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1. Executive Summary
Along with being able to feed and clothe ourselves, keeping a roof over our heads (housing) is
essential to our survival and ability to prosper. Yet there are significant numbers of individuals
and families across Eastern Ontario for whom housing is a serious challenge. Sometimes the
barrier is financial, sometimes it is finding accommodation that is suited to particular special
physical needs, and sometimes it is finding any shelter at all.
Because municipal governments carry primary responsibility (through local housing
corporations) for addressing housing challenges in their communities, the Eastern Ontario
Wardens Caucus has prepared this overview of social housing across the region. This allows
policymakers to understand the housing patterns that prevail across the region, including both
the rural areas represented by the EOWC and the separated towns and cities in Eastern Ontario
represented by the Eastern Ontario Mayors’ Committee.
Social Housing: A Perfect Storm?
The confluence of many factors has created an extraordinarily challenging environment for
both providers of social housing and the people who need those services:
•

Municipalities with responsibility for managing social housing assets face a significant
infrastructure deficit – the need to invest in social housing stock without the financial
resources to meet the need

•

A looming capital investment challenge (due to declining federal capital support as many
social housing projects reach End of Agreement through to 2039)

•

Declining operating subsidies at the same time as capital support wanes

•

Financial and governance challenges among other local service providers that have
historically provided social housing of all types

•

At the community level: changing housing needs in both types of housing and locations of
these units

•

Across communities, the province and the country: generally increased costs of owning or
renting accommodation.

Municipal Governments Responsible for $467 Million in Social Housing Assets (At Cost)
Local governments in rural and urban areas of Eastern Ontario (not including the City of
Ottawa) are responsible for $467 million in social housing assets (at 2012 cost). These assets
now have a book value of $257 million, suggesting that these assets have lost 45% of their
value, as amortization expenses have outstripped municipalities’ ability to reinvest to maintain
them. If these assets are considered on a replacement cost basis, they would be valued at $1.17
billion; this increases the capital investment requirements in the region dramatically.
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Roughly 14,000 Social Housing Units across Eastern Ontario: There are currently more than
9,000 municipal social housing units across Eastern Ontario, with another 3,000 to 5,000 being
operated by other non‐profit organizations or the private sector (Rent‐Geared‐to‐Income units).
In total, it is likely there are more than 14,000 units across the region.
$526 Million Capital Infrastructure Deficit The review suggests that communities in Eastern
Ontario – rural and urban areas alike – face major challenges in responding to the housing
needs of their fellow citizens. As with many other areas of infrastructure, municipalities, their
local housing corporations and local not for profit housing providers are struggling to maintain
social housing stock. Based on replacement cost assumptions, the capital infrastructure deficit
for social housing is estimated to exceed $526 million (2012). If this deficit were addressed
over a 10‐year period, $52.7 million a year in capital investment would be required.
The financial implications of regular/ongoing maintenance of these assets are that Eastern
Ontario municipalities (not including Ottawa) should be investing $39 million a year for capital
maintenance of social housing assets. Rural municipalities should be investing $19.6 million a
year while the separated cities and towns should be investing $19.4 million a year. These
estimates do not include any provision for growth (more people needing affordable housing nor
any major renovations to or replacement of existing units). Nor does it address the capital
accumulated infrastructure deficit.
Municipalities Face $71 Million Shortfall in Annual Capital Expenditures: Even before declining
federal support for capital expenditures is taken into account, municipalities in Eastern Ontario
face a $71 million net shortfall in capital expenditures. This estimate takes into account the
need for municipalities to address the social housing capital infrastructure deficit ($52.6
million/year) and to make annual capital investments in the existing asset base to keep these
assets in good condition ($39 million). It also considers that municipalities in Eastern Ontario
are already investing roughly $20 million a year in social housing.
End of Agreement Viability Questionable in Eastern Ontario: The federal government’s
existing commitment to capital support for social housing is declining (as the debentures for
each project are discharged); this phenomenon has come to known as End of Agreement (EOA).
Research conducted by the (Ontario) Housing Services Corporation over the last several years
suggests that only one in eight municipal social housing projects in Eastern Ontario will be
financially viable on both an operating and capital basis after their federal financing agreement
runs out (these agreements come to an end on a staggered basis in the 2000‐2039 period). At
least 80% of projects are expected to have insufficient reserves set aside or insufficient
operating revenues to cover costs in a post‐EOA environment. A third of municipal projects are
projected to be non‐viable on both capital and operating bases.
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Existing Housing Units are At Risk: Information collected across Eastern Ontario to date
suggests that financial viability of housing stock is at least as tenuous as across the province as a
whole. Often, the level of reserves available to address ongoing capital maintenance is less, the
projects are reaching EOA sooner, and residents’ financial circumstances are more challenging
than for the province as a whole. As a result, new financial strategies – and enabling public
policy – will be needed to help municipal governments and their community partners address a
post‐EOA world. Yet, new strategies and policies will not be enough; there will also be an
ongoing need for federal and provincial participation in the social housing sector.
Wait List Numbers Steady But Mask Challenges for Meeting Specific Needs: Total numbers of
households on Eastern Ontario’s social housing wait lists have remained relatively steady over
the past decade, fluctuating between 7,500 and 9,000. However wait time ranges for each
service area (a few months to a few years) reveal more about the challenges in meeting the
housing needs of diverse populations. Most of the eleven service areas have wait times for
some households that reach two to five years or more in duration.
Housing Affordability Goes Beyond Social Housing: Individuals and households in Eastern
Ontario (especially in rural parts of the region) are challenged on housing’s affordability front.
For instance, household incomes in Rural Eastern Ontario are typically lower than the provincial
average. The average (pre‐tax) household income is roughly $10,000 a year (about 13%) lower
than the Ontario average.
Many rural households are more dependent on government transfers than across Ontario as
whole; nearly one in five (18%) are senior citizens – higher than the provincial average of 15% –
and still climbing.
With more than 80% of rural households owning the home they live in, many struggle under
both the financial and the maintenance burden associated with looking after a long‐time family
home. Alternative accommodations, such as apartments or condominiums, are quite scarce;
only 16% of households in rural areas live in rental accommodation, compared to 29% in the
separated cities and towns. The challenges of transitioning out of the family home often require
people to go to larger urban centres or stay and try to maintain the home as best they can with
their existing financial resources. Because the percentage of homes in need of major repair in
Rural Eastern Ontario (8.6%) is well above the provincial average (5%), it appears the
maintenance challenge is increasing.
In some circumstances, the inability of rural and small urban communities to respond to issues
related to housing results in higher than necessary costs in other service areas. For instance, the
absence of affordable housing can mean that residents stay in their accommodation longer
than might be advisable. EMS services may respond to calls that would have been handled on‐
4

