 
individuals and families under threat of eviction or with no 
home at all.

Third, all orders of government have unique tools to address 
this multi-faceted problem, concerning both the demand  
for and the supply of housing, and we urge them to take 
action accordingly. It is also our belief that many of the  
most significant policy levers specifically pertaining to the 
supply of housing belong to local governments, which, for  
a number of reasons outlined in this report and elsewhere, 
face important barriers—notably political—preventing them 
from making greater progress toward a more abundant 
housing supply. We therefore believe that it falls on the 
provincial government, which is ultimately responsible for 
local governments, to enact many of our most impactful 
recommendations. 

We believe that the implementation of the recommendations 
we present in the next section will have a significant positive 
impact on housing affordability in B.C., especially in the 
longer term. 

https://engage.gov.bc.ca/housingaffordability/resources/
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/SimpleMetrics_appendix_2.pdf
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/WhatWeKnow_Appendix_1.pdf
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/WhatWeKnow_Appendix_1.pdf
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/UBCSociologyZoningProject_appendix_3.pdf
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/Economics-of-CACs.pdf
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3. Policy issues and 
recommendations
Having consulted with stakeholders provincewide, while 
commissioning analyses aimed at answering key questions 
about affordability and supply in B.C.’s metropolitan  
regions, the Panel’s deliberations resulted in 23 actionable 
recommendations. The recommendations are tied to the 
orders of government we believe are best suited to enact  
them, though all are invited to consider how best to achieve  
the outcomes we prescribe.

To understand the overarching goals each recommendation 
supports, individual recommendations were grouped into  
the following five thematic categories, or “calls to action.”

• Creating a planning framework that proactively 
encourages housing. 

• Reforming fees on property development.

• Expanding the supply of community and affordable 
housing.

• Improving coordination among and within all orders  
of government.

• Ensuring more equitable treatment of renters and 
homeowners.

The following section provides some context for each 
thematic category, outlining current challenges and 
actionable recommendations. 

Recommendations of the Expert Panel on the Future  
of Housing Supply and Affordability:

Creating a planning  
framework that proactively 
encourages housing
More than a dozen acts, associated regulations, and 
guidelines shape land-use governance and property 
development in B.C. Layered upon these are a host of 
government and industry practices that have emerged  
and evolved over time. Combined, these legislative and 

non-legislative practices make up the land-use and 
development governance system (see appendix 4 for a  
diagram of development approval processes and a lexicon  
of relevant terms). This overview focuses on residential 
land-use and property development governance, but many  
of the components mentioned also apply to non-housing 
land use and development.

Current challenges
It takes too long to navigate the  
development process
The time needed to steer new housing projects from concept 
through to groundbreaking can take years (see box v). These 
delays often create a further disconnect between changing 
demand for housing and its supply. Delays, revisions, 
additional steps and stalled negotiations all lengthen the 
development process and impede both for-profit and  
non-profit developers’ ability to make additional homes 
available to meet growing demand.

Many proposals never make it to the  
formal application stage
There is little to no reporting on pre-applications (initial, 
exploratory discussions about projects with City staff )  
and whether projects did not move forward, either due  
to government-controlled factors, such as negotiated  
fee expectations or external factors such as downturns  
in the market. 

Rezoning can be difficult and amplifies  
the voices of a few rather than the needs  
of the community at large
The rezoning process, especially for larger projects involving 
privately initiated applications (rather than government-led 
rezoning stemming from official planning processes) can take 
many years and be a fraught process due to lengthy public 
hearings and competing policy objectives. 
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Future demographic estimates have persistently 
underestimated the housing supply needed to 
improve affordability
Demographic projections, produced or commissioned  
by governments and statistical agencies, often influence 
regional and local land-use and infrastructure planning 
decisions, including how much growth to plan for and where. 
These projections generally answer the following question: 
what should we expect to happen if past trends continue? 
Problems with this approach arise when trying to tackle 
housing shortages, which by definition involves breaking with 
the status quo. As a result, planning to meet demographic 
projections often means planning to maintain or “bake in” 
today’s affordability issues (see appendix 5 for a discussion  
of demographic estimates and their influence on the supply 
of housing).

To create a planning framework that proactively encourages 
housing, we recommend that:

1. the B.C. government impose statutory time limits to all 
stages of the property development process, municipal or 
other, for all types of development. Similar limits imposed 
in Ontario and Alberta can serve as examples, if necessary 
(see box vi);

2. the B.C. government update the Housing Needs Reports 
methodology to include an “affordability adjustment”  
(see box vii and appendix 4), and require local governments 
to use anticipated growth numbers from the Housing 
Needs Reports as binding minimum targets from which  
to determine land-use policies and decisions;

3. the B.C. government require growing municipalities to 
have official community plans (OCPs) that are updated 
every five years and developed in tandem with Housing 
Needs Reports. The provincial government should cover 
the associated costs. The B.C. government should also 
require all local governments to proactively update  
and orient zoning bylaws and infrastructure planning to 
reflect official community plans, as widely and as rapidly  
as possible. Practices such as adopting plans without 
pre-zoning land or orienting infrastructure planning to 
match those changes, and relying on privately initiated 
rezoning (spot-zoning) should be strongly discouraged;

4. the B.C. government and local governments implement  
the following ideas presented in the Development 
Approvals Process Review report (DAPR—see box viii):

a) Provincial review of public hearings and consideration 
of alternative options for more meaningful, earlier 
public input and in different formats,

b) Provincial policy review of official community plans with  
respect to development approvals—adoption process, 
update requirements, recommended levels of detail, 
streamlining process for minor amendments, and

c) Provincial policy review to consider tying development 
approvals to housing targets;

5. the B.C. government require provincewide interests  
and priorities (such as those outlined in Homes for BC:  
A 30-Point Plan for Housing in British Columbia) to be 
reflected in official community plans. Notably, minimum 
density requirements and sufficient pre-zoned sites for the 
development of market and non-market homes around 
provincially funded transit infrastructure; 

6. federal and provincial governments make new infrastructure 
investments conditional on OCPs, zoning bylaws and other 
local policies to allow for increased density and a mix of 
housing types. To inform this, the federal government should 
continue to provide dedicated funding for collaborative, 
state-of-the-art urban land-use modelling in major urban 
areas of Canada. Land-use modelling could be used to 
guide decisions and actions required across the three 
orders of government to realize the timely delivery of 
benefits from joint infrastructure investments. To this end, 
we recommend $60 million over 10 years. Though 
federally funded, we also recommend provincial and 
municipal support, notably by providing data; and

7. The B.C. government develop a provincewide digital 
development permitting system designed to meet local 
government and industry needs in a streamlined, timely 
and cost efficient fashion. This system would consist  
of two main parts: a central repository including all 
development requirements and restrictions administered 
by any order of government or organization, and a case 
management system for efficient management and 
monitoring of development proposals from pre-application 
through to occupancy. We recommend a provincial 
system that draws on registries operated by the Land  
Title and Survey Authority, which would be operationally 
efficient and cost effective for all parties.
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BOX V:  
Measuring the approvals process
Though some local governments do track development applications as they progress through the various stages of 
approval, they are neither required to do so, nor obligated to make such data publicly available. As a result, there are  
no comprehensive, comparable datasets featuring approval timelines, by local government or by project, and their 
evolution over time. This significant data gap presents important challenges to fully understanding housing supply in  
B.C., and Canada more generally, motivating independent research efforts such as Simon Fraser University’s Getting to 
Groundbreaking series, which approximates such timelines for specific projects in specific years, while mapping various 
regulatory hurdles. Similar research conducted by the Altus Group for the Canadian Home Builders’ Association, as well  
as the Fraser Institute, share similar findings (see footnotes 22, 23 and 24). Namely, approvals often take years in Canada’s 
most expensive cities, can cost tens of thousands of dollars per new unit in fees and often face significant uncertainty. 

The Panel encourages such research efforts, but also believes that governments have a greater role to play in 
comprehensively tracking the development approvals process over time (see recommendation 7).

BOX VI:  
Capping development approvals timelines  
in Ontario and Alberta
Having identified long and uncertain project approvals timelines as detrimental to housing supply in major cities,  
the governments of Ontario and Alberta passed legislation (Bill 108 in Ontario and Bill 48 in Alberta) in 2019 and 2020, 
respectively. Both pieces of legislation stipulate (or in the case of Alberta, update) maximum time limits on the various 
types and stages of development applications. In Ontario, this includes a 120-day limit for official plan amendments  
and subdivision applications, as well as a 90-day limit for rezoning applications. In Alberta, this includes a 20-day limit  
to determine application completeness, a 60-day limit for subdivision applications, and a 40-day limit for development 
permit applications. In both provinces, these limits are enforced by independent tribunals based on development 
applicant appeals.
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BOX VII:  
Housing Needs Reports
Under the Housing Needs Report Regulation, B.C. Regulation 90/2019, municipalities and regional districts in B.C.  
are required to complete Housing Needs Reports by April 2022 and every five years thereafter. Legislative requirements 
took effect in April 2019 and require local governments to collect data, analyze trends and present reports that describe 
current and anticipated housing needs in B.C. communities. The needs, in turn, help orient official community plans  
and regional growth strategies around meeting current and future housing needs.

The introduction of Housing Needs Reports was an important step toward better understanding and anticipating  
housing demand and supply dynamics. However, we believe these reports would benefit from additional refinements 
 (see appendix 4). In particular, an “affordability adjustment” is necessary to account for past undersupply. Household 
growth on its own is insufficient as an indicator of future housing needs because household formation is constrained to  
the available supply—new households cannot form if there is nowhere for them to live (see appendix 5). 

One international example of the inclusion of an “affordability adjustment” can be found in the U.K. government’s  
Housing and Economic Needs Assessments, which “identify the minimum number of homes expected to be planned for,  
in a way which addresses projected household growth and historic undersupply.”25 

BOX VIII:  
Development Approvals Process Review (DAPR)
Led by the B.C. Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, the DAPR report presents opportunities identified through 
consultations held in 2018 and 2019 with local governments, developers, building professionals, non-profit organizations, 
and government agencies, to eliminate barriers to affordable housing and accelerate the construction of homes people 
need. The DAPR report was released in September 2019 and outlines opportunities covering seven broad areas from public 
engagement to government charges on development. Many of the opportunities presented in the DAPR report reflect 
themes and recommendations that emerged during Expert Panel consultations and deliberations, in turn reinforcing their 
importance and the need to repeat them in our own report. The DAPR report is available online at: https://www2.gov.bc.
ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/planning-land-use/dapr_2019_report.pdf

25 United Kingdom Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government (2015). See appendix 4 for similar calculations applied to B.C.’s four CMAs.

Reforming fees on  
property development
Strong and persistent growth pressure in British Columbia’s 
largest cities has contributed to the emergence of provincial 
and local government revenue instruments aimed at capturing 
a portion of the value of new development to fund growth-
related infrastructure and amenities. These instruments 

include development cost charges (DCCs), density bonusing 
and community amenity contributions (CACs), which, 
despite sharing broad similarities as development-based 
exactions, differ greatly in their application and impacts  
in practice (see appendix 6 for brief descriptions of each  
tool). In particular, the negotiated and often unpredictable 
nature of CACs can delay or discourage new homebuilding, 
and increase housing prices in the region. The challenges 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/planning-land-use/dapr_2019_report.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/planning-land-use/dapr_2019_report.pdf
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presented by these instruments, as well as opportunities  
to reduce their negative effects on housing supply are 
outlined below.

Current challenges
Fees on development can reduce the  
amount of developable land
The selling price of new housing is determined by the ability 
and willingness of buyers to pay at a given point in time, 
limiting the ability of developers to immediately raise selling 
prices. As a result of this effective “ceiling” on prices at a given 
point in time, the additional costs imposed by fees and 
charges must replace other items in developments’ cost 
structures. Developers don’t determine construction or 
material costs, and they cannot reduce profits below that 
required to obtain project financing, leaving the initial 
purchase price of land to absorb the cost of development  
fees. When developers offer less for land, more properties 
remain in their current use, and do not get turned into 
additional homes, exacerbating supply shortages and  
their resulting pressures on prices citywide.26 While new 
development or redevelopment should be expected to  
pay its share of infrastructure or amenity costs incurred 
 by cities, setting fees too high means unnecessarily raising 
the price of both new and existing housing across the city.

Zoning-based charges (CACs) increase  
approval timelines and uncertainty
CACs are often negotiated between property developers and 
local governments, without clear indication of how long the 
process will take or the exact conditions for rezoning approval 
in advance of project proposals. Such delays not only add 
costs, including carrying costs of land and staff, but also risk 
reducing the number of projects that would otherwise be 
proposed. Moreover, the high transaction or expertise costs 
associated with navigating these processes risk discouraging 
new entrants in B.C.’s homebuilding industry.

Zoning-based charges (CACs) discourage 
proactive zoning for more homes
CACs are negotiated in exchange for rezoning property to 
accommodate more homes. As a result, local governments 
that proactively increase zoned capacity or update zoning 
codes to better reflect anticipated growth and community 

26 For more on the mechanism by which fees, and especially CACs, influence the supply of developable land citywide, see British Columbia Ministry of Community, 
Sport and Cultural Development (2014), as well as The Economics of Community Amenity Contributions and Real Estate Taxes, a standalone document on the Panel’s 
website, https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/Economics-of-CACs.pdf

priorities (as outlined in regional growth strategies and 
official community plans) lose that revenue opportunity. 
Indeed, local governments can generate CAC revenue by 
keeping zoning below levels that make redevelopment 
possible, and selling additional “air rights” through the 
zoning powers they have been delegated. Consequently,  
the additional costs, time, and uncertainty associated with 
the rezoning process—including their negative impacts on 
housing supply—persist. 