site at a suitable facility (e.g. supportive housing or long term care). The costs for providing this
service are born by the health care system ‐‐‐‐ with both the Province and municipalities
incurring extra costs as a result.
Need for Transitional Strategy for Social Housing: To some extent, social housing challenges
are also transitional: the types of housing present in Eastern Ontario are no longer a good
match for the needs of those with the most significant housing requirements. Developing and
paying for plans to convert or replace existing housing units with accommodations that better
match contemporary needs is a daunting assignment. This is particularly so as federal
debentures for social housing (between now and 2039) are paid off and related subsidies end.
While the initial capital investment for these units will have been paid off, there will be an
ongoing need for further capital investment just to maintain the existing units, to modify or
replace them to better suit contemporary needs, or add new units in new locations. With the
federal government exiting from $2 billion in funding commitments by 2032, this will leave a
gaping infrastructure chasm specific to social housing. And since subsidies keep rental rates
down for financially‐stressed tenants, ongoing operational support will also be needed to
ensure these units remain affordable. Limited prospects for long‐term federal‐provincial
funding are calling into question the financial sustainability of many social housing projects.
Municipalities also need policy flexibility from the Province, to allow local responses to local
housing issues and needs. Many communities are seeing the need for a changing mix of housing
types and a changing geographic distribution of these units. There is a need for new business
models to support cost‐effective, coordinated responses by public and private providers. There
is also a need for better deployment of technology to understand needs on a regional basis and
simplify provincial reporting/compliance processes.
Social Housing Not Sustainable Without Support from Upper Levels of Government: Taken
together, capital infrastructure investment requirements, the operating cost environment,
changing housing needs in the community, and the stress that other housing providers are
facing, all combine to pose major challenges for local governments striving to respond to
housing needs in communities across Eastern Ontario. While municipal governments and local
housing corporations have some opportunities to respond to a changing fiscal and social
environment, there is also a clear and urgent need for continued financial support from upper
levels of government.
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Recommendations
Providing affordable local services, such as social housing, will require municipal governments
to change the trajectory of both service delivery costs (capital and operating) and the revenues
available to pay for these services. The following recommendations cover some actions that
local governments might take on their own in their role as local Service Managers, through local
housing corporations, or through the EOWC, as well as those which might be undertaken in
partnership with upper levels of government.
Recommendations for EOWC and Constituent Municipalities:
E‐1: It is proposed that the EOWC continue to actively support the development of a region‐
wide economic development strategy with the long‐term objective of stimulating growth as
well as jobs across the region, which will in turn stimulate growth in the region’s tax base. The
ultimate goal is to increase total assessment as well as the proportion of assessment from
industrial, commercial and institutional operations. (This same recommendation is found in the
Municipal Infrastructure White Paper).
E‐2: it is proposed that the EOWC encourage and work with social housing Service Managers in
multi‐service area groups across the region to explore and propose more cost‐effective ways to
meet social housing needs in Eastern Ontario.
For example these proposals could include different operational models for the construction
and/or maintenance of social housing in each service area or collaboratively across several
service areas. Participation in the operational models could be offered to any or all of public
housing, community‐based not‐for‐profit or cooperative housing, or organizations offering rent‐
geared‐to‐income accommodations. The operational model(s) could function under an existing
governance structure or a new one which consolidates multiple other organizations. Public‐
private partnership models could also be considered.
E‐3: It is proposed that the EOWC work with the Eastern Ontario Mayors Committee (EOMC) to
support the advocacy work of the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO), and the
advocacy work of the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM), regarding social housing
with the provincial and federal governments respectively.
E‐4: it is proposed that the EOWC, in concert with the Eastern Ontario Mayors Committee
(EOMC), share the EOWC’s analyses and recommendations with the regional and national
representatives of the Government of Canada to underscore the need for ongoing federal
support of social housing.
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Recommendations for the Province of Ontario:
U‐1: It is proposed that the EOWC express its support for AMO’s principles on social housing as
summarized below and articulated on the AMO website:
•
•
•
•
•

Income redistribution programs such as social housing should not be funded through
property taxes.
As long as municipalities are the principal funders of housing services in Ontario, they
should be the principal policy makers.
The focus should be on long‐term, cost‐effective solutions across the full spectrum of
housing and social policy, not just specific programs.
A sustainable funding framework which excludes the property tax base, is essential.
Comprehensive and coordinated policies and programs are needed that include improved
income supports, improved housing choices, and improved access to social and health
services.

The EOWC supports AMO’s call for a comprehensive National Housing Strategy to provide clear
direction for collaboration and action, as well as defined roles, responsibilities and
accountability for all three orders of government.
U‐2: Until the Province is able to adjust the framework for social housing programming to align
with AMO’s position on social housing (funding from a source other than the municipal
property tax base), it is further proposed that the EOWC requests the Province to undertake the
necessary policy development work to allow greater local/service area flexibility in:
•