Zoning-based charges (CACs) can undermine the 
participatory community planning process
Because zoning-based revenue tools such as CACs discourage 
local governments from updating zoning codes to better reflect 
Regional Growth Strategy and OCP priorities, a fourth challenge 
stemming from these tools is that they risk undermining the 
participatory planning process. For example, if a community 
has already consented to the creation of more density along a 
major new transit corridor, it arguably follows that zoning and 
servicing infrastructure should be rapidly updated to reflect 
this priority, rather than reflecting the pre-OCP consultation 
status quo (see box ix for a case study of the Cambie Corridor). 

To reform fees on property development, we recommend that:

8. local governments designate and prioritize infrastructure 
needs and amenity preferences, as well as the associated 
share of costs to be generated through development 
charges, well in advance (for example, during the official 
planning process, or alongside Housing Needs Reports);

9. the B.C. government phase out community amenity 
contributions, as suggested in the Development Approvals 
Process Review (DAPR) report, while expanding the 
definition of development cost charges in legislation to 
include a wider list of infrastructure and amenities directly 
tied to growth, such as those currently funded by CACs. 
The B.C. government should require any new or expanded 
fees or taxation of development to only fund capital 
expenses, and not operating expenses. The B.C. government 
should also require any new or expanded municipally 
levied fees or taxation of development to adhere to 
principles of “nexus” and “proportionality.” Namely, 
development fees should match the proportion of new 
amenity or infrastructure requirements directly generated 
by new development projects, rather than an exhaustive 
list of desired amenities. For further discussion of nexus 
and proportionality, see appendix 7.

https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/Economics-of-CACs.pdf
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10. the B.C. government conduct a full review of local 
government revenue sources and spending responsibilities. 
This review should include consideration of additional or 
enhanced funding sources for infrastructure and amenities 
that are more predictable and do not rely on rezoning or 
the development process. Preference should be given to 
means that capture land value through taxation, rather 
than homebuilding;27 and

27 Examples of such means include, but are not limited to, special assessment districts or tax increment financing (TIF), which involve time-limited, neighbourhood-
level property tax increases to finance local improvements or amenities (for example, the revitalization of a former industrial district paid for by nearby and future 
property owners). These tools are already used in several Canadian and U.S. cities, including Calgary and Winnipeg. The Panel expresses no a priori preference for 
either of these tools, but encourages the consideration of all such options as part of a broader discussion on municipal revenue sources.

28 A similar program has been in place in England since 2011, where local councils receive annual grants, called the New Homes Bonus, from the central government 
 “based on the amount of extra Council Tax revenue raised for new-build homes, conversions and long-term empty homes brought back into use. There is also an 
extra payment for providing affordable homes.” (United Kingdom Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government, 2020).

29 The need for council hearings for rezoning was identified as an important cause of delays in the development process in the B.C. Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing’s 2019 Development Approvals Process Review (DAPR) report. The report identifies pre-zoning land to match planning priorities, as well as empowering City 
staff to make more development-related decisions as potential solutions to address rezoning-induced delays.

11. federal and provincial governments create a municipal 
housing incentive program rewarding the creation of net 
new housing supply wherever demand occurs. Conditions 
may be tied to these funds, such as caps on new dwelling 
values or compensation for displaced renters, though their 
primary purpose is to recognize municipal costs incurred 
in growing the housing stock and reward growth of housing 
supply where it is needed.28 The magnitude of this program 
can vary, including a sliding scale based on the number  
of new units added relative to the number they replace.

BOX IX:  
Case study: The Cambie Corridor
Following the 2009 completion of the Canada Line SkyTrain expansion connecting downtown Vancouver to Vancouver 
International Airport, the City of Vancouver conducted substantial public consultations to produce a corridor plan  
guiding redevelopment near new transit stations. The Cambie Corridor Plan was rolled out in three phases, starting  
in 2010, and continues to guide development patterns in the area. Important features of the Cambie Corridor Plan  
include a public benefits strategy enumerating infrastructure and amenity requirements determined ahead of time 
through the consultation process, as well as funding sources for these requirements, notably fixed-rate CACs. 

The early identification, prioritization and costing of capital and amenity requirements, as well as a transparent fee 
structure to pay for them are both preferable to more ad hoc or unpredictable processes and requirements. In this 
 regard, the Cambie Corridor Plan follows best practices linked to a better environment for growing the housing supply. 
However, reliance on CACs means reliance on rezoning, in turn discouraging the City from changing zoning along the 
Cambie Corridor to better reflect the area plan. Crucially, changes to zoning must be approved by the City council  
rather than City staff, causing unnecessary delays and uncertainty.29

In order to accelerate the realization of area or citywide plans, municipalities can benefit from adopting transparent, 
prioritized and costed lists of capital requirements well ahead of building applications (like the Public Benefits Strategy), 
while the Province can shift development-based fees available to municipalities away from the need to rezone (CACs)  
and toward more transparent, legislated tools (DCCs).  Municipalities can also start developing area plans for transit 
corridors well in advance of project completion, in order for housing development and transit development to occur  
in tandem.
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Expanding the supply  
of community and  
affordable housing
Although the private market houses the vast majority of 
British Columbians, the housing needs of an increasing 
number of individuals and families are not being met by the 
private rental market. B.C. has a well-established community 
housing sector that manages around 87,000 units30 across  
the province, consisting of non-profit housing societies, 
co-operatives, and community land trusts (see appendix 8 for 
a comprehensive list of this sector’s participants in B.C.). The 
sector also includes a small number of public housing bodies 
with a similar mission to preserve long-term affordability to 
meet the needs of local residents. Community housing serves  
a wide cross-section of B.C. residents, including veterans, 
seniors, families, newcomers and households that require 
supportive and assisted housing. The community housing 
sector responds not only to the need for affordable homes, 
but also for long-term residential stability, community 
building and social inclusion. Importantly, the need for 
non-market homes can grow as market housing is increasingly 
priced out of reach of those earning local incomes (as explained 
in appendix 3).

What distinguishes the community housing sector from  
the market sector is that it is mission-driven, rather than 
profit-driven. Like their non-profit counterparts, many 
market sector housing developers and landlords may  
also be motivated to provide housing at affordable prices.  
Even so, it is unrealistic to expect the market sector to  
take on projects that will generate little or no profit. In fact, 
having a healthy profit margin built into financial models  
is usually a requirement to access development loans  
from financial institutions.

30 This number differs from the number of assisted households reported by BC Housing, which includes subsidized households living in private market housing.  
See: https://www.bchousing.org/research-centre/facts-stats#:~:text=By%20end%20of%202019%2F20,90%20communities%20across%20the%20province.

31 Pomeroy, Lampert & Eberle (2019).
32 Statistics Canada table 46-10-0042-01 available at:  

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=4610004201&pickMembers%5B0%5D=1.1&pickMembers%5B1%5D=2.1.

Current challenges
Affordable rental units are disappearing  
faster than they are being built
Persistent rent inflation, along with redevelopments and 
demolitions of older rental buildings, has resulted in a 
significant loss of affordable rental stock in the private  
market. Based on census data, nearly 34,000 units renting 
below $750/month were lost in B.C. between 2011 and 2016.31 
Assuming this same trend continued after 2016, the BC 
Non-profit Housing Association (BCNPHA) estimates that  
for every new unit of community housing built, three units  
of low-rent housing in the private sector disappear. Unless 
measures are taken to stem the loss of existing affordable 
rental, it will be nearly impossible to address the need for 
affordable units through new supply alone.

There are more people in need of community 
housing than there are homes available
All Canadian cities have wait lists of applicants for community 
housing, so it is unsurprising that B.C.’s largest cities also 
feature lengthy lists of individuals and families seeking 
housing that they can afford and that meets their needs. 
Based on the 2018 Canadian Housing Survey, 25,200 
households in B.C. were on waiting lists for affordable 
housing that year, and around half of these households had 
been on a waiting list for two years or longer.32 This share of 
unmet housing demand is attributable to multiple factors, 
including a mismatch between unit types required and unit 
types available, processing or eligibility issues and, crucially, 
housing prices that reflect induced scarcity rather than the 
simple cost of building homes. As explained in appendix 8, 
rising market rents and homeownership costs can create 
negative spillovers as households otherwise able to afford 
market-rate housing find themselves priced out. This is 
precisely what we have seen in parts of Metro Vancouver and 
Greater Victoria in recent decades, where wages that could 
more comfortably cover housing costs in other urban regions 
are insufficient for market-rate rents or ownership costs. 

https://www.bchousing.org/research-centre/facts-stats#:~:text=By%20end%20of%202019%2F20,90%20communi
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=4610004201&pickMembers%5B0%5D=1.1&pickMembers%5B1%5D=2.1
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Building below the market rate, and  
especially deeply affordable homes,  
is not economically viable on its own
Below-market-rate housing is typically not feasible  
as a for-profit venture, requiring public, private or  
charitable contributions to support its viability.  
Non-profit providers usually need to pay the same  
market prices for land and face the same construction  
costs as for-profit developers. They also must deal  
with the same regulatory barriers that limit the quantity  
and quality of projects undertaken. Further regulatory 
barriers, such as federal tax policies that limit the scope  
of charitable and non-profit housing projects, present 
unnecessary administrative barriers to mixed-income 
developments with significant additional administrative  
costs incurred by non-profit organizations. 

Demand-side supports (for example,  
rent supplements) are less effective  
in supply-constrained housing markets
 “Portable” benefits, such as rent supplements, are a  
well-known approach to help low-income households  
find shelter in the private market. Such programs  
can work well in many cities, and indeed help many 
households across B.C. However, they are less effective  
in supply-constrained housing markets, such as B.C.’s  
major urban centres, where low rental vacancy rates  
allow landlords to bid up rents rather than compete  
for tenants. In such markets, rent supplements either  
cost more or do not go as far in helping the households  
they target.33

33 Metcalf (2018).

To expand the supply of community and affordable  
housing, we recommend that:

12. the federal and provincial governments independently  
or jointly create an acquisition fund to enable non-profit 
housing organizations to acquire currently affordable 
housing properties at risk of being repriced or redeveloped 
into more expensive units.  Conditions should be attached 
to this funding that will prevent forced displacement of 
existing tenants when a building is acquired.  The B.C. 
government should exempt non-profit organizations from 
the property transfer tax for building acquisitions that will 
be used to provide affordable housing;

13. the federal government make long-term funding 
commitments, as was done until the mid-1990s, rather 
than offering short-term capital grants. We recommend 
that the scale of these funding commitments reflects what 
is required for the construction of new social housing 
units to return to historic levels, when nearly 10% of all 
national housing starts were social housing units; 

14. the federal and provincial governments provide more 
dedicated money to the community housing sector and 
increase contributions relative to loans under current 
National Housing Strategy (NHS) programs. Federal 
funding allocations to provinces should be tied to levels  
of core housing need;

15. all orders of government undertake land assembly  
and provide long-term leases to private and non-profit 
developers of affordable housing. Several municipalities  
in B.C. are already doing this, and we recommend an 
expansion of this practice (see box xi); and

16. the federal government amend the Income Tax Act to 
enable charitable housing providers to widen the cross-
section of groups they serve beyond low-income, disabled 
and elderly households, allowing charities to undertake 
mixed-income housing developments. This amendment 
would enable charitable housing providers to scale their 
operations, expand the number of households they serve 
and use low-end of market-rate rents to cross-subsidize 
affordable units. 
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BOX X:  
A reduction in the construction of community  
and affordable housing since the mid-1990s has  
created a supply shortage
From the mid-1960s until the early-1990s, the federal government made significant financial contributions to the start-up, 
capital and operating costs of social housing developments.34 At their height, these public, non-profit and co-operative 
housing supply programs saw the creation of 25,000 new affordable homes built annually in Canada. The supply of 
affordable housing diminished considerably in the mid-1990s, when the federal government withdrew from funding  
new social housing and transferred program delivery to the provinces and territories.35

Following the offloading of affordable housing programs,  
the Government of B.C. increased its contributions to social 
and affordable housing. Despite the significant provincial 
investments made, construction of new affordable units  
has remained below historic heights.

Table 1: Social and affordable housing, number  
of units by construction period, select provinces

Source: CMHC (2019). Social and Affordable Housing Survey36

The reduction in social housing construction since the 
mid-1990s has been particularly impactful because it 
occurred alongside the loss of federal incentives for 
purpose-built rental developments in the 1980s. This, 
along with rising construction costs and low rents, 
fostered a growing preference among developers for 
strata developments.37 Together, these forces contributed 
to a dramatic slowdown in new purpose-built rental 
supply over several decades. Research conducted by the 
BC Rental Housing Coalition suggests that 80,000 rental 
units are needed to fix the rental housing deficit in the 
province, and that an additional 7,000 new rental units 
need to be constructed annually over the next decade  
to meet demand.38

34 ”Social housing” traditionally referred to housing owned and operated by public and non-profit groups and allocated on a non-market basis. The meaning  
of the term has shifted over time, corresponding to changing subsidized housing approaches. In the 1990s, funding for social housing construction declined,  
and increasingly governments have provided housing support to low-income households in the form of portable rental assistance. As a result, the term social 
housing is now often used to include private, for-profit housing that is subsidized through rent supplement programs. The term “affordable housing” is a broad  
term that is used to refer to both subsidized and unsubsidized housing with below to low end of market rents, or sometimes market-rate housing that costs less  
than 30% of the median income by household size for a set geography (see box ii on definitions of affordability). Community housing includes public, non-profit  
and co-operative social and affordable housing, but does not include private for-profit affordable housing.

35 For details of historical social housing programs, including historical starts, see Suttor (2016).
36 Available at https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/data-and-research/data-tables/social-affordable-housing-survey-rental-structures-data.
37 Strata legislation was introduced in the province in 1966, and expanded in 1974. By the mid-1980s, federal incentives for purpose-built rental development  

had been phased out. These incentives included a combination of grants, low-cost loans and tax exemptions.
38 BC Rental Housing Coalition (2017).

Pre-1970 1970-1989 1990-2019

Canada 81,247 284,396 102,759

Alberta 3,288 27,699 9,612

British Columbia 9,909 52,059 31,643

Ontario 33,191 118,186 34,748

Quebec 24,554 28,430 15,125

https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/data-and-research/data-tables/social-affordable-housing-survey-rental
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BOX XI:  
City-owned land and the 
Community Land Trust  
in Vancouver
B.C.’s Community Land Trust (CLT) has partnered  
with non-profit housing providers to develop or  
preserve thousands of affordable units throughout  
the province. CLT is currently in the process of 
developing over 1,000 homes through its partnership  
with the Vancouver Affordable Housing Agency,  
on land provided by the City of Vancouver through 
99-year leases at a nominal rate. The City of Vancouver  
and the Land Trust anticipate operating surpluses that  
can be used for future expansions of affordable housing 
and to deepen affordability for low-income households 
living in Land Trust housing. Surpluses will be divided 
between the Land Trust and the City of Vancouver.

Improving coordination  
among and within all  
orders of government
All orders of government undertake important  
programs to increase the supply of affordable market  
or non-market housing. However, housing programs  
are frequently misaligned, and sometimes conflict with  
one another, which can delay or discourage desirable  
housing projects. For instance, different design and 
environmental requirements between federal and  
provincial programs create barriers to projects applying  
for multiple programs (called program “stacking”),  
even though both federal and provincial funding may  
be needed to create projects with affordable units.  
Municipal inclusionary zoning requirements can  
add another layer of misalignment by enforcing a  
different set of eligibility criteria than required by  
provincial and federal affordable housing programs.  

Though perfect alignment is unlikely, especially when 
programs reflect the political priorities of different  
legislative bodies and jurisdictions, most programs aim  
to expand the supply of affordable homes, presenting 
opportunities for flexibility in program delivery.

Current challenges
A lack of coordination limits the pool  
of potential program applicants
Long approval timelines, uncertainty and conflicting  
program criteria all add costs, in both time and money,  
to program applicants. Such costs can restrict the pool  
of potential applicants, as those without the budgets or  
staff to navigate approvals are prevented from participating  
in the program altogether.

Federal construction dollars have a limited  
impact without municipal collaboration
Because rezoning approvals can take several years,  
and are not guaranteed, CMHC typically requires  
that zoning be in place before approving projects for 
development funding, rather than granting conditional 
approval when a rezoning application is under review.  
This presents an opportunity for CMHC to work with 
municipalities to identify projects that, if approved for 
rezoning, could greatly increase the impact of funding  
for affordable housing.

Stringent program requirements with  
competing goals
Many provincial and federal housing programs aim to 
increase the supply of homes that are simultaneously 
affordable, physically accessible and environmentally  
friendly. While all three goals are important, meeting rigid 
accessibility and environmental requirements often adds 
substantial costs to new construction and redevelopment. 
 As a result, overly rigid program criteria can further stifle  
the supply of affordable housing such programs are  
designed to fund.
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To improve coordination between all orders  
of government, we recommend that:

17. to better address housing needs in Indigenous 
communities and support Indigenous-led housing 
initiatives, the federal government move forward  
with co-developing an urban, rural and northern  
housing strategy, and sufficiently fund the three 
distinctions-based Indigenous housing strategies; 

18. historically low interest rates be used to expand  
debt ceilings for federal and provincial programs  
providing long-term, low-cost financing supporting 
affordable housing development. Proponent demand 
should guide funding limits as these programs support 
long-lived housing assets that will contribute to housing 
supply and affordability for generations. Along with 
expanding funding, application processes should  
be streamlined wherever possible to enable easier  
access and timely rollout;

19. all orders of government grant their housing program 
providers (including BC Housing and CMHC) greater 
flexibility to align affordable housing program requirements 
with those of other providers, enabling the delivery of 
quality affordable housing across the country on a greater 
scale, and in a timely fashion. Potential ways to improve 
flexibility include: 

a) federal programs deferring to provincial building  
and environmental codes, 

b) streamlined underwriting for projects funded  
by both BC Housing and CMHC programs,

c) CMHC reviewing its underwriting requirements  
with the goal of removing unnecessary requirements 
and reducing application turnaround times, and 

d) CMHC granting conditional approval for projects  
under review for rezoning and, in some cases,  
actively sponsoring such applications; and

20. local governments offer density bonuses to affordable 
housing developers that receive federal and provincial 
construction and redevelopment funding. These bonuses 
could be dependent on longer-term or deeper affordability 
criteria for some proportion of the units than what the 
construction funding program requires.

BOX XII:  
Sen’ákw lands housing 
development
The Squamish Nation is in the predevelopment stage  
of a 6,000-unit housing project on the Nation’s Sen’ákw 
reserve lands at the edge of Vancouver’s Kitsilano 
neighbourhood. Between 10 and 30% of the units will be 
leasehold strata, with the remainder being rental. 
Because the development is on the Squamish Nation’s 
Indian Reserve lands, it is subject to the Squamish 
Nation’s zoning and development permitting 
requirements, and not the City of Vancouver’s 
requirements. This more relaxed regulatory environment 
has enabled the development to have several features 
that would not be allowed under current City rules, 
including higher building densities and parking spaces 
for only 10% of the units. In this regard, the Sen’ákw 
project offers one vision of the possibilities associated 
with a less restrictive land development system. 

The Sen’ákw project also highlights how discussions 
 about housing are also always discussions about  
land. Given that the governments of Canada and B.C. 
have committed to reconciliation with Indigenous 
communities all orders of government should attempt, 
wherever possible, to work with Indigenous communities 
on agreements enabling land to support collective goals. 
Sen’ákw provides an example of how returning powers 
over land to Indigenous communities can also benefit 
provincial goals of supporting more housing construction. 
In this sense, Sen’ákw provides a path forward for  
co-operative reconciliation that might be repeated  
in many locations, especially around high demand 
metropolitan areas in B.C.
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Ensuring more equitable 
treatment of renters and 
homeowners
For many decades, Canadian housing policies have encouraged 
households to purchase, rather than rent, their homes. 
Owning one’s home means less vulnerability to the control  
of landlords, protection from rising rents, the ability to invest  
in improvements that suit the household, and access to 
potential capital gains. Today, both federal and provincial 
governments continue to promote homeownership through  
a combination of direct and indirect subsidies and incentives. 
Through tax advantages, Canadians have been encouraged  
to see housing investments as a primary path to building 
wealth and economic security. Over time, this feature of  
the tax system has arguably led Canadians to invest more  
in owned housing than they would have if housing were  
taxed like other goods or assets.39

Both the provincial and federal governments offer tax 
subsidies directed toward the private rental market, such  
as the exemption of rents from GST, and tax rebates for new 
rental housing. There are also low-cost loan programs that 
aim to boost the supply of rental housing, such as the Rental 
Construction Financing initiative (RCFi). For low-income 
renters in the private market, direct subsidies also exist,  
such as B.C.’s Shelter Aid For Elderly Renters (SAFER) and  
the Canada-B.C. Housing Benefit. However, these supports 
are provided to targeted groups of renters, while the vast 
majority of housing-related subsidies benefit all or most 
homeowners. Indeed, the two largest housing subsidies in 
Canada are the exemption of capital gains tax on primary 
residences and the non-taxation of imputed rental income 
(see appendix 9 for a full list of incentives and definitions). 

39 For a discussion of this trend internationally, see The Economist (2020).
40 A policy response to the tax advantages given to homeowners could be to make homeownership more accessible to renters, for instance by making it easier for 

low-income households to access mortgages. However, supporting the expansion of homeownership, in the absence of increasing supply, will cause housing prices 
to rise. Making it easier for households to access mortgages may also increase the indebtedness of Canadian households. High mortgage debt levels create financial 
system risk that could be destabilizing in the event of a sharp downturn in housing prices, as occurred in many countries during the 2007-2008 financial crisis.

41 2019 constant dollars, Statistics Canada (2020).
42 Data comes from Statistics Canada Survey of Financial Security 2016 – Public Use Micro File (PUMF). It is important to note that these figures likely underestimate  

the differences in net worth between homeowners and lifelong renters, given that households that have sold their homes to downsize into rental are also captured 
in the average net worth of renter households.

The Panel recognizes that homeownership is a widely  
shared goal in Canada and that becoming a homeowner 
provides many benefits for individuals, families and 
communities. Our report is not intended to actively 
discourage homeownership. Rather, the focus of the 
recommendations in this section is to achieve more  
equitable treatment of renters relative to homeowners.

Current challenges
Policies favouring homeownership  
exacerbate wealth inequality
Thanks in part to the financial advantages that come with 
homeownership, most Canadians with the means to purchase 
a home have chosen to own rather than rent. This is also true 
in British Columbia, where nearly 70% of households are 
owners. High levels of homeownership amid steadily rising 
prices have contributed to a stratification of housing tenure 
based on income; lower-income households are mostly 
renters, while higher-income households are predominantly 
homeowners. This stratification sharpens wealth inequality 
between renters and owners, as housing values have risen 
dramatically over time and homeownership has become an 
increasingly important means of wealth building for many 
households.40 This is particularly true in high-cost cities,  
such as Vancouver and Toronto, where growth in home 
values has substantially boosted median net worth in  
recent decades. In Vancouver, for example, between 1999  
and 2019, the median value of principal residences rose  
from $366,000 to $900,000, in constant dollars.41 The net 
worth of homeowners, particularly those without mortgages,  
is significantly higher than that of renters in B.C. Based on 
2016 data, the average household net worth of homeowners 
without a mortgage was around $1.7 million, and for 
homeowners with a mortgage, was around $1.05 million. 
Renter households, by comparison, had an average net worth 
of around $182,000.42
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Policies favouring homeownership  
are often regressive
While all homeowners stand to benefit from tax exemptions, 
notably in respect of capital gains on primary residences  
and the non-taxation of imputed rent (see appendix 9 for 
descriptions), the tax benefits of homeownership tend  
to disproportionately accrue to higher-income or higher- 
net-worth households (see above). Tax exemptions for 
homeowners also represent lost revenue for governments, 
resulting in less government funding available for those  
in greatest housing need.

Homeowners have disproportionate  
political influence
Homeowners, who stand to benefit from both rising housing 
values and the tax advantages they are granted, also have 
considerable political influence, as they form the largest 
voting bloc in many jurisdictions and tend to have higher 
voter turnout than renters in local elections.43 Elected officials 
may be reluctant to take actions to significantly boost the 
supply and affordability of housing or change tax policies  
that favour incumbent homeowners because of the potential 
political backlash. This, in turn, is exacerbating housing 
shortages and the inequalities they accentuate.44

To ensure more equitable treatment of renters and 
homeowners, we recommend that: 

21. the federal and provincial governments make changes  
to tax programs to bring the treatment of renters and 
homeowners into closer alignment. This would include 
reviewing the impact of the capital gains tax exemption on 
principal residences with careful consideration of fairness 
and efficiency, and extending comparable support to other 
forms of wealth building;

43 Several Canadian and international studies have found homeowners have higher voter turnout in elections, particularly local elections. See for instance,  
Kushner & Siegel (2006).

44 See Fischel (2001), McGregor and Spicer (2016), and Metcalf (2018) for more on the political incentives of homeowners.

22. in the absence of changes to the taxation of owner-occupied 
housing, the federal government provide tax savings 
measures to renters to help offset the favourable tax 
treatment of ownership. These tax benefits could come  
in the form of (but are not limited to):

a) tax deductibility or tax credits for annual rent paid, and

b) a renter’s tax-free savings account (TFSA) contribution 
amount in addition to regular TFSA limits as an  
initial step toward greater housing tenure neutrality  
in the personal income tax system. The amount  
should be geared to matching the tax relief available  
to homeowners; and

23. the B.C. government phase out the Home Owner Grant. 
Monies saved from this should be used to fund social 
housing in addition to the commitments made in the 
10-year plan. 
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BOX XIII:  
A note on the tax treatment of residential property
A recurring theme encountered in Panel consultations and discussions was the tax treatment of residential property.  
In particular, the reluctance of local governments to levy higher property tax rates on homeowners to fund local services  
or amenities was identified as a factor contributing to the demand for housing, which, when combined with the other tax 
advantages associated with homeownership (identified in this section) can distort investment decisions. Low property 
taxes (relative to property values) also reduce the carrying costs for investors holding residential property as an asset, 
which along with historically low interest rates, makes property an especially attractive investment.

To address these distortions to demand while helping increase supply, potential solutions identified included shifting to  
a land-value tax (rather than taxing built structures), a greater role for property tax revenue in funding infrastructure and 
amenities, and greater balance between the property tax rates faced by different property classes (for example, residential, 
commercial, industrial) to more closely tie the costs of services and amenities to those benefiting from them. However,  
the Panel is sensitive to the political difficulties related to property tax reform—especially significant ones such as those 
listed here—as homeowners often form the most significant voting bloc in local elections. 