•

•
•

The interpretation of and changes to “prescribed units”. In particular, municipalities and
housing corporations should be permitted to review their current prescribed numbers
(which have not changed for more than a decade) and advise on the right targets for the
next 20 years. Municipalities and social housing corporations should be permitted to adjust
unit number commitments through the End of Agreement (EOA) period, through to 2039, as
housing stock is revitalized or redistributed.
The mix of public and private housing options in the same project (e.g. social housing/RGI
and market rent units for low and moderate income individuals and households). In
particular, units should not be struck from the prescribed unit count if the tenant individual
or family becomes able to pay market rent.
Determining the best mix of types of accommodation to meet the actual needs for social
housing within and across communities in a municipality.
Allocating available units to those on waiting lists, based in part on who is likely to have a
successful housing experience in the specific types of units available at any moment in time.
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Restrictions which govern how these allocations are made should be removed to support
better decision‐making at the local level.
U‐3: It is proposed that the EOWC encourage and support the Province of Ontario in its
continued efforts to contain the growth in program and service delivery costs, including those
that are mandated to municipal government. In Social Housing, the EOWC encourages the
Province to consider moving quickly to harness the power of information technology for data
submission/compliance purposes and in particular, address the need to be able to improve the
level of accuracy of waiting lists (reducing double‐counting) and the weaknesses of the existing
AIMS system for tracking investment in Ontario’s affordable housing program. Doing so will
increase the reliability of the system, reduce the need for manual adjustments to data, and help
to contain both provincial and municipal administrative costs associated with Social Housing.
U‐4: It is proposed that the Province encourage and provide policy flexibility to municipalities
receiving provincial transit funding monies from the provincial gas tax so that they can consider
how transit services could be deployed to support those residents of social housing who must
travel long distances to access services. These service options could include active
transportation.
U‐5: Until the Government of Canada renews its historical long‐term commitment to capital
funding for social housing or until funding for social housing is removed from the municipal tax
base, it is proposed that the Province provide interest‐free loans to support municipalities and
housing corporations that are proposing major changes to existing stock to better meet the
social housing needs of their residents. These changes could include major renovations to
existing buildings or replacement of existing buildings with new ones with different
configurations which better meet contemporary needs. In these cases, total numbers of units
would be preserved.
U‐6: It is proposed that the Province increase Rent‐Geared‐To‐Income subsidy levels for units
funded under its programs, thus recognizing that there has been no change in subsidies since
2000‐2001 due to the formula for calculating subsidies being proportional to social services
funding which has been constrained over the last decade.
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U‐7: It is proposed that the Province, along with its Agencies, Boards and Commissions, consult
with municipalities and housing corporations when provincial legislation, regulations and
policies are being developed or changed and when those changes could have an impact on
social housing projects or buildings. Examples include:
a) Changes to the Ontario Fire Code which affect domiciliary care facilities such as Social
Housing.
b) Changes to assessed value (special purpose buildings) for social housing, which has
implications for municipal property taxes. The EOWC considers that social housing should be
property tax exempt. In the absence of an exemption, it is proposed that the Province institute
a Payment‐in‐Lieu for social housing that is reviewed and adjusted regularly to at least keep
pace with the increase in costs of goods and services required to deliver Social Housing.
U‐8: It is proposed that the EOWC work in partnership with the Province of Ontario to design
and implement as soon as possible a permanent, predictable, non‐competitive infrastructure
fund designed specifically for small, rural and remote areas. (This same recommendation is
found in the Municipal Infrastructure White Paper. The White Paper contained a series of
recommendations for the design and operation of such a permanent fund, including giving
municipalities the responsibility to set their own priorities, a funding tie‐in to completion of
asset management plans and related accountability provisions).
Recommendations for the Government of Canada:
U‐9: It is proposed that the EOWC support FCM’s positions on social housing with the
Government of Canada. In particular, the EOWC supports FCM’s call for a federal commitment
to a long‐term housing plan including but not limited to: ongoing social housing subsidies and
continued capital debenture support for rejuvenation, replacement and expansion of social
housing units. The EOWC’s support will include a willingness to make direct representations to
regional and national representatives of the Government of Canada.
U‐10: It is proposed that the EOWC advocate for reinstatement of the federal Home Renovation
Tax Credit – especially for energy efficiency, and the continuation and extension of the
provincial Home Renovation Tax Credit for seniors and family members living with them. It is
further recommended that these tax credits be focused on low‐income owner‐occupied
households. (This same recommendation is found in the Ratepayer Affordability White Paper).
The EOWC would like to thank the Treasurers of the member organizations along with the staffs of the
Housing Services Corporations across Eastern Ontario, for provision of data and insight into current
issues in the social housing arena.
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2. Introduction
Following the completion of the landmark analysis of the overall financial sustainability of
local governments in Eastern Ontario in February 2012, the Eastern Ontario Wardens
Caucus commissioned several follow‐up projects to:
•
•

Examine selected priority areas in greater detail, and
Update key variables so the work would remain current and could be used with
confidence as a support to future EOWC work.
The EOWC identified five priority areas for further attention, each of which is being
addressed using a White Paper format:
•
•
•
•
•

Municipal Affordability – an examination of operating conditions for municipalities
Ratepayer Affordability – an examination of the financial circumstances of local
economies and the rural residents who bear most of the cost of service delivery
Municipal Infrastructure – an examination of the conditions influencing the overall state
of municipal infrastructure and municipalities’ ability to invest in and maintain these
assets
Social Housing – an examination of the financial circumstances of upper/single tier
municipalities in addressing these community needs, both in terms of local demand for
service and the financial implications of associated capital infrastructure requirements
Environmental Services – an examination of the financial circumstances of single/lower
tier municipalities in addressing these responsibilities, on both the operating and capital
fronts.

The White Papers on Municipal Affordability
and Municipal Infrastructure were released
in the late summer of 2013 while the Paper
on Ratepayer Affordability was released in
March of 2014, Social Housing and
Environmental Services are being released in
the spring‐summer of 2014.

Figure 1 ‐ For the purposes of the White Papers, "Eastern
Ontario" was defined as the area bounded by the 13
member governments of the Eastern Ontario Wardens
Caucus and the 90 lower tier municipalities within those
boundaries. The 10 Separated Cities (and Towns) within or
adjacent to those governments, and the City of Ottawa are
not included in these analyses.

Each of these White Papers has two new
features not included in the original financial
sustainability analysis. First, the White
Papers have added financial projections to
allow the EOWC and other stakeholders to
understand what the financial future holds
in the year 2020 if recent trends continue.
Second, the White Papers contain
recommendations for action to address the
challenges envisaged as a result of the projections.
Methodology: Projections have been made based on simple straight‐line extrapolation from
the actual experience in three time periods: 2000‐2011, 2007‐2009 and 2009‐2011. Most
data is from the annual municipal Financial Information Returns (FIRs).
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3. Number and Types of Social Housing Stock Across Eastern Ontario
Based on information received to date from EOWC Treasurers and Service Managers across the
region, there are at least 9,000 municipally‐owned social housing units in Eastern Ontario now,
with roughly 4,000 of them in rural Eastern Ontario and the balance in the separated cities and
towns. There are likely another 3,000 to 5,000 units of social housing being operated by not for
profit organizations or by the private sector (rent‐geared‐to‐income subsidies). In total, it is
likely there are more than 14,000 housing units of all types across the region.
Many of the social housing units in the region are reaching the end of their useful life; without
significant reinvestment, they will not be suitable for ongoing use. In addition, housing needs
are changing across the region – modifications to existing structures or entirely different types
of units will be needed to ensure that available units match the profiles of households in need
of housing.
Many issues and challenges for local governments lie behind these numbers:
•

Dealing with Disrepair: In the face of serious infrastructure funding shortfalls in other
service areas (e.g. transportation systems, environmental services etc.), social housing has
received relatively little attention from any level of government in the past decade. The
provincial auditor’s report (2009) notes that most social housing units transferred to
municipalities in the late 1990s (in exchange for uploading a portion of education property
tax) were mid‐way through their useful life (estimated at 50 years). Many of those assets
are now approaching the end of their useful lives and must either be rehabilitated or
replaced…. at much higher cost.