The Panel has therefore made fewer, but still important recommendations around property tax, recognizing that even  
such changes would require strong leadership. For instance, one of the Panel’s recommendations is to phase out the  
Home Owner Grant, which is currently offered in full to B.C. homeowners with a principal residence assessed at or  
below $1,625,000. The projected cost of this tax expenditure for the 2020/2021 fiscal year is $848 million.45 While the  
Panel believes that phasing this homeownership subsidy out is advisable, one potential drawback of this is it may  
increase homeowners’ opposition to neighbourhood upzoning, which typically raises property values and therefore  
results in higher property taxes.

Because housing markets and the taxation of housing are so tightly linked, the Panel recommends that all orders of 
government consider the unintended consequences of policies that concentrate benefits on one group at the expense  
of the remainder of the population. 

45 This amount includes the northern and rural areas home owner benefit. See B.C. Ministry of Finance (2020).
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4. Appendices

46 Statistics Canada table 18-10-0005-01.

Appendix 1: The state  
of affordability in B.C.’s  
largest urban regions
This appendix discusses and presents data on the state  
and evolution of housing costs in British Columbia’s  
major urban centres in recent years, identifies why these  
trends matter and highlights some of the consequences  
of not tackling housing affordability comprehensively. 

The cost of housing has been increasing rapidly  
in British Columbia’s major urban areas for many  

years. Figure 10 shows trends in the average price of  
homes by type for Vancouver, Victoria, Kelowna and 
Abbotsford-Mission CMAs. 

Price increases were similar across B.C.’s metropolitan  
areas and housing types, with prices rising particularly 
quickly in 2001-2008 and since 2015. Annualized growth  
rates ranged from 5.7 to 7.8% between 2000 and 2020,  
while general inflation in the province averaged 1.6%  
over the same period.46 Vancouver CMA detached homes  
were an outlier, seeing near-persistent growth between  
2000 and the introduction of new taxes on foreign buyers  
in 2016. 
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Despite rapid price growth, lower interest rates have 
increased the mortgage carrying capacity of almost all 
households. This, along with household income growth,  
has mostly, but not completely, offset rising prices to 
maintain carrying cost affordability levels in 2020 similar  
to those in 2006, notwithstanding significantly higher  

47 Census family income is available annually based on tax filings. 2018 was the most recent data point available at the time of publication.

house prices. Although low interest rates and income  
growth have matched much of the rise in housing costs, 
households increasingly require larger down payments and 
larger mortgages to purchase a home. The associated high 
levels of debt make such households more vulnerable to 
potential interest rate hikes, downturns in housing prices  
or income losses in the future. 47
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Rents have risen at a slower pace than housing prices,  
but they have grown quickly since 2015. High and escalating  
rents directly lower living standards for renters, particularly 
those with low to moderate incomes, by reducing the amount 
of money left over for other expenses. High rents also  
limit the capacity of many renters to save, which makes 
homeownership and other long-term financial goals more 
difficult or impossible to achieve. High housing costs have 
wider economic and social effects as well, such as curbing 
choices on where to live or whether to move, limiting 
economic opportunity and potentially making the economy 
less productive and efficient by decreasing labour mobility.

Table 2: Median rents annualized growth rate 
2015-2020

CMA Rate

Vancouver 6.0%

Victoria 6.9%

Kelowna 6.5%

Abbotsford-Mission 5.9%

Source: CMHC
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As shown in table 3 below, a much larger proportion of renters than owners experience housing affordability challenges.  
In 2016, more than twice as many renters than owners in B.C. spent over 30% of their household income on shelter. Given  
the growth in rents since 2015 (see table 2), the affordability challenges faced by many renters have worsened since they  
were last captured in the census. 

Table 3: Percentage of households spending more than 30% of income on housing
2016 2011 2006 2001

Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter Owner

Canada 40 17 40 19 40 18 40 16

B.C. 43 21 45 24 43 23 44 21

Vancouver 44 25 45 28 43 27 43 24

Victoria 44 19 47 23 44 21 45 19

Kelowna 46 19 50 25 48 23 46 20

Abbotsford-Mission 39 20 40 26 43 21 42 24

Source: Statistics Canada
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Cities need a variety of people with a diversity of skills, 
experience and knowledge. Everyone from waiters, childcare 
providers, grocery store employees and paramedics 
contribute to the quality of life and vibrancy of cities,  
while seeking and creating opportunities to get the most  
from their skills. By being more accessible and affordable  
to workers and families of all types, including newcomers 
from around the world, cities can and do contribute 
substantially to Canada’s current and future prosperity.

The difficulties faced by lower-income households in finding  
a place to live reasonably close to workplaces and urban 
amenities is just one of the ways in which access to housing 
feeds into growing inequality. While many higher-income 
households have seen substantial unrealized capital gains  
on their homes, lower-income households may struggle to 
find a place to rent. Tensions are even higher if homeowners 
seek to restrict the development of more multi-unit housing, 
such as rental, in urban areas that offer more job opportunities. 
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Population growth and home prices 
Panel A of figure 16 below shows that population growth in 
British Columbia, along with Ontario and Quebec, has been 
much slower than in Alberta since 2000. In contrast, panel B 
of figure 16 shows that house prices have increased much 
more in Ontario and British Columbia, and increasingly in 
Quebec, when compared to Alberta. Yet, Alberta has achieved 
its significant population growth with slower-growing home 
prices. This highlights a common trade-off that can be 
observed in cities around the world: growth pressures in  
cities manifest themselves either through a faster growing 
population, greater housing supply, and more moderate 
home prices on the one hand, or in slower population  
growth, lower housing supply, and higher home prices,  
on the other.48 While stronger population inflows can 
contribute to house price increases, higher house prices can 
also encourage some residents to leave while discouraging 
others from arriving, limiting economic opportunity and  
a region’s long-term potential.

48 For similar findings in the U.S., see for example Glaeser (2007).
49 Caldera Sánchez & Andrews (2011).
50 Saunders (2018).

A key factor affecting households’ decisions on where to live 
and whether or not to move is housing costs. High housing 
costs deter in-migration while encouraging others to ”cash 
out“ and leave. Workers who are unable to afford homes in 
these markets are faced with longer commutes and perhaps 
are even deterred from working in the region entirely,49 
raising the likelihood of tighter labour markets. 

Interprovincial mobility has generally declined in Canada,50 
but to our knowledge, no recent research has concentrated  
on linking these trends to house prices. A cursory look at 
reported population movements does highlight where high 
house prices may be having an economic impact. Panel A  
of figure 17 shows how the Vancouver CMA has been losing 
population to the rest of the province (while still growing 
overall)—a trend that has accelerated since around 2013, 
when the price of housing started rising quite significantly.  
As panel B suggests, these movements correspond to the 
relocation of workers in the prime-age groups. Conversely, 
the Victoria and Kelowna CMAs have been net recipients of 
intraprovincial migration during the same period.

20
20

20
19

20
18

20
17

20
16

20
15

20
14

20
13

20
12

20
11

20
10

20
09

20
08

20
07

20
06

20
05

20
04

20
03

20
02

20
01

20
00

Quebec Ontario Alberta British ColumbiaCanada

Panel A: Growth in population (index 1=2000)

0.9

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

20
20

20
19

20
18

20
17

20
16

20
15

20
14

20
13

20
12

20
11

20
10

20
09

20
08

20
07

20
06

20
05

20
04

20
03

20
02

20
01

20
00

Panel B: Growth in home prices (index 1=2000)

0.8

1.2

1.6

2.0

2.4

2.8

3.2

3.6

4.0

Figure 16: Growth in average home prices and population for Canada, Alberta, British Columbia,  
Ontario and Quebec

Sources: Statistics Canada table 17-10-0005-01 and CREA



OPENING DOORS - Final report of the Canada-British Columbia Expert Panel on the Future of Housing Supply and Affordability

47

Panel A: Population movements, by type
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Figure 17: Patterns of population movements, by B.C. CMAs (Panel A)

Source: Statistics Canada 17-10-0136-01
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Panel B: Net intraprovincial migration, by age
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Planning for future supply
Cities have great economic and social potential. Housing that  
is affordable is the cornerstone of cities that enable current 
and future residents to access jobs, education and leisure. 
Ensuring sufficient housing can be difficult because of the 
time and costs required to build new units. It is therefore 
critical for cities and urban regions to remain flexible yet 
responsive in the face of growth pressures. 

Anticipating demographic growth can be challenging,  
as it involves not just the additional homes needed to 
accommodate newcomers but also transportation options, 
water and wastewater infrastructure, and other essential  
local services and facilities. Indeed, doing so will require 
answering important questions. How will locations of 
employment change over time in an urban region as the  
mix of industries changes, or technology enables looser  
ties to physical workspaces? How will an aging population 
impact the types of housing that needs to be built? How can 
transportation and housing be developed in a coordinated 
manner across the entire region?

The uncertainty associated with these questions is  
significant, meaning growth and land-use planning  
processes need to remain flexible. This is especially true  
for demographic projections, which ultimately guide  
broader growth planning decisions. Appendix 4 highlights 
how demographic projections, on their own, are insufficient  
to quantify housing supply requirements, but are rather  
a complement to other important indicators of demand. 

New housing supply obviously comes from building 
additional dwelling units. However, with limited availability  
of vacant developable land in the Lower Mainland, the 
Capital Region and the Okanagan, much of this new supply  
will have to come from redevelopment of existing stock and 
repurposing land that was devoted to other uses or that 
currently is underutilized. For example, land currently used  
by shopping malls and associated outdoor parking spaces  
can be redeveloped for housing. By improving the flexibility 
of planning and land-use governance and related processes, 
such transformations can unfold more quickly. 

51 Beyond the sources outlined in box iv of this report, the impact of filtering is discussed in Rosenthal (2014) and Mast (2019).
52 Quigley & Raphael (2004).

Newly built units tend to be more expensive, meaning they  
do not directly serve all segments of the population. However, 
new construction is fundamental to a process known as 
 “filtering,” which, as discussed in box iv, is an essential way  
of improving affordability market-wide.51 Filtering is the 
process whereby newly built, higher-priced housing is 
purchased by higher-income households who—by moving 
into these higher-priced units—free up space in relatively 
more affordable homes. These homes—being older and less 
well equipped—are generally cheaper. To put it another way, 
much of the housing that is considered more affordable today 
was originally built as higher-end or even luxury housing  
that has since depreciated relative to newer construction.  
An adequate supply of new housing—even if it is higher 
priced—“filters down” to being affordable to those with  
lower incomes over time. This process can be held up or 
unfold very slowly in markets without sufficient supply, 
however, as older housing is at higher risk of “filtering up”  
as higher-income households compete more directly with 
lower-income households for scarce homes. 

For the filtering process to be effective, new units should  
not simply replace older units that are more affordable on  
a one-to-one basis, but rather should add to the total stock  
of housing and do so at all price brackets. It is also important 
that the supply of newly constructed units responds to the 
evolving demand for housing. The filtering process is less 
likely to succeed if, for example, households earning higher 
incomes do not get access to better quality homes, or if aging 
households cannot move into appropriate smaller units.52
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Appendix 2: Case study  
of supply patterns in  
the Vancouver region
This section reviews patterns of housing supply  
in the Vancouver region (the Vancouver Census  
Metropolitan Area). Population and income growth  
will lead to increased demand for housing, as will  
sustained lower interest rates. Thus, a growing supply  
of housing is critical to maintaining affordability at  
a time of rising demand.

Supply responsiveness in  
Vancouver region has been slow
In the 2018 report, Examining Escalating House Prices  
in Large Canadian Metropolitan Centres, CMHC found  
that housing supply responsiveness—also called 
 “elasticity”—in the Vancouver region lagged behind  
other metropolitan regions, notably Edmonton and  
Montréal (figure 18).

Supply responsiveness is a vital indicator of a housing 
system’s health and flexibility. Analyses around the world 
have found that cities with low responsiveness have higher 
house prices, both absolutely and relative to household 
incomes. Indeed, affordability is a problem from Auckland  
to San Francisco to New York to London, with each of these 
cities characterized by low housing supply responsiveness.  
In a region experiencing high demand, combined with low 
housing supply responsiveness, house prices are expected  
to rise faster than local incomes and population. Such a 
market also risks attracting speculators who come to perceive 
housing as a “one-way bet.”

As shown in figure 19, the Vancouver region’s housing  
supply system did eventually respond to higher prices. 
Housing starts increased, but the response was slow and 
significantly lagged the onset of the rise in home prices.  
From 1990 to 2015, the trend in housing starts remained 
roughly constant in Metro Vancouver (with cyclical 
fluctuations) and rarely exceeded 20,000 units a year.  
Given the consistent upward trend in prices, however,  
the recent upswing in supply has not been sufficient to  
restore or materially improve affordability. 
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Figure 18: CMHC found that the supply responsiveness of housing in the Vancouver CMA was low

Source: CMHC (2018)
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Figure 20 breaks down this growth in supply, showing that 
many of the new dwellings in the Vancouver CMA have been 
condominium apartments. Even though price increases have 
particularly affected single-detached homes, which tend to 
have more living space, the supply response has been stronger 
for condominium apartments, which generally provide  
less living space. Construction of rental structures has also 
increased since 2016, but from a historically low level.