•

Old Housing Stock Inappropriate for New Needs: Service Managers and Treasurers report
that there is a need to adjust the mix of different types and locations of social housing stock
to meet contemporary needs. Units in older buildings designed and built to meet the needs
of larger families are now inappropriate for smaller families and individuals, especially those
with special needs. This increases the difficulty – and the costs – associated with meeting
either provincial or local priority needs, let alone the many people who do not fit within
either of the two preceding categories. The need to maintain prescribed numbers of units at
all times – and providing accommodation for existing tenants – makes the transition
especially difficult. Service Managers and municipalities are considering all options for
addressing changing needs: consolidating units into fewer, more appropriate buildings,
demolition of old buildings and rebuilding new, and renovations of existing units.
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•

Local Not for Profits are Struggling: Roughly two‐thirds (+60%) of social housing in Ontario
is owned and operated by private or not‐for‐profit organizations. Like municipalities, these
organizations are finding it difficult to maintain their housing stock, provide affordable
housing for the most financially‐disadvantaged citizens, or even retain governance
leadership on local boards. Municipalities are increasingly finding themselves working with
other local providers to help them stay solvent, or keep housing units in the marketplace.
Sometimes the only alternative is for the municipality to absorb the housing unit along with
its associated capital infrastructure deficit and operating responsibilities. This development
can keep housing units on the market but adds to the financial and management
responsibilities of the local government.

•

Unintended Consequences of MPAC Valuation Changes Increase Property Tax Costs: In
2009, MPAC unilaterally changed the market value of social housing units across Ontario.
Because these units are subject to property taxes, local housing corporations – and the
municipalities that support them – witnessed significant property tax increases. These
payments are often made from one municipality to another or from one government tier to
another (e.g. a county to a township or town), increasing costs to one upper/single tier
government with additional tax revenue flowing to another local government. The
unilateral change has created “winners” and “losers” among municipalities. In future,
advance consultation on the impact of value changes could help to reduce these
unintended consequences. In the meantime, it is the view of the Eastern Ontario Wardens
Caucus that social housing properties should be tax exempt or failing that, be recognized
with a Payment‐in‐Lieu that is regularly reviewed and adjusted to keep up with increasing
costs of providing social housing services.
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4.1
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ng the Value of Social Housing Stock ‐ FIR Basiis:
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•

At the en
nd of 2012, the value of social housing stock at
a cost across Eaastern Ontario was
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on, with $467 million
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ount for the areaa outside of Otttawa (rural areaas and separated
d towns and cities). This meanss that over the years,
y
governm
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b
in social housing
h
in the region,
r
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ount outside of Ottawa.
(Ottawa has invested $4
490 million in so
ocial housing). Nearly
N
$235 million of this amo
ount has been in
nvested in Rural Eastern
Ontario, with $233 milliion in the separated towns and
d cities.

•

The net book value of social
s
housing stock at the end of 2012 ‐‐‐ acro
oss the region as a whole ‐‐‐ waas $539 million;; $282
million in
n Ottawa and $257 million outsside of Ottawa (rural Eastern Ontario
O
and the separated citiess combined). Th
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book vallue of assets invvested in Rural Eastern
E
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on. For
Eastern Ontario (not inccluding Ottawa)), $196 million in
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n lost.

Figure 2 ‐ Value
e of Social Housing Stock across Eastern Ontario in 2012; Sou
urce: Financial Inform
mation Return, Schedule 51

Note that depending
d
on the fiscal arrangem
ments made betw
ween municipalitties, investments in social housing
g made through one
municipaliity may result in service
s
benefits in
i another municcipality. For this reason,
r
it is apprropriate to consid
der Eastern Onta
ario – the
Rural area
as and the Separa
ated Cities as a whole.
w
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Understanding Valuation of Social Housing Assets:
•

The actual value of social housing assets held by municipalities may be different than either of the net book value or the
value at cost, and should be considered to be an approximate metric to use for estimating either capital infrastructure
deficits or annual set‐asides/allocations to reserves for ongoing capital maintenance purposes. There are several reasons for
this observation:
a) Some social housing units may be fully amortized and as a result, may no longer show on the books at all (book value
having gone to zero). However, these units may still have value in the marketplace and may be in need of capital repairs if
they are to remain in service.
b) The value of social housing assets may have been set in different ways at the time of their download from the Province to
upper/single tier municipal governments. Data provided by Service Managers across Eastern Ontario in 2012 suggested
that the value may have been set based on any of a) market value at time of acquisition, b) the estimated cost when the
units were originally constructed, c) the depreciated value at the time of acquisition by municipalities, or d) the appraised
value at the time of acquisition. In the absence of Building Cost Assessments (BCAs), the method of establishing the
Initial valuation would affect calculations for capital infrastructure deficits or required capital reserve set‐asides.

•

Just as there was a range of methods used to establish the value of social housing assets transferred from the province in the
late 1990s, there is also a variety of methods used to establish the value of social housing assets today. Municipalities may be
using any of a) independently‐produced appraisals within or outside of capital needs studies and/or capital plans, b) the
MPAC‐derived value, c) replacement value, d) the initial mortgage value at the time of construction (less any principal
payment draw‐downs), or e) an average unit cost drawn from recent new affordable housing builds in the area.

•

As useful as an estimate of today’s value of social housing stock may be, what is more important is understanding the
costs associated with maintaining or replacing these assets. To that end, replacement cost is a far better measure of value.
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4.2 Eastern Ontario Responsible for $1.17 Billion in Social Housing Stock ‐ Replacement Cost
Basis:
The extent of financial obligations and responsibilities that municipalities have for social
housing is almost certainly underestimated by using value at cost. The costs associated with
capital repairs or entirely new construction of social housing units are considerably higher
today than when most of the housing units in Eastern Ontario were built.
To estimate future capital needs for these purposes – especially considering the need for
different types of units in future – replacement cost is a better basis for estimation than
value at cost and is useful in calculating:
• Ongoing maintenance requirements (unless a Building Condition Assessment has been
completed), that are required to keep the asset in service for a 20 to 30 year period.
• Eventual replacement of a building or major modification to suit new purposes.
The replacement cost of virtually all municipal assets has increased markedly, especially
over the past decade. Along with the uncertainty that exists over accuracy of valuation for
social housing units at the time of transfer in the late 1990s, these cost increases have
prompted the use of a replacement cost factor of 2.5 times original purchase price for social
housing assets. This means that municipalities in Rural Eastern Ontario have the
responsibility for maintaining $587.7 million in social housing asset value ($235.1 million x
2.5) and the separated towns and cities are responsible for another $581.6 million in
social housing assets ($232.6 million x 2.5). Together these municipalities are responsible
for maintaining $1.169 billion in social housing assets.
The estimated annual capital budget allocation for these social housing assets is estimated
by assuming a 30 year life span for these assets and an equally‐weighted allocation over
each of the 30 years. Municipal governments that have recently commissioned Building
Condition Assessments will have a much more accurate estimate for their own community;
the regional estimate is intended to provide an order of magnitude estimate to enable
municipalities to underscore the importance of funding from other levels of government
and understand the role of social housing in the full spectrum of capital infrastructure
needs.
Figure 6 ‐ Estimated Annual Provision Required for Regular Maintenance of Social Housing Assets ‐ Using Replacement
Cost Method and 30 Year Life Span

The financial implications of these asset‐based maintenance responsibilities are that:
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•

•
•

In total, Eastern Ontario (not including the City of Ottawa) should be investing
approximately $39 million a year in capital maintenance of social housing assets. This
regional total is the most useful for future planning because many local housing
corporations serve multiple municipalities, often across rural‐urban boundaries. These
arrangements are negotiated between the municipalities.
Municipalities in Rural Eastern Ontario should be investing roughly $19.6 million a year
in regular maintenance of social housing assets
Separated cities and towns should be investing roughly $19.4 million a year in regular
maintenance of social housing assets.

Note that these estimates do not include any provision for growth (more people needing
affordable housing). Furthermore, the estimates are not intended to cover either minor
capital repairs or other regular operating costs (e.g. utilities, taxes, insurance etc.)
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5. Infrastructure Deficit for Social Housing Tops $500 Million
5.1 Eastern Ontario Not Keeping Up With Necessary Capital Expenditures (FIRs)
By the end of 2012, Rural Eastern Ontario had lost more than half of the value of previous
investments in social housing assets; they were worth $113 million compared to their
original purchase/transfer price of $235 million. The difference ($121.8 million) can be
considered the minimum capital infrastructure deficit associated with social housing in the
rural areas. When separated cities and towns are taken into account (Eastern Ontario
excluding Ottawa), the minimum infrastructure deficit is $210.7 million.
Figure 7 ‐ Capital Infrastructure Deficit for Social Housing in Eastern Ontario (2012)

If replacement value (at the rate of 2.5 times original cost) is used to estimate the capital
infrastructure deficit across Eastern Ontario, the more likely deficit is $527 million.
Roughly 60% ($305 million) is attributable to Rural Eastern Ontario and the other 40%
($222 million) to the separated cities and towns.
5.2 Annual Capital Expenditures Average Nearly $20 million a Year (FIRs):
Across the region as a whole, nearly $82.1 million has been invested in social housing over
the 2009‐2012 period. While the average is roughly $20 million a year over the four‐year
period, there does appear to be a downward trend in overall investment over this
timeframe.
Figure 8 ‐ Annual Capital Expenditures for Social Housing ‐ Eastern Ontario (2009‐2012)

According to anecdotal information, none of these expenditures were for new units. Rather,
these expenditures were major capital repairs and maintenance of existing units.
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5.3

Roughly $15 Million a Year in Amortization Expenses for Eastern Ontario
•

5.4

Over the 2009 to 2011 (three‐year) period, amortization expenses associated with
social housing stock across all of Eastern Ontario (including Ottawa) were $79.3 million;
$32.4 million (slightly less than half the total) was expensed by the City of Ottawa. This
means that the rest of Eastern Ontario registered amortization expenses for social
housing of $48.5 million. This would amount to roughly $15 million a year for each of
those three years.
Less Than $40 Million In Reserves for Social Housing

•

At the end of 2012, Eastern Ontario held a total of $37.4 million in reserves for social
housing. This is split between Rural Eastern Ontario ($20 million) and the separated
cities and towns ($17.5 million). By comparison, the City of Ottawa held $51 million in
reserves.
Figure 9 ‐ Reserves for Social Housing Across Eastern Ontario
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6. Eastern Ontario Should Be Investing $71 More Each Year in Social
Housing
6.1 Annual Capital Expenditures to Maintain Existing Assets
To maintain more than a billion in social housing assets (assuming replacement cost of 2.5
times original purchase price and a 30‐year asset life span), Eastern Ontario would need to
invest $39 million a year. This amount would be split almost equally between Rural Eastern
Ontario ($19.6 million) and the separated towns and cities ($19.4 million).
Figure 10 ‐ Annual Capital Expenditures to Maintain Existing Assets

6.2 Addressing the Capital Infrastructure Deficit
To address the replacement cost‐based infrastructure deficit over a 10‐year period, Eastern
Ontario would have to allocate $52.7 million a year for this purpose, split between Rural
Eastern Ontario ($30.5 million) and the separated cities and towns ($22.2 million).
Figure 11 ‐ Annual Allocation to Address Capital Infrastructure Deficit Over 10 Years

6.3 Current Annual Capital Expenditures
In the 2009 to 2012 period, more than $80 million was invested in social housing in Eastern
Ontario (not including Ottawa) – an average of roughly $20 million a year. Of the total, $5.5
million was invested each year in Rural Eastern Ontario and $15 million was invested in the
separated cities and towns. The investments in each part of the region fluctuated over the
four year period.

20

Figure 12 ‐ Capital Investment in Social Housing 2009‐2012 ‐ Eastern Ontario

6.4 $71 Million Annual Shortfall in Social Housing Infrastructure Investment
Taken together, the required annual capital investment to address the social housing
infrastructure deficit and maintain existing municipal assets, Eastern Ontario should be
investing $91.6 million a year (split between Rural Eastern Ontario: $50 million, and the
separated cities and towns: $41.6 million.) Deducting the average capital investment over
the 2009‐2012 period (roughly $20 million), there is an annual $71 million shortfall in
capital investment in social housing in Eastern Ontario. This shortfall is split between Rural
Eastern Ontario ($44.6 million) and the separated cities and towns ($26.5 million).
Figure 13 ‐ Net Capital Investment Shortfall in Social Housing in Eastern Ontario
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7. Region Faces Significant End of Agreement Challenges
7.1

Many Social Housing Projects Will Reach End of Agreement in Next 20 Years

For several decades now, municipalities and housing corporations have been able to secure
favourable financing from the federal government for construction of additional social housing
units. As these projects reach the End of Agreement – the point at which the debenture is
repaid – there is no commitment to additional federal funding for social housing projects.
However, there are ongoing needs to continue capital maintenance on these units, respond to
changing needs for different types of social housing in different communities, and generate
sufficient revenues to provide affordable housing for our most financially‐strapped individuals
and families.
Figure 14 ‐ Number of Social Housing Units Reaching End of Agreement in Ontario Each Year to 2039 ‐ By Type; Source: Social
Housing End Dates in Ontario, Assessing Impacts and Promoting Good Practices, October 2012, Prepared by Re/Fact
Consulting for Housing Services Corporation