These big-picture patterns suggest a housing system that  
does not respond rapidly to changing demand. Developing  
a finer understanding of what is going on in the Vancouver 
CMA requires digging deeper into the data at a more local 
level. To this end, we take a closer look at the data and 
highlight important geographic divergences underlying  
the prevailing housing supply conditions.
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Figure 19: Vancouver CMA starts, by built form

Source: CMHC
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Source: CMHC
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Local housing patterns show a 
muted supply response in areas 
very close to downtown Vancouver
A common way of quantifying the effects of housing patterns 
is to look at changes in them relative to distance from city 
centres or any other central node of economic activity. In our 
case, we take that node to be the Central Business District 
(CBD) on the downtown peninsula of the city of Vancouver. 
Much business activity has traditionally taken place in  
such locations, which has encouraged workers to move 
 or commute from outlying areas.53

However, the concentration of business activity in CBDs 
typically makes land in these areas expensive. As a result,  
new construction of dwellings tends to feature taller, denser 
housing types in order to save on the price of land. As the 
price of land is usually lower further out from city centres, less 
dense and shorter dwelling types become more widespread 

53 Though Metro Vancouver has many centres of employment, the latest census confirms the City of Vancouver’s place as the primary commuting destination within 
Metro Vancouver. Indeed, although Surrey is growing more quickly than Vancouver, and will likely become the region’s most populous city over the longer term, 
most of Surrey’s commuters work in other cities, while Vancouver is a net recipient of workers commuting from nearby communities. For more on Vancouver‘s 
continued importance as an employment centre, see: https://doodles.mountainmath.ca/blog/2017/11/29/journey-to-work/, https://vancouver.ca/files/cov/
social-indicators-profile-city-of-vancouver.pdf

in these areas. Hence, single-detached housing will be built 
where the price of land is low—usually in the suburbs. As a 
result of these economic factors, housing density is generally 
higher in city centres relative to suburbs. 

Land prices close to city centres tend to rise with long-term 
economic and population growth. This pattern emerges over 
time, and in many cities the trend has also led to densification 
as smaller, often single-detached dwellings were transformed 
into multi-unit dwellings in areas of high land values close  
to city centres. Our first indication of challenges in Metro 
Vancouver’s housing-supply system is that this pattern of 
declining density with increased distance from downtown in 
Vancouver differs. Instead, it has more of a U-shaped pattern. 
Panel A of figure 21 shows the pattern of housing completions 
over the years 1990 to 2018, by distance from the Vancouver 
CBD. Housing completions are proportionately lower in 
districts that are 5 to 15 km from the CBD compared to the 
downtown core and areas further out.

Panel A: Average completions in FSA by distance Panel B: Share of single-detached homes
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Figure 21: The impact of distance on housing by distance from downtown Vancouver, by forward 
sortation area

Source: CMHC

https://doodles.mountainmath.ca/blog/2017/11/29/journey-to-work/
https://vancouver.ca/files/cov/social-indicators-profile-city-of-vancouver.pdf
https://vancouver.ca/files/cov/social-indicators-profile-city-of-vancouver.pdf
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This pattern of housing completions in Metro Vancouver 
leads to a situation where even areas relatively close to the 
region’s primary business district (downtown Vancouver)  
have relatively low densities. Figure 22 shows density by 
district compared to a rough theoretical prediction. Closer  
to the CBD, the density gradient is considerably higher  
than in locations within the 5 to 15 km distance band.  
Further out, meanwhile, density increases with distance  
to a level that is higher than predicted. This pattern  
suggests that the housing supply system is altered by  
factors other than the simple impact of commuting  
time and costs. 

54 See: http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regional-planning/metro-vancouver-2040/about-metro-2040/Pages/default.aspx

Of course, the Vancouver region is polycentric. That is, 
although Downtown Vancouver remains a primary centre  
of economic activity and relatively high paying jobs,  
the region has many other urban cores or “nodes,”  
including older city centres, such as New Westminster,  
and more recent pockets of density and commerce  
such as Metrotown in Burnaby, Surrey City Centre  
and Coquitlam Town Centre. Metro Vancouver’s Regional 
Growth Strategy54 also encourages development in  
designated growth centres located throughout the  
region, notably near major transportation hubs. However, 
another fundamental factor cited throughout the industry 
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Figure 22: Density and distance in the Vancouver CMA (naïve model versus a spatially lagged model)

Source: Statistics Canada, Census 2016

http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regional-planning/metro-vancouver-2040/about-metro-2040/Pages
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consultations conducted by the Panel is the continued 
prevalence of single-detached housing close to the  
regional urban core. This is shown in figure 23 , which  
maps the most common dwelling types by district (also 
summarized in panel B of figure 21). The preponderance  
of single-detached housing corresponds very closely  
to what is allowed to be built according to zoning laws,  
as shown in figure 24.55 Single-detached housing covers  
areas where the unrestricted price of land is very high, 
suggesting it could support much higher density. 

55 For a more in-depth discussion of zoning in Metro Vancouver, see UBC Sociology Zoning Project, on the Panel’s website, https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/
sites/121/2021/06/UBCSociologyZoningProject_appendix_3.pdf.

Figure 24 shows how widespread single-detached zoning 
bylaws (notably in the City of Vancouver) are distorting 
supply patterns. Construction of apartment buildings—
generally a more affordable type of housing—is sharply  
lower in the 5 to 15 km distance band. The construction  
of these more affordable dwelling types beyond 15 km  
from downtown could result in either longer commutes  
for workers living there or cause them to search for jobs  
closer to home, in turn inhibiting the efficiency of the  
regional labour market. 

Attached

Most Common Dwelling Type

High-Rise Apartment

Low-Rise Apartment

Mobile Home

Single-Detached

Figure 23: Simple dwelling classification,  
Vancouver CMA

Source: Statistics Canada, Census 2016
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Figure 24A: Metro Vancouver zoning

Source: UBC Sociology Zoning Project

https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/UBCSociologyZoningProject_appendix_3.pdf
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/UBCSociologyZoningProject_appendix_3.pdf
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Figure 24B: Metro Vancouver zoning –  
City of Vancouver and Burrard Inlet

Source: UBC Sociology Zoning Project
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Figure 24C: Metro Vancouver zoning – Lulu Island

Source: UBC Sociology Zoning Project
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Figure 24D: Metro Vancouver zoning – North Shore

Source: UBC Sociology Zoning Project
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Figure 24E: Metro Vancouver zoning –  
Burnaby/New Westminster

Source: UBC Sociology Zoning Project
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Figure 24F: Metro Vancouver zoning –  
Surrey/South of the Fraser

Source: UBC Sociology Zoning Project
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Figure 24G: Metro Vancouver zoning  –  
Port Moody Arm/Pitt River/North of the Fraser

Source: UBC Sociology Zoning Project
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Figure 24H: Metro Vancouver zoning –  
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In addition to being zoned for single-detached  
housing, the 5 to 15 km distance band also tends  
to have disproportionately higher household  
incomes, as seen in figure 25. A finer-grained  
analysis in figure 26 shows low completion rates  
of new dwellings in many higher-income areas  
of the region. 

Implications of the geographic 
divergences underlying housing 
supply in Metro Vancouver
This pattern of restricted housing supply for local  
geographies in Metro Vancouver poses challenges  
to workers and businesses. Workers may curtail  
their search for jobs in Vancouver if they cannot  
find homes close enough to the workplace, or if  
faced with longer commutes. For those willing  
to tolerate longer commutes, more time may be  
spent in traffic, leading to greater pollution and  
greenhouse gas emissions. These challenges are  
likely to be particularly problematic for younger  
workers and their families who may need the living  
space that is only available in suburbs.
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Figure 25: Average completions per FSA by dwelling 
type and distance to the CBD, Vancouver CMA
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Appendix 3: The two 
affordability problems in B.C.
When discussing the housing affordability crisis in B.C.,  
two different kinds of affordability problems are often 
combined. Although the second problem contributes  
to the first, each has different underlying causes and as  
such requires different policy responses. 

Affordability problem #1:  
Many Low-income households  
cannot afford any market-rate 
housing (even if market rates  
were significantly lower)
Across the province, many low-income households  
cannot afford to pay the basic operating costs of minimum 
quality rental housing. The underlying cause of this 
affordability gap is insufficient incomes, rather than  
the unaffordability of housing, as such, although the  
declining stock of single-room occupancy (SRO) and  
other low-rent units in some locations has contributed  
to this affordability gap. There is no market solution to  
this affordability problem, as the private rental market  
will not create a sufficient supply of code-compliant  
housing at below-market rates without subsidies.

Policy solution: Provide subsidized housing  
or income support
The policy failure underlying this first affordability problem  
is that only a fraction of low-income households receives 
subsidized housing. This is partly the result of federal and 
provincial governments not treating housing as a public  
good in the same way that health care is treated and access  
to health services is protected.

56 Vacancy rates in B.C.’s major urban centres increased in 2020, due to the impact of COVID-19 on rental demand. For example, in Vancouver, vacancy in purpose-
built rental apartments increased from 1.1% in 2019 to 2.6% in 2020. See CMHC’s 2020 Rental Market Report: https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/housing-observer-
online/2021/2020-rental-market-report, 2019 data on vacancy rates, which shows more normal pre-pandemic trends, is available for B.C. and some municipalities 
here: https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/data-and-research/data-tables/rental-market-report-data-tables.

The solution to this affordability gap is for the federal  
and/or provincial governments to provide means-tested 
subsidized housing (either portable rental subsidies or 
through funding non-profit units) to all households that  
cannot afford market rents. Alternatively, federal and/or 
provincial governments could address this housing 
affordability gap through income support that is not  
tied specifically to housing.

Portable rental subsidies and income support will only be an 
effective solution to this affordability problem where rental 
vacancy rates are healthy (that is, subsidies are more likely  
to be effective in a housing market with 5% vacancy than 1% 
vacancy). In 2019, the overall vacancy rate in the province  
was 1.5%, and was much lower in many municipalities.56 
Chronically low rental vacancies, particularly in Metro 
Vancouver, have contributed to steep and persistent rent 
inflation, which poses a second kind of affordability challenge. 

Affordability problem #2: Housing 
supply shortages in some regions 
are pushing up prices beyond what 
moderate and middle-income 
households can afford
In specific parts of the province, house prices and rents  
are so high that they are unaffordable for moderate- and 
middle-income renters, first-time homebuyers and other  
new entrants to the local market. The underlying cause of 
this affordability gap is that there is not enough housing to 
meet demand. When there is a shortage of supply and high 
demand, housing becomes universally expensive because 
people at the higher end of the income distribution drive 
house prices. When there is a shortage of housing in affluent 
neighbourhoods, higher-income households purchase  
and renovate housing outside of affluent neighbourhoods, 
which pushes up property values in formerly affordable 
neighbourhoods. This makes it more difficult for moderate 
and middle-income households to purchase homes, which 
adds to demand for rental housing.

https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/housing-observer-online/2021/2020-rental-market-report
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/housing-observer-online/2021/2020-rental-market-report
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/data-and-research/data-tables/rental-market-report-data-tables
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Meanwhile, decades of underbuilding have created a 
significant deficit in rental homes, and the competition 
among the growing number of renters for a limited supply  
of rental homes puts upward pressure on market rents. Rising 
market rents encourages owners of older and more affordable 
rental housing to renovate or redevelop their units and raise 
rents. The declining number of low-rent options displaces 
renters who cannot afford to pay higher rents and increases 
the number of households that cannot afford any market-rate 
rents. This results in a growing number of households that 
require subsidized housing to avoid falling into core housing 
need or homelessness, thus contributing to the first type of 
affordability problem. 

Policy solution: Build significantly more housing
A major underlying policy failure driving this second 
affordability problem (and ultimately impacting the first)  
is that local governments have restricted the supply of new 
housing, especially in neighbourhoods zoned exclusively for 
single-detached houses. In neighbourhoods that only allow 
single-detached houses to be built, either through zoning, 
conservation policies or other design guidelines, the scarcity  
of homes keeps prices high, in turn excluding all but the 
wealthiest buyers or renters. The solution is to build a lot 
more housing, and particularly higher-density housing in the 
neighbourhoods that currently only allow single-detached 
houses. This requires local governments to change restrictive 
zoning practices and to remove other barriers to development 
to boost the supply, such as lengthy, costly and uncertain 
project approvals, which will have a positive impact on the 
affordability of housing (see box v). 

In addition to changes at the municipal level to allow more 
homes to be built, the federal and provincial governments 
can help address the shortage of purpose-built rental housing 
by, for instance, providing financial assistance or tax 
incentives to developers of rental housing. The federal Rental 
Construction Financing initiative is an example of a recent 
program that has encouraged the development of market 
rental housing in the province and across Canada. Several 

cities in B.C. have also developed programs to encourage the 
supply of purpose-built rental housing, such as Vancouver’s 
Moderate Income Rental Housing Pilot Program (MIRHPP) 
and the Secured Rental Policy. Such programs have helped 
bridge the gap between current and past rates of rental 
development, which reached historic highs in the 1960s and 
1970s before falling significantly over the following decades.

Table 8: Privately initiated purpose-built  
rental housing by period of construction,  
Canada and British Columbia

Before 
1960

1960-
1979

1980-
1999

2000-
2020

Canada 540,021 1,027,311 287,535 318,710

British Columbia 23,477 109,950 26,166 33,772

Source: CMHC Rental Market Survey, 2020

While much more market-rate housing is needed to address 
this second affordability challenge in B.C.’s urban areas, 
increasing the supply of non-profit housing can also be an 
important part of the solution. Building more non-profit 
housing can help to address the affordability gap between 
market rents and incomes for a range of income groups,  
while also helping to relieve upward pressure on rents  
due to overall supply shortages. 

Why the second affordability 
problem is harder to address  
than the first
In cities with a more abundant supply of housing, addressing 
affordability challenges is more straightforward because 
funding to subsidize the rents of low-income households  
goes a lot further. A sufficient supply of rental housing  
also means that average rents will not rapidly increase,  
so the ongoing per capita costs of subsidizing rent will be 
relatively stable. 

In cities without sufficient supply, affordability challenges  
are much harder to address. A main barrier to growing the 
supply of housing is that attempts by local governments  
to change zoning to allow for more housing development  
are politically contentious and often met with strong  
public opposition. 
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NIMBYism
Public opposition to development—often referred  
to as “Not in my backyard” or NIMBYism—is rooted  
in a range of concerns. These concerns include the  
potential for development to cause gentrification and 
displace lower-income and marginalized households,  
and to erode existing social ties, community cohesion  
and a sense of belonging. Other expressions of NIMBYism 
focus on attachment to neighbourhood characteristics  
and concerns that higher density development could  
increase noise, traffic or crime, or reduce property values.57

NIMBY sentiment can be expressed by both homeowners and 
renters, with the latter worrying more about displacement  
or rent increases than property price effects. In the long run, 
however, renters and prospective homebuyers stand to 
benefit from an increased supply of housing. A growing 
number of homes available for purchase or rent will reduce 
the upward pressure on prices and give renters and buyers 
more options. Nevertheless, it is important to acknowledge 
that development does not benefit everyone equally, and 
displacement can occur when buildings are redeveloped. 
However, if higher density development was permitted in 
areas currently zoned exclusively for single-family homes, 
there would be less redevelopment pressure in the relatively 
small number of neighbourhoods where higher density  
is allowed.58 Spreading out development throughout a 
metropolitan area would reduce the displacement of existing 
tenants in higher density neighbourhoods (see box iv). Local 
governments can also create policies to ensure that existing 
tenants are protected from, or compensated for, forced 
displacement from their homes due to redevelopment.59

57 Numerous Canadian and international studies have explored NIMBYism. See for instance, Doberstein, Hickey & Li (2016) ; Holleran (2020); Payton Scally (2012).
58 See figure 24 of appendix 2 for a map for current zoning in Metro Vancouver. Currently, higher-density building types are allowed primarily along major road  

and transit arteries, while much of the space in between these narrow bands are zoned for low-density or single-family housing.
59 Vancouver and Burnaby are among the B.C. municipalities with policies to protect tenants living in purpose-built rental units. See: https://www.burnaby.ca/

About-Burnaby/News-and-Media/Newsroom/Burnaby-tenants-protected-by-comprehensive-Tenant-Assistance-Policy_s2_p7276.html.
60 This is especially the case if they experience negative spillovers (also called ”externalities”), such as shadows or increased noise from adjacent development, or if  

a growing housing supply reduces their home’s resale value. However, depending on a city’s development fee structure, those homeowners selling their homes to 
property developers stand to gain substantial financial benefit from the increased value in their land resulting from the development and rezoning process—also 
called the land ”lift.” NIMBYism, therefore, is more likely (though by no means exclusively) to be expressed by nearby residents than those selling their properties.

61 Moore& McGregor (2020) 

Unlike renters, existing homeowners will not necessarily 
benefit from increased density,60 making this group more 
likely to resist neighbourhood changes. Of course, not all 
homeowners oppose zoning changes to permit higher  
density redevelopment in their neighbourhoods. However, 
there are invariably vocal groups of residents—particularly 
neighbourhood associations—that can make it politically 
difficult for local governments to implement such changes.  
It is important to note that opponents to development, 
including but not limited to neighbourhood associations,  
may not be representative of the broader population. For 
instance, research has found that in Vancouver and Toronto, 
members of neighbour associations are more likely to be 
white, older, more educated, homeowners, who have lived  
in their homes for longer and hold different policy priorities 
than the general population.61 To make inroads toward fairer, 
more representative discussions on land use and the way  
our neighbourhoods evolve, it is therefore important to make 
sure that all voices and interests are able to shape how our 
cities grow.

https://www.burnaby.ca/About-Burnaby/News-and-Media/Newsroom/Burnaby-tenants-protected-by-comprehensive-Tenant-Assistance-Policy_s2_p7276.html
https://www.burnaby.ca/About-Burnaby/News-and-Media/Newsroom/Burnaby-tenants-protected-by-comprehensive-Tenant-Assistance-Policy_s2_p7276.html
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Appendix 4: Land-use governance in B.C., key terminology,  
and housing needs reports

Land Use, Development Governance, and Development Taxation  
in British Columbia

* In the Metro Vancouver Regional District only.
** Many other taxes are indirectly applied to new development including: property taxes, vacancy taxes, and land transfer taxes to name a few. These taxes  
while not levied on development directly, are costs borne by develepers through the development process and impact projects' profitability and viability.

Order of  
Government/Organization

Municipal

Regional

TransLink*

Provincial

Federal

Regional Growth 
Strategy

Regional Context 
Statement

Official Community  
Plan (OCP)

Other Community  
Plans

Land Use Governance

Development GovernanceDirect Development 
Taxations**

Development 
Permitting

Building 
Permitting

Pre Application Inquiries

Building Codes

Guidelines  
and Norms

Zoning Bylaw

Rezoning

Connection and Other 
Engineering Fees

Community Amenity 
Contributions (CACs)

Development Cost  
Changes (DCCs)

Goods and Services  
Tax (GST)

Environmental  
Regulations

Construction

Housing Needs  
Reports
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Land-use planning and governance terminology
Component Description

1 Regional Growth 
Strategy

Region-wide general plan setting broad land use policy and providing demographic projections. It is an 
authoritative plan for prioritizing regional transit and water infrastructure projects.

2 Regional Context 
Statement

A description of how municipalities’ official community plans (OCPs) and other local plans are aligned with 
the Regional Growth Strategy. 

3 Official Community 
Plan (OCP)

The main plan outlining municipal land use planning. The City of Vancouver is an outlier due to not being 
required to have an OCP under the Vancouver Charter. However, the combination of other neighbourhoods 
and local plans make up the City of Vancouver’s de facto OCP.

4 Other Community 
Plans

Other plans for particular neighbourhoods or covering broader issues such as the environment, recreation 
and public spaces, among many others.

5 Housing Needs 
Report

A newer provincially mandated report containing data on housing affordability and local demographics. 
Five-year estimates of future housing needs are included, but no standardized methodology is prescribed.

6a Zoning Bylaw Bylaw regulating land and structure use, density and general form.

6b Rezoning Process for altering the zoning bylaw for a site or a wider area. Can be publicly initiated (pre-zoning) or 
privately initiated (rezoning). Zoning changes are done through municipal councils.

7 Community 
Amenity 
Contributions 
(CACs)

Negotiated fees paid by developers to rezone a site. Can be paid in-kind and/or in cash. The ability to charge 
CACs is not a specified municipal power in provincial legislation. However the Province provides guidance on 
the appropriate application of CACs and the trade-offs CACs introduce.

8 Pre-Application 
Inquiries

Process for developers to discuss potential projects with municipal staff. In this stage municipal staff will 
typically signal their support, request modifications and voice any objections for projects.

9 Guidelines and 
Norms

Guidelines and norms established at the council and/or staff level shape proposals and impact the scale  
and number of projects that enter the formal development process. View cones and shadowing impacts  
are examples of development considerations that tend to be regulated outside of community plans, zoning 
and the development permitting process. 

10 Development 
Permits

Like the zoning bylaw, the development permit process regulates built form and finer-grain building 
characteristics than those considered in zoning. Development permitting is a municipal staff-level process 
that can occur at the same time as rezoning or after.

11 Development Cost 
Charges (DCCs)

Fees levied on new home construction to recoup downstream infrastructure costs. DCCs are set on a cost-
recovery basis and are regulated through provincial legislation. 

12 Building Permitting Building permitting regulates the health and safety of development and renovations to existing structures 
based on building codes and other engineering considerations.

13 Connection and 
Other Engineering 
Fees

Fees associated with the connecting of buildings to infrastructure.

14 Building Codes Building codes regulate the construction and renovation of buildings for structural soundness, energy  
use and accessibility, among other construction standards. The National Building Code serves as a general 
template for provinces to use to create their own codes for their jurisdictions. For example, the BC Building 
Code is enhanced standards for wood-frame construction, seismic and energy efficiency, for example, the 
Energy Step Code that sets levels of energy performance that local governments can voluntarily adopt in 
their communities. The City of Vancouver also maintains its own Building Bylaw through the Vancouver 
Charter, which is largely based on the BC Building Code. 

15 Environmental 
Regulations

Regulations for managing the environmental impact of development. Examples include regulations 
protecting ground water, sensitive wildlife habitats and reducing local impacts from development. 
Environmental regulations impact both the number and complexity of needed approvals and influences 
other regulations, such as building codes.
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Housing Needs Reports: Definition 
and potential improvements
Under the Housing Needs Report Regulation, B.C. Regulation 
90/2019, municipalities and regional districts in B.C. are 
required to complete housing needs reports by April 2022  
and every five years thereafter. Legislative requirements  
took effect April 16, 2019, and require local governments to 
collect data, analyze trends and present reports that describe 
current and anticipated housing needs in B.C. communities. 

Affected jurisdictions are required to gather data on an 
annual basis and evaluate the data every five years

The Housing Needs Report (HNR) methodology as currently 
constituted is a good starting point, but improvements are 
needed. These reports require additional identification and 
quantification of total housing requirements by tenure that 
include replacement demand and vacancy allowances, and 
also an “affordability allowance”. Projections by household  
and dwelling types and tenure would further refine housing 
needs estimates.

Currently, HNRs use household projections without any 
adjustments. In particular, an affordability adjustment is 
necessary to account for past undersupply (see box vii). 
Household growth on its own is insufficient as an indicator  
of future housing need because household formation is 
limited by the available supply. New households cannot  
form if there is nowhere for them to live and people may  
want to live in an area in which they do not reside currently, 
for example to be near their work, but be unable to find 
appropriate, affordable accommodation. Using household 
projections based only on past trends can “bake in” persistent 
undersupply and unaffordability (see appendix 5). 

HNRs should identify and quantify historical price and  
rent trends up to the current period. Prices and rents 
disaggregated to the main housing types will provide  
further insights on specific housing market imbalances. 

The size of the housing affordability adjustment is somewhat 
arbitrary but it should place the estimated number of housing 
units needed above the projected number of households to 
close the undersupply and affordability gap. The adjustment  
is set at a level to ensure that minimum annual housing 
production addresses the affordability of homes.

The U.K. government has a detailed and extensive process  
to determine housing needs and land availability at the local 
level. In some respects, the B.C. government’s approach  
is similar but not as complete. Links to the U.K. materials  
are below.

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-
development-needs-assessments

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-land-
availability-assessment

The following are excerpts from that material:

The National Planning Policy Framework expects strategic 
policy-making authorities to follow the standard method in 
this guidance for assessing local housing need. The standard 
method uses a formula to identify the minimum number of 
homes expected to be planned for, in a way which addresses 
projected household growth and historic under-supply. The 
standard method set out below identifies a minimum annual 
housing need figure. 

The standard method can be used to calculate a minimum 
annual local housing need figure as follows:

Step 1 – Setting the baseline using national household 
growth projections for the area of the local authority. 
Using these projections, calculate the projected average 
annual household growth over a 10-year period (this 
should be 10 consecutive years, with the current year 
being used as the starting point from which to calculate 
growth over that period). 

Step 2 – An adjustment to take account of affordability.
Adjust the average annual projected household growth 
figure (as calculated in step 1) based on the affordability  
of the area. The most recent median workplace-based 
affordability ratios, (house price to workplace-based 
earnings ratio), published by the Office for National 
Statistics at a local authority level, should be used.

No adjustment is applied where the ratio is 4 or below.  
For each 1% the ratio is above 4, the average household 
growth baseline should be increased by a quarter of a  
per cent. An authority with a ratio of 8 will have a 25% 
increase on its annual average household growth baseline.

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-land-availability-assessment
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-land-availability-assessment
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However, rarely will it be possible to meet all of these 
needs in a single year—indeed, it may take many years  
to fully eliminate backlog needs in a more pressured 
region. Where an adjustment is to be made, the precise 
formula is as follows:

Adjustment factor =  
(local affordability ratio – 4/4) x 0.25 +1

For B.C., the median price-to-median income ratio is  
used to calibrate the affordability adjustment. While this 
measure is more applicable to the homeownership market 
than to the rental market, it is indicative of the overall state  
of housing affordability. A further refinement would be  
to apply an affordability adjustment to the owner and  
rental markets separately, which requires household  
growth projections by tenure. 

Median sale prices are derived from the BC Assessment 
Authority and median household income is taken from 
Statistics Canada’s table 11-10-0190-01, the latest census,  
and updated to 2020 using the latest survey data on wages 
and earnings.

The benchmark price-income ratio is 3.33, which is  
the inverse of 30% of gross income spent on housing.  
Thirty per cent of income is a widely used general rule  
on housing affordability. 

Table 4 contains the median sale price and income as  
of 2020 with the resulting price-income ratio. Various 
affordability adjustment factors to close the affordability  
gap are shown.

Table 4: Affordability Adjustment Factors

CMA
Median sale 
price 2020

Median 
income 2020

Price to 
income ratio 

2020

Affordability 
adjustment 
factor 25%

Affordability 
adjustment 
factor 20%

Affordability 
adjustment 
factor 15%

Abbotsford-Mission 610,000 79,000 7.68 1.33 1.26 1.20

Kelowna 575,000 78,500 7.32 1.30 1.24 1.18

Vancouver 725,900 77,100 9.42 1.46 1.37 1.27

Victoria 655,900 75,800 8.65 1.40 1.32 1.24

Table 5 below shows the affordability adjustments in housing units relative to projected household growth. 