The end of debentures and operating subsidies (known as End of Agreement) is taking place
over a roughly 30 year period, concluding in 2039 (see graph above). The federal government
has not indicated that this highly beneficial source of financing for municipalities and local
housing corporations will continue. As a result, municipalities find themselves asking two
questions:
a) Will we be able to afford the ongoing capital investments we need to make to maintain the
social housing projects we have undertaken after the debentures are discharged (after the End
of Agreement for each project is reached), and
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b) Will we be able to carry the operating costs of the social housing projects we have
undertaken, and thereby make at least some housing in our communities affordable to
individuals and families of the most modest means?
7.2

Eastern Ontario Housing Units Likely to Reach EOA Sooner Than Rest of Province

Although based on less than complete information, the percentage of social housing units
reaching End of Agreement between 2014 and 2029 appears to be higher for Eastern Ontario
than for the province as a whole. While there is variation from one Service Area to another, it
appears that roughly three quarters (77%) of the region’s federally‐debentured social housing
units will reach EOA in the 2020‐2029 period; this means that local governments and Service
Managers have at most 15 years to address the challenges of maintaining their social housing
stock.
Figure 15 ‐ Percentage of Social Housing Units Reaching End of Agreement in Each Decade Through to 2039; source: HSC EOA
reports for Each Service Area
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7.3

Recent Analysis by Housing Services Corporation Suggests Major Viability Challenges

In 2012, Ontario’s Housing Services Corporation asked Re/Fact Consulting to undertake viability
analysis to determine the answer to both capital and operating support questions. Based on
information provided by local Service Managers (SMs) from across the province, and using
certain viability tests for each of capital and operating conditions post‐EOA, the analysis
suggests that only 10% of all reported projects (those for which information was available)
were considered to be “most viable” (rating #1).
Project Viability Testing Grid: ONTARIO
16% of all reported
projects

16% of all
reported projects

Note: for the
housing projects
data for which was
available for
inclusion in there
was insufficient data
for 45% of the
projects.
Average operating
shortfalls at EOA were
~ $4,400/unit

36% of all reported
projects

33% of all reported
projects

Note that this analysis was based on voluntary submissions from municipalities and housing
corporations.
Source: Social Housing End Dates in Ontario, Assessing Impacts and Promoting Good Practices, October 2012,
Prepared by Re/Fact Consulting for Housing Services Corporation
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7.4 Results of Preliminary Viability Analysis at EOA – Capital Position (Per Unit) – By Region
The HSC report estimated the viability of housing projects across Southern Ontario, by region, to determine how many could expect
to be supported with the financial resources necessary to keep the project financially viable. The Capital Position was defined as
Projected Capital Funding or Reserves minus Capital Demand. If the resulting position was a negative number, the project was
deemed to be non‐viable. Note that in the chart reproduced below, “Eastern Ontario” as defined by the EOWC is split between the
“Eastern” and “GTA/Central” regions in the HSC analysis.
The average capital position at EOA (per unit) for non‐viable municipal non‐profit units in the Eastern Region was a deficit of $25,571
and in the GTA/Central region was a deficit of $19,363. Across both regions, all municipal units considered as an entire group are
expected to fail the capital viability test (projected deficits of $6,361 and $15,658 per unit respectively).
Source: Report to Housing Services Corporation of Ontario
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7.5 Results of Preliminary Viability Analysis at EOA – Operating Position (Per Unit) – By Region
The HSC report also considers the viability of social housing projects at EOA from an operating perspective – will there be sufficient
revenue generated to cover operating costs? The formal definition of Operating Position was Projected Revenues less Projected
Costs. For Eastern Ontario, municipal projects that are not expected to be viable at EOA will see an annual estimated shortfall of
$1,500 to $2,277 per unit per year (based on Eastern region and GTA/Central region projections). The entire Eastern Region
municipal sector is barely viable on an operating basis (+$159/unit per year and $3,093/unit per year) for Eastern and GTA/Central
regions. Note that many other service providers are not expected to be viable on an operating basis.
Source: Report to Housing Services Corporation of Ontario
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The HSC analysis considers both operating viability and capital viability for each housing project
using the following tests:
•

Capital Position Viability: The analysis estimated capital funding less capital demand to
approximate a project’s capital position at EOA. If projected capital funding – including
reserves – available at EOA exceeded capital funding demand (anticipated capital
investments), the capital position was considered positive, and the project was deemed
viable from a capital perspective. Capital demand was estimated from Building Condition
Assessments (BCAs) if available, and if not, $750 per unit per year was used as a proxy.
The HSC study noted “the very real potential that depleted assets with deferred
maintenance needs would have a tangible impact on viability and must therefore be
accounted for.” In prior research, a proxy of $750/unit in annual capital spending was used
as a minimum threshold for adequate capital funding or reserve balances, failing which the
capital position of a project would be deemed deficient. The increasing availability of BCAs in
Ontario is considered to be a more accurate measure with which to estimate a project’s
capital position at the time of EOA and thereby better predict the impact capital position
has on the viability of projects.

•

Operating Position Viability: If Net Operating Income (NOI), which is revenues less
expenses, is positive (greater than zero), the project was considered a pass (positive
operating position); others were considered to have a negative operating position. In a
post‐EOA era, this means that both subsidies and mortgage payments are no longer
present. In the absence of any operating subsidies, most if not all of the operating costs
must be borne by tenants’ rent payments.
Note that the NOI test was applied to the year in which the project reached End of
Agreement and incorporated an assumed 1% annual escalation of Rent Geared to Income
(RGI) rent revenue, 2% for market rent revenue, and 2% a year for other revenue. On the
expense side, an annual factor of 2% was used to incorporate anticipated increases in
operating costs.

Background Information on the HSC Study (Excerpt):
“Project viability analysis at the provincial level has tried to determine whether social housing
projects will be (financially) viable as they reach their End of Agreement. “Viability analysis in
past EOA research for social housing has looked at both operating position and capital position
across housing programs to assess a project’s viability at a given point in time. While both are
important, more recent research has tried to improve the capital position perspective by using
more detailed data. To be clear, the measures used to establish these positions are simply
indicators, providing an estimate of a project’s relative viability based on set assumptions.
While these measures help provide a general sense of EOA impact, more refined analysis of
viability would be necessary at the project level in order to reflect specific conditions/context.”
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7.6 More Than Three‐Quarters of Social Housing Projects Will Not Be Viable By 2040
Analyses prepared by the (Ontario) Housing Services Corporation based on information
provided by Service Managers across Eastern Ontario suggest that three‐quarters of social
housing projects will not be financially viable on either an operating or capital cost basis by
2040. This means that these jurisdictions are not expected to generate sufficient rental income
to cover operating costs or there are not sufficient reserves in place to address the anticipated
capital maintenance costs of these units. Only one in eight projects (12.4%) is expected to be
financially viable on both an operating and a capital basis; in other words, most of the social
housing stock In Eastern Ontario is apparently at risk. [NOTE; These data are based on HSC EOA
reports received to date; additional reports could change these percentages somewhat.]
The percentage of projects in the “least viable” rating category – rating 4 – is slightly higher
than the percentage of such projects for the province as a whole (38% compared to 33%
respectively. The percentage of projects with insufficient information to permit evaluation was
lower in Eastern Ontario than across the province as a whole (11% compared to 45%).
Percentages shown in the chart below are calculated on the total number of projects.
12.4% of all
reported projects

12.4% of all
reported projects

Note that 11% of the
projects for which data was
submitted for the HSC study
had insufficient data to
permit EOA viability
analysis.
In addition, some local
housing corporations did
not participate in the study.
It is unclear what the
region’s viability profile
would look like if all units
had been assessed.