Table 5: Affordability Housing Unit Adjustments

CMA
Projected household 

growth 21-26
Rate of  

adjustment 25%
Rate of  

adjustment 20%
Rate of  

adjustment 15%

Abbotsford-Mission 4,480 1,464 1,171 878

Kelowna 6,403 1,920 1,536 1,152

Vancouver 87,204 39,838 31,870 23,903

Victoria 11,173 4,465 3,572 2,679
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In addition to an affordability adjustment, other adjustments to account for demolitions, conversions, and a vacancy  
allowance for new household growth are necessary. A vacancy allowance for the stock of housing is also necessary though  
not included in the table. The result is an estimate of total housing units required in the five-year projection period.  
The affordability adjustment in the table uses a 20% adjustment rate.

Table 6: Housing Unit Requirements, 2021-2026

CMA

Household 
growth 

projection

Demolitions 
and 

conversions 
Vacancy 

allowance
Affordability 
adjustment

Total 
requirements

Average 
annual

Abbotsford-Mission 4,480 800 130 1,170 6,580 1,316

Kelowna 6,400 900 190 1,540 9,030 1,806

Vancouver 87,200 15,500 2,620 31,870 137,190 27,438

Victoria 11,170 700 340 3,570 15,780 3,156

Table 7: Housing Needs and Requirements Worksheet Example
Households, actuals and projections

CMA 2006 2011 2016 2021p 2026p

Abbotsford-Mission 58,983 62,409 70,276 74,799 79,279

Kelowna 69,195 76,569 85,700 92,646 99,049

Vancouver 843,148 916,229 1,019,031 1,099,832 1,187,036

Victoria 148,351 156,972 173,892 184,425 195,598

Change in Households

CMA 2006 2011 2016 2021p 2026p

Abbotsford-Mission 4,675 3,426 7,867 4,523 4,480

Kelowna 6,619 7,374 9,131 6,946 6,403

Vancouver 45,444 73,081 102,802 80,801 87,204

Victoria 7,433 8,621 16,920 10,533 11,173

Housing Unit Requirements, 2021-2026

CMA

Household 
growth 

projection

Demolitions 
and 

conversions
Vacancy 

allowance
Affordability 
adjustment

Total housing 
requirement

Average 
annual

Abbotsford-Mission 4,480 800 134 1,171 6,586 1,317

Kelowna 6,403 900 192 1,536 9,031 1,806

Vancouver 87,204 15,500 2,616 31,870 137,190 27,438

Victoria 11,173 700 335 3,572 15,780 3,156
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Core need rate of unaffordability

CMA 2006 2011 2016

Abbotsford-Mission 28.0 31.0 26.2

Kelowna 29.8 29.1 25.5

Vancouver 32.0 33.5 32.0

Victoria 28.2 31.1 28.5

Housing units completed

CMA 2001-05 2006-10 2011-15 2016-20

Abbotsford-Mission 4,299 4,677 2,656 5,773

Kelowna 8,087 10,467 5,433 11,260

Vancouver 68,959 84,633 86,780 110,252

Victoria 8,036 10,247 8,120 14,707

Housing units conversions

CMA 2001-05 2006-10 2011-15 2016-20

Abbotsford-Mission 6 43 50 107

Kelowna 5 194 307 806

Vancouver 1,413 3,108 2,893 5,618

Victoria 458 944 1,003 2,077

Housing demolitions

CMA 2001-05 2006-10 2011-15 2016-20

Abbotsford-Mission 503 548 354 925

Kelowna 866 1,121 671 1,691

Vancouver 10,144 12,450 14,182 20,969

Victoria 1,182 1,507 1,327 2,797

Net change in housing supply

CMA 2001-05 2006-10 2011-15 2016-20

Abbotsford-Mission 3,802 4,172 2,352 4,955

Kelowna 7,226 9,540 5,069 10,375

Vancouver 60,228 75,291 75,491 94,901

Victoria 7,312 9,684 7,796 13,987

5 yr % change in median price

CMA 2005 2010 2015 2020

Abbotsford-Mission 77.4 12.4 35.8 34.1

Kelowna 93.5 23.4 16.0 31.9

Vancouver 57.9 35.6 20.6 20.6

Victoria 76.6 20.2 13.8 32.5

Rental vacancy rate

CMA 2005 2010 2015 2020

Abbotsford-Mission 1.9 6.5 0.7 0.6

Kelowna 0.7 3.1 0.6 2.1

Vancouver 0.8 1.4 0.7 2.6

Victoria 0.5 2.1 0.5 2.2

5 yr % change median rent

CMA 2005 2010 2015 2020

Abbotsford-Mission 11.9 12.9 7.4 27.8

Kelowna 21.7 13.0 12.1 29.7

Vancouver 10.9 16.6 21.0 24.9

Victoria 14.8 20.0 8.7 34.7

5 yr % change in CPI

CMA 2005 2010 2015 2020

Abbotsford-Mission 8.8 5.3 3.1 8.2

Kelowna 8.8 5.3 3.1 8.2

Vancouver 8.4 6.4 3.8 8.3

Victoria 9.8 4.2 2.7 8.0

Source: BC Stats Household Projections, Statistics Canada Census, Statistics Canada Consumer Price Index, Statistics Canada Building Permits, CMHC Starts and 
Complietions Survey, CMHC Rental Market Survey, BC Assessment Authority
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Appendix 5: Population 
projections: what are they  
and how do they influence 
housing supply?
Demographic projections sit at the centre of both  
regional growth strategies and housing needs reports  
(see appendix 4). These projections can be done in-house,  
by consultants, or be provided by government agencies,  
such as Statistics Canada, BC Stats, or CMHC. A complete 
review of methods available for doing demographic 
projections is beyond the scope of this report, but broadly 
speaking, demographic projections typically answer the 
following question: what should we expect to happen if  
past trends continue?

This methodological feature can pose problems when  
trying to improve housing affordability, which by definition 
means breaking from the past. Put simply, demographic 
estimates usually do not tell us much about how much 
additional housing is required to reduce or moderate prices 
and rents—they only tell us what it would take to extend  
the status quo into the future. Relying on demographic 
estimates to set housing supply targets that are based on 
observed demographics from past trends, especially during 
periods of persistent price increases and perpetually low 
rental vacancy rates, runs the risk of “baking in” pre-existing 
housing scarcity if those estimates are the sole determinant  
of housing targets set by local policy makers.

Further, sustained lower home prices and rents in B.C.’s  
major urban areas, all else equal, could result in more 
housing demand being realized through the formation  
of additional households, increased in-migration, and  
fewer households leaving high-priced areas. In short, 
demographic projections are better suited to extend  
current trends, and less well suited to anticipate changes,  
such as those required to reduce or mitigate future  
increases in rents and home prices.

Additional issues identified with demographic estimates  
and their use in setting future housing supply targets include 
the following:

• Housing targets are based on household projections and 
not the required housing stock. Housing targets need to 
account for vacancy and transitional uses. 

• There can be a lack of clarity on what housing targets 
represent. Are they floors or ceilings? Are they the most 
likely outcome of the continuation of current policies  
or an idealized allocation of future growth?

• There are no consequences for municipalities repeatedly 
building below projections or targets.

Despite the caveats noted above, assessing demand for 
housing according to the number and type of households  
is the bare minimum for judging how much housing supply  
is required. As the number of households and households’ 
incomes grow, so will the demand for housing, including 
demand for more living space. Lack of supply of adequate 
living space to meet household demand risks further 
escalations in home prices and rents. Fully assessing how 
much housing “should” be built therefore requires more 
advanced modelling that integrates both demographics  
and economics, as discussed in appendix 4. 

Population projections for B.C.’s 
census metropolitan areas 
The following population growth projections were drawn 
from Statistics Canada and CMHC. Notwithstanding the 
concerns raised above, they offer some insight into future 
housing needs in B.C.’s four largest urban regions.

Vancouver CMA
Between 2009 and 2019, the Vancouver CMA’s population 
grew by 17% with population growth mainly observed in the 
20 to 35 and 55 and over age groups. According to Statistics 
Canada’s baseline growth scenario, Vancouver’s population  
is projected to increase by 18% through 2030. By 2030, 
Vancouver’s population will have reached 3.2 million people.
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Alternate scenarios suggest growth during this period could 
range from 7 to 26%. While all age categories are expected  
to grow, the slowest growth rate is expected for the 25 to  
44 group. While the 65+ group is expected to show the 
strongest growth, it will still represent less than 20% of the 
CMA’s population by the end of the projection period.

According to CMHC’s baseline scenario, the number  
of households in the Vancouver CMA will also increase  
steadily to 2030, adding roughly 190,000 to 200,000 
households. Annual household formation is expected  
to hold at approximately 19,000 to 20,000 per year.
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Figure 27: Projected population, Vancouver CMA

Source: StatCan, CMHC
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When assuming that new households make similar housing 
choices as past generations—an assumption which may 
become strained in a post-pandemic context—close to 70%  
of new households are predicted to occupy multi-unit 
housing. Between now and 2030, and on an annual basis, 
approximately 8,000 new households would occupy  
an apartment, 5,500 would occupy an alternate form  

of multi-residential housing, and 6,000 would occupy  
single-family homes. When taking account of the full  
range of alternative choices and trends, both the levels  
and shares of households occupying a given building  
type shift considerably. Nevertheless, we highlight the 
increasing need for family-sized housing regardless of 
assumed built form.
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Figure 28: Projected annual household formation, Vancouver CMA

Source: CMHC
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Victoria CMA

Like the Vancouver CMA, the Victoria CMA’s population has 
increased steadily since 2011, posting growth of 16% overall. 
As in Metro Vancouver, population growth was also mainly 
observed in the 20 to 35 and 55 and over age groups. Growth 
has stemmed solely from in-migration (both international 
and domestic). At 12%, the Victoria CMA’s population growth 

to 2030 is projected to be lower than the Vancouver CMA’s, 
according to Statistics Canada’s baseline scenario. By 2030, 
the Victoria CMA’s population is predicted to approach 
440,000 people. The 65+ age group will post the strongest 
growth rate, and make up 26% of this region’s population  
by 2030.
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Figure 29: Projected population, Victoria CMA

Source: StatCan, CMHC
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Steady growth to 2030 will amount to an additional 20,000  
to 23,000 households (resulting in 194,000 households in  
total by 2030). This translates to approximately 2,000 to 2,300 
additional households per year. When applying assumptions 
about new households making similar housing choices as 
past generations, roughly three-quarters of new households 

will fall into the ownership category. Between now and 2030, 
and on a yearly basis, 600 to 700 new households would 
occupy apartments, 500 to 600 would occupy alternate forms  
of multi-residential housing and 900 to 1,000 would occupy 
single-family homes.
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Figure 30: Projected annual household formation, Victoria CMA

Source: CMHC
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Kelowna CMA
During the past decade, the Kelowna CMA experienced 
higher population growth (22% between 2009 and 2019)  
than the Vancouver and Victoria CMAs. However, Kelowna’s 
recent population growth has been driven primarily by 
in-migration (interprovincial and intraprovincial). Like the 
Vancouver and Victoria CMAs, the Kelowna CMA’s highest-
growth groups have been the 20 to 35 and 55 and over cohorts.

Statistics Canada’s baseline scenario predicts that the 
Kelowna CMA’s population will climb by 17% by 2030.  
This would bring the region’s population close to 245,000 
people by that time. While all age categories will show 
increases, growth in the 25 to 44 group will begin to flatten  
by 2024. The 65 and over age group will make up 27% of  
the CMA’s population by 2030. The under 45 age group will  
make up close to half of the projected population.
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Figure 31: Projected population, Kelowna CMA

Source: StatCan, CMHC
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The number of households in the region will increase  
steadily to 2030. In the baseline scenario, roughly  
15,000 to 17,000 households will be added by then,  
bringing the regional total to approximately 105,000 
households. Annual household formation is predicted  
to rise steadily, by around 1,500 to 1,700 per year. If new 
households make similar housing choices as past  

generations, close to 80% of new households will be  
in the ownership category. Between now and 2030,  
and on a yearly basis, 350 to 400 new households  
would occupy apartments, 350 to 400 would occupy  
alternate forms of multi-residential housing and 800  
to 900 would occupy single-family homes.
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Source: CMHC
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Abbotsford-Mission CMA
In the Abbotsford-Mission CMA, population growth 
accelerated in the middle of the last decade. Of note,  
growth was mainly observed in different age groups  
than in the three other CMAs, namely in the 15 to 40 and  

55 to 70 and over age groups. Statistics Canada’s baseline 
scenario calls for the CMA’s population to grow by 13% 
through 2030. By that time, the population is expected  
to have surpassed 220,000 people.