26.3% of all
reported projects

37.8% of all
reported projects

Source: Social Housing End Dates in Ontario, Assessing Impacts and Promoting Good Practices, October 2012,
Prepared by Re/Fact Consulting for Housing Services Corporation; also HSC‐generated EOA analyses completed on
a Service Area‐by‐Service Area basis.
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8. Net Operating Costs of $80 Million Cut in Half by Current Grants, Fees and Charges
8.1 Net Operating Costs for Social Housing are Nearly $80 Million a Year
In 2011, operating costs for all types of social housing (public housing, not for profit/coop housing, rent supplements, and
housing support programs) totalled $163.7 million across both Rural Eastern Ontario and the separated cities and towns (not
including Ottawa). The proportions of responsibilities were roughly even ($91.6 million for Rural Eastern Ontario with another
$72.2 million in the separated cities and towns).
Figure 16 ‐ Total Operating Costs for Social Housing (2012)

Two‐thirds of these expenditures were made for public housing ($104.8 million or 64%) with $45 million in support of local not
for profit or cooperative housing, and $13.4 million in Rent Geared to Income supplements.
Municipalities and housing corporations are able to reduce expenses somewhat through non‐rent cost recovery (grants, user
fees and service charges). In 2011, these totalled $84 million, of which $37.2 million accrued to Rural Eastern Ontario and $46.8
million to separated cities and towns (see chart next page).
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Figure 17 ‐ Net Operating Expenses for Social Housing (2011)

Net expenses, which must be met by either rents or other types of revenues, are therefore $54.4 million for Rural Eastern
Ontario (about $75.00 per capita per year) and $25.3 million for the separated cities and towns (about $85.00 per capita per
year). Taken together, net operating expenses for social housing are therefore $79.7 million.
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9.

Waiting Lists for Social Housing Steady Across Eastern Ontario

9.1 Eastern Ontario’s Waiting Lists May Be in the 7,500 to 9,000 Range
Over the past decade, the total number of individuals or families (households) on waiting lists in
Eastern Ontario has remained quite steady around the 7,500 to 9,000 range.
Although provincial authorities place significant emphasis on waiting lists in evaluating
adequacy of social housing services across the province, it is not clear that simple measures
such as numbers of individuals or households on a waiting list or average wait times are
especially useful. There are many phenomena at work that influence the number of
households in need of housing and the communities’ ability to respond effectively to their
needs (thereby reducing a waiting list):
• People may – and often do – apply for social housing in multiple communities.
Reconciliation of waiting lists to eliminate duplicates is extremely difficult and time‐
consuming.
Figure 18 ‐ Waiting Lists for Social Housing in Eastern Ontario (2012)

Note: A significant change in the waiting list of one county generated the uptick in 2011. Wait
list numbers in that County have now returned to a historically typical level.
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•

People may drop off waiting lists for any number of reasons (finding housing, moving to
other communities, changing circumstances that make them ineligible for social housing).
• There are varying practices across Ontario on updating and/or purging waiting lists; as a
result, it is difficult to know at any moment in time what the real need is... or whether an
apparent change in numbers on any particular waiting list is simply the result of application
of a new purge policy.
“Average” wait times are not especially useful predictors, especially in rural areas where
willingness (or ability) to take up vacant units can vary enormously by geographic location and
proximity to other services, as well as by the type of unit available (is it suitable?) As a result,
other factors including potential employment opportunities, presence of support networks,
transportation services, and the locations of other social or health services are important
features of any particular social housing project or available unit.
9.2 Breaking Out Waiting Lists by Housing Corporation Areas
There are eleven local housing corporations in Eastern Ontario (not including the City of
Ottawa. Overall waiting lists vary across those areas, ranging from roughly 350 active
households in some cases to more than a thousand. These waiting list numbers must be
considered order‐of‐magnitude estimates only.
• Because there is no way to know if household have applied in more than one community, it
is possible that there is some double‐counting.
• It is possible there are some active households that have found housing on their own and
no longer need to be on the waiting list for affordable housing... but the local housing
corporation is unaware of this development.
• It is possible there are some households that should be on the waiting list for affordable
housing... but have not yet applied or don’t know how to do so.
In addition, an aggregated waiting list number is much less helpful to local planning and
management of available places than a more granular view that considers households based on
the type of housing they need and their status in relation to provincial priorities.
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Figure 19 ‐ Average Waiting Lists by Housing Service Corporation Service Area ‐ 2003 to 2013; Source:

*Data unavailable so 2011 information was used as a proxy

33

9.3 Social Housing Waiting Lists as at December 31, 2012 (Total for Region: 7,612; 4.8% of provincial total)
Renfrew
(incl. Pembroke)
911

Kawartha Lakes
(incl. Haliburton)
579

Prescott and Russell
511

Hastings
(incl. Belleville and
Quinte West)
1,315

Ottawa
9,717
Cornwall
(incl. SDG)
860

Lanark
(incl. Smiths Falls)
414

Peterborough (incl.
Peterborough County)
1,550

Leeds (incl. L&G,
Brockville, Gananoque
and Prescott)
461
Kingston (incl. Frontenac)
1,176

Northumberland
322

Lennox (incl. Prince
Edward)
373

Note that: half of the region’s service areas saw increases in their overall waiting lists through 2012 (these numbers are in bold face).
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9.4 Range‐Based Wait Times for Social Housing More Useful to Decision‐Makers
Many municipal Treasurers and Housing Corporation managers in Eastern Ontario consider that
a range of wait times is a better guide to understanding a community’s ability to meet local
need for social housing. A range of wait times reflects the diversity in demand for different
types of housing and the communities’ ability to provide enough of these types of housing to
accommodate applicants in a reasonable period of time. In addition, the range reflects the
communities’ implementation of provincial and local priorities for housing. Households that
match the criteria for designation as a provincial priority group move to the top of the wait list,
while others who are not part of designated groups remain on the list for a longer time.
Range‐based wait times across Eastern Ontario reflect these variations, with some communities
having relatively short wait lists (for at least some households) of three months to as long as
five or six years. The wide range of wait times suggests that there are likely two challenges
before municipalities in Eastern Ontario: a) there is likely a significant shortage in housing units,
and b) there is likely a shortage of units for particular groups (the specific groups may vary from
one community to another).
Figure 20 ‐ General Waiting Times across Eastern Ontario ‐ By Service Manager/Municipality; published by the (Ontario)
Housing Services Corporation in August 2013, based on data from 2011