2020

Projected total population

200,000

210,000

220,000

230,000

2022 2025 2028 2030

2020

<14

32,500

35,000

40,000

37,500

2022 2025 2028 2030

Projected population by age group

42,500

2020

45-64

50,000

52,000

56,000

54,000

2022 2025 2028 2030

2020

25-44

52,500

55,000

57,500

2022 2025 2028 2030

60,000

2020

85+

4,500

5,000

6,500

5,500

6,000

6,500

2022 2025 2028 2030

2020

15-24

25,000

26,000

28,000

27,000

2022 2025 2028 2030

29,000

2020

65-84

32,000

36,000

44,000

40,000

2022 2025 2028 2030

Figure 33: Projected population, Abbotsford-Mission CMA

Source: StatCan, CMHC



OPENING DOORS - Final report of the Canada-British Columbia Expert Panel on the Future of Housing Supply and Affordability

75

While all age categories in this region are expected to increase, 
growth of the 25 to 44 age group will be slower. The 65+ age 
group is expected to record the strongest growth and account 
for 22% of the population by 2030. Nearly 55% of the projected 
2030 population is projected to be below the age of 45. Below 
the age of 65, the population will be evenly distributed by age.

According to the baseline projection, approximately 10,000 
households will be added in the next decade, bringing the 
total to 80,000 by 2030. In this baseline scenario, roughly 
1,000 to 1,200 households will be added each year.

Applying the assumption that new households make similar 
housing choices as past generations, close to 60% of new 
households will occupy multi-unit housing. Between now 
and 2030, and on a yearly basis, approximately 350 new 
households would occupy an apartment, while roughly  
325 would occupy an alternate form of multi-residential 
housing and 400 to 500 would occupy single-family homes.
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The importance of the age 
distribution and assumptions  
on migration
The shape of the age distribution (or the “age pyramid”) and 
the assumptions made on migration are critically important 
when projecting population and households. As shown in 
figure 35, when compared to the Calgary and Edmonton 
CMAs, Metro Vancouver’s age distribution shows a relatively 
lower percentage of children and a relatively higher share  
of young adults. When projecting forward by 20 years and 
assuming a constant population growth, the share of the 
population entering the phase of household formation and  
of first-time homebuying will be relatively higher in Calgary 
and Edmonton than in Metro Vancouver.

Assumptions about migration are important but not easy to 
make. A host of factors, such as evolving economic conditions, 
both domestically and externally, affect migratory flows,  
as seen in figure 36, which shows annual total net migration 
for the Vancouver CMA. For this reason, household projections 
should not be used as a benchmark for short-term analysis. 
This is particularly the case with the COVID-19 pandemic 
having reduced the number of international migrants in the 
short term. It is possible that the number of international 
migrants will rebound even more strongly in future years if 
Canada maintains a more aggressive immigration policy.
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How sensitive are the  
population projections?
When comparing Statistics Canada’s and CMHC’s  
projections to those of other B.C. agencies, we first identify  
the respective methodologies employed as well as their 
underlying assumptions. With regard to the methodologies 
used for projecting the population, all employ the “cohort 
component” method. As for the underlying assumptions, 
these may differ across agencies. 

Figure 37 shows the population projections according to three 
sources: Statistics Canada, BC Stats (B.C. P.E.O.P.L.E.) and 
Metro Vancouver. Whereas Statistics Canada’s “high” and 
 “low” population projections for 2031 differ by more than half  
a million people, the difference is significantly smaller (but 

not negligible) when comparing Statistics Canada’s medium 
(or M1) projections with the other agencies’ projections. 
Doing this yields a difference of approximately 150,000 for the 
2026 projection and around 300,000 for the 2031 projection.

Figure 38 presents the alternative household projections. 
When comparing the CMHC household projections that  
were based on Statistics Canada’s M1 scenario to those  
of other institutions, we see that the difference in 2026 is 
approximately 64,000 households. The difference in 2031 
grows to 85,000 (see figure below). These estimates give a 
sense of how much uncertainty there is in projecting how 
much housing should be built. Policy makers need to ensure 
the development processes they create account for this 
considerable uncertainty.
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Appendix 6: Fees on property 
development in B.C.
Development cost charges are a revenue tool made available 
to municipalities and regional districts by the Province,  
as specified in the Local Government Act. The purpose of 
DCCs, which are collected from property developers at the 
time of subdivision approval or building permit approval,  
is to fund off-site growth-related infrastructure. Specifically, 
DCCs may fund road, sewerage, waterworks and drainage 
infrastructure, as well as the acquisition and improvement  
of parks.62 DCCs are only allowed to cover the capital costs  
of such infrastructure and must be levied in proportion to  
the infrastructure needs directly generated by development. 
DCC design must also tie infrastructure needs assessments  
to regional growth strategies and official community plans.  
If a local draft DCC bylaw does not follow these requirements, 
it does not receive approval by the provincial government.63

62 Two exceptions are the City of Vancouver (through the Vancouver Charter) and the Resort Municipality of Whistler (through the Resort Municipality of Whistler Act), 
where DCCs—called Development Cost Levies (DCLs) in Vancouver—may include a broader range of items, such as non-market housing and childcare facilities.

63 Specifically, it does not receive approval by the Inspector of Municipalities, who must consider a wide range of factors and best practices, including those outlined 
in the Development Cost Charge Best Practices Guide, available here: https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/
finance/dcc_best_practice_guide_2005.pdf.

The Local Government Act also allows local governments  
to exchange additional density for amenities or non-market 
housing through density bonus provisions in zoning. Where 
used, this instrument is considered voluntary as opposed to 
obligatory for all building permits, since property developers 
have the option not to include additional density.

The third development-based revenue instrument is 
community amenity contributions (CACs), which some  
B.C. municipalities levy as a fixed rate or through negotiations 
with developers when real estate projects require rezoning. 
Unlike DCCs and density bonusing, CACs are not defined  
in provincial legislation. Instead, they are grounded in 
municipalities’ discretionary power over land-use regulation—
specifically zoning—by which local councils may accept or 
reject rezoning applications. In practice, this broad autonomy 
in the design and use of CACs has allowed for a wide array  
of amenity preconditions in exchange for rezoning, including 
libraries, fire hall expansions, non-market housing, public art 
and funds-in-lieu.

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/governments/local-governments/facts-framework/provincial-local-government-relations/inspector-of-municipalities
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/finance/dcc_best_practice_guide_2005.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/finance/dcc_best_practice_guide_2005.pdf
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Appendix 7: Key principles  
for fees on property 
development: Nexus  
and proportionality
A common justification for the implementation of fees  
on property development is that “growth pays for growth.” 
Also known as the “user pays” principle, this justification 
requires that the upfront capital costs associated with  
new homes and businesses, such as sewers, waterworks  
and roadway expansions, should be paid for by those  
new homes and businesses rather than all homes and 
businesses within a municipality. Once built, the ongoing  
costs for maintenance or operations of this infrastructure  
are shared citywide.

In order to achieve a close linkage between the upfront  
costs of this infrastructure and those new residents and 
businesses generating a need for it, two key principles  
are commonly identified as best practices: nexus and 
proportionality.64

Nexus: Fees imposed on development should be 
demonstrably tied to the needs or impacts generated by  
it. In other words, there should be a clear link, or “nexus,” 
between what the fee or exaction is requiring, and the 
proposed development it applies to. For example, the 
construction of a new neighbourhood on farmland will 
increase demands on local sewer and water infrastructure, 
both in terms of nearby pipe capacity and overall treatment 
plant capacity. This increase in the demands on local 
infrastructure demonstrates clear “nexus” with the new 
neighbourhood, in turn justifying a fee to pay for the  
resulting infrastructure upgrades.

64 These two principles, and the language surrounding them, emerged in part from two landmark U.S. Supreme Court cases: Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 
483 U.S. 825 (1987),and Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994).

65 For more on the mechanism by which fees can exacerbate citywide housing shortages, see the 2014 B.C. government study, Community Amenity Contributions: 
Balancing Community Planning, Public Benefits and Housing Affordability, here: https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-
governments/planning-land-use/community_amenity_contributions_guide.pdf.

Proportionality: Beyond a clear, demonstrable link or 
 “nexus” between the impacts of property development and  
the fees meant to address them, it is also important for the 
fee amount to be “proportionate” to these impacts. That is,  
the fee amount should not be greater than the cost of 
addressing the impacts of new homes or businesses. For 
example, a fee meant to cover the cost of a road widening  
to account for increased traffic generated by residents of a 
new neighbourhood should not be expected to also cover  
the costs of additional widening in anticipation of future, 
unrealized growth. 

There are several risks associated with the neglect of these  
two principles. First, ignoring nexus and proportionality  
in fee design can reduce balance or fairness between  
current residents and newcomers. Importantly, nexus  
and proportionality requirements reduce the temptation of 
shifting the costs of amenities or facilities enjoyed primarily  
by current residents onto new homes and businesses, rather 
than raising the necessary property tax or user fee revenue  
to do so. 

Second, undue or overly burdensome fees may impede  
the pace and amount of homebuilding in a city, creating or 
exacerbating housing shortages.65 These shortages, in turn, 
negatively impact the availability and affordability of housing 
in desirable cities and neighbourhoods.

https://blog.aklandlaw.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/282/2013/07/Nollan.pdf
https://blog.aklandlaw.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/282/2013/07/Dolan.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/planning-land-use/community_amenity_contributions_guide.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/planning-land-use/community_amenity_contributions_guide.pdf
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Appendix 8: B.C.’s community 
housing sector
The community housing sector in B.C. has significant assets 
in its ownership and under its management, owing in many 
cases to historical government investments.

Non-profit housing
More than 800 non-profit organizations in B.C. own and 
manage approximately 65,000 affordable homes in communities 
throughout the province, ranging from supportive housing to 
workforce housing for middle-income workers. The non-profit 
portfolio includes the four municipal housing authorities  
in B.C., each of which is structured as a non-profit entity: 
Metro Vancouver Housing Corporation, Whistler Housing 
Authority, Capital Regional Housing Corporation and City  
of Vancouver. 

Co-operatives
Co-operatives are legal entities owned and managed by  
their members. While most housing co-operatives in B.C.  
are non-profit organizations, a small number are equity 
co-operatives, meaning that their members can build equity,  
as is the case for homeowners. There are over 265 non-profit 
housing co-operatives in B.C., with more than 15,300 homes, 
most of which are in the Lower Mainland and on southern 
Vancouver Island. Co-operatives are not registered charities 
and are not social housing, although some co-operatives 
receive operating subsidies to provide a portion of their 
homes to low-income households at rents geared to their 
incomes. Because they operate at cost on a non-profit basis, 
over time co-operatives are typically much more affordable 
than similar market units. 

Community land trusts (CLTs)
A community land trust is a non-profit corporation that 
acquires and holds land in perpetuity for the benefit of  
a community. CLTs in Canada often partner with local 
governments, existing co-operatives and a broad range  
of other housing providers to build new homes or acquire 
existing homes to keep them permanently affordable. 

BC Housing directly managed 
housing
In addition to the community housing described above, 
another 7,000 affordable homes in B.C. are directly managed 
by BC Housing, the Crown Corporation responsible for 
housing in the province.
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Appendix 9: Federal and 
provincial programs 
and policies benefiting 
homeowners

Federal programs and policies
Capital gains exemption on principal residence
Canadians must pay capital gains tax on 50% of the gain  
from their investments. However, an exception is made  
for investments in principal residences. If a home’s value 
increases between the time it is bought and sold, the 
homeowner is exempt from paying tax on this profit.  
Non-taxation of capital gains on principal residences is  
the fourth largest federal tax expenditure. In 2017, this tax 
expenditure cost an estimated $7.52 billion nationally.66

Non-taxation of net imputed rent for 
homeowners
In Canada, there is a discrepancy between how rental  
and owner-occupied housing is taxed. Owners of rental 
housing pay tax on their rental income, but owners  
occupying their own housing effectively pay no tax on the 
 “rents” they might be understood as paying themselves.  
This provides homeowners with an implicit subsidy on 
the non-taxation of their monthly housing costs. Put 
differently, we might think of renters as paying sales tax  
on their rents, which ultimately shows up as income tax  
for their landlords. Owner-occupiers pay no such sales 
tax on the rent they might be understood as paying  
to themselves as landlords. This federal subsidy was 
estimated to cost $8 billion in 2017.67

Home Buyers’ Plan
Homebuyers may withdraw up to $35,000 from their RRSPs  
to purchase a home without penalty, provided the amount 
withdrawn is repaid within 15 years.

66 Canada Department of Finance (2020).
67 Clayton (2020).
68 To qualify, homeowners must meet one or more of the following criteria: aged 55 or older; be a surviving spouse of any age; have a disability; be a parent, 

stepparent or financially supporting a child.

First-time home buyers’ amount
First-time home buyers are eligible for a $5,000 income tax 
credit on a home purchase, which provides up to $750 in 
federal tax relief. 

First-Time Home Buyer Incentive
Eligible first-time homebuyers can receive a shared equity 
mortgage for 5% of a resale home and up to 10% of a new 
construction home. Homebuyers repay the same percentage 
that was borrowed when the home is sold or within 25 years. 

Provincial programs and policies
Regular Home Owner Grant
Eligible B.C. homeowners can receive a provincial grant to 
reduce the property taxes they must pay each year on their 
principal residences. The annual grant is $570 in the Capital 
Regional District, Metro Vancouver Regional District and the 
Fraser Valley Regional District. In the rest of the province  
the amount is $770. The grant is only available in full for 
homes with an assessed value below a specific threshold.  
For 2021, the threshold has been set at $1.625 million.

Grant supplement for seniors
Eligible seniors can receive a grant on top of the Regular 
Home Owner Grant to reduce the property tax on their 
principal residence.

First-Time Home Buyers’ Program
Eligible first-time homebuyers in B.C. can receive a reduction 
or elimination of the property transfer tax, worth up to $8,000. 

Property tax deferment
Eligible homeowners68 can receive a low-interest loan to pay 
property taxes on a principal residence that is designed to be 
used in conjunction with the Regular Home Owner Grant.
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