Eastern Ontario
Cornwall (includes SDG)
Hastings (includes Belleville, Quinte West)
Kawartha Lakes (includes Haliburton)
Kingston (includes Frontenac)
Lanark (includes Smiths Falls)
Leeds & Grenville (includes Prescott, Gananoque and
Brockville)
Lennox and Addington (includes PE County)
Northumberland
Peterborough (includes Peterborough County)
Prescott and Russell
Renfrew (includes Pembroke)

General Waiting Times
3 months to 6 years
5 to 6 years
2 to 5 years
6 months to 8 years
2 to 5 years
0.2 years to 5.4 years

Ottawa

5 to 10 years
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Varies geographically, 1 to 5 years
Varies geographically, 2 to 5 years
3 to 5 years
3 months to 3 years
Varies geographically, 1 to 4 years

9.5 Local Priorities for Social Housing
Beyond provincial priorities, communities can also designate their own local priorities.
However, doing so is relatively rare in Eastern Ontario (five of 11 service management areas),
presumably after provincial priorities have been applied, there is limited flexibility in the
existing housing mix to address other special needs.
Figure 21 ‐ Source: Housing Services Corporation Report

Local Access Priorities

9

Why don’t rural CMSMs set local priorities? One theory is that when municipalities do that, they
attract people from other areas and then can’t serve regular people who are being served on the basis
of chronology (when you applied?)
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10. Affordability Challenges Go Beyond Social Housing
10.1 Household Earnings and Incomes Lower than Provincial Average
•

As measured by the National Household Survey (2010 tax year), the average pre‐tax
personal earnings of residents of all counties in Rural Eastern Ontario ($38,317) were, on
average, nearly $4,000/year less than for the Province as a whole ($42,264). This amounts
to more than $330/month. The difference in earnings is even more pronounced in
comparisons to either Toronto ($44,517) or Ottawa ($49,826).
The financial resources from which wage earners pay their municipal property taxes are
therefore less in Rural Eastern Ontario than for the province as a whole and less than in
major urban centres.
A similar phenomenon is in evidence for median1 personal earnings: the regional median for
Rural Eastern Ontario is $28,241, which is more than $2,200 a year lower than for the
province as a whole ($30,526) and far lower than Ottawa ($39,530). This means a larger
share of resident earners are paying their property taxes from a smaller paycheque than for
wage earners across the province as a whole. Rural Eastern Ontario’s median personal
earnings are slightly higher than Toronto ($27,371).
Figure 22 ‐ Average Personal Earnings (2011 NHS) ‐ Rural Eastern Ontario compared to Ontario, Ottawa and Toronto

1

Median earnings represent the point below which the annual earnings of 50% of individuals earning employment income in
that community fall. For the purpose of calculating a regional median, a weighted average was calculated based on the number
of earners in each county times the relevant median earnings; these county data were added with the total being divided by
the total number of earners in the rural region.
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•

As measured by the National Household Survey (2010 tax year), the average pre‐tax
household income in Rural Eastern Ontario ($75,202) was roughly $10,000 a year lower
than for the Province as a whole ($85,772). This amounts to more than $830/month. The
difference in income is even more pronounced in comparison to either Toronto ($87,038) or
Ottawa ($96,815).
On average, the financial resources from which households pay their municipal property
taxes are therefore less in Rural Eastern Ontario than for the province as a whole and less
than in Ottawa.
A similar phenomenon is in evidence for median household income: the regional2 median3
household income for Rural Eastern Ontario is $62,909, which is more than $3,000 lower
than for the province as a whole ($66,358) and far lower than Ottawa ($79,634). Rural
Eastern Ontario’s median household income appears to be slightly higher than that of
Toronto ($58,381).
This means a larger share of resident earners are paying their property taxes from a smaller
household income stream than across the province as a whole.
Figure 23 ‐ Average Household Income (2010 Tax Year) ‐ Rural Eastern Ontario compared to Ontario, Ottawa and
Toronto

2

For the purpose of calculating a regional median, a weighted average was calculated based on the number of households in
each county times the relevant median household income; these county data were added with the total being divided by the
total number of households in the rural region.
3
Median earnings represent the point below which the annual earnings of 50% of individuals earning employment income in
that community fall.
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10.2 Residents More Dependent on Government Transfers
•

Rural Eastern Ontario drew roughly 67.3%4 of total income from earnings – much lower
than Ontario as a whole (74.8%). The difference is roughly 7% lower reliance than across the
province. In Ottawa, residents drew even more of their income from earnings (76.2%).
Toronto’s ability to draw income from earnings (76.1%) was slightly above the provincial
rate.

•

At the same time, Rural Eastern Ontario’s reliance on government transfers5 (15.4%) is
higher than for any of the province as a whole (12.3%), Ottawa (8.6%) or Toronto (11.5%).
All EOWC members are at or above the provincial average (greater reliance) on this
measure.
Figure 204 ‐ Reliance on Earnings and Government Transfers as Source of Income ‐ Rural Eastern Ontario compared to
Ontario, Ottawa and Toronto

4

This is a weighted average of the percentages of income from earnings from each county with weighting by the
relative number of persons 15 years and over with income and the percentage of income from earnings
5
This form of income includes CPP/QPP, OAS pensions and GIS, Employment Insurance benefits, child benefits and
other sources of government income. It does not include investment income or income from retirement pensions,
superannuation or annuities.
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10.3 Nearly One in Five Residents is a Senior Citizen
•

Between the 2006 and 2011 census, the proportion of citizens aged 65 and over in Rural
Eastern Ontario rose by more than a full percentage point, increasing from 16.9% to 18.1%.
Rural Eastern Ontario has a significantly higher percentage of its citizens aged 65 and older
than the province as a whole (18.1% for the rural areas compared to 14.6% for Ontario).
The percentage for the City of Ottawa is considerably lower at 13.2%.

•

The proportion of elderly persons is slightly higher in the separated cities and towns: 17.8%
climbing to 18.8% of the total population in 2011, but the rate of increase is less than in the
rural areas (1.0% compared to 1.2%). The City of Ottawa has seen a more modest increase
in elderly population – from 12.4 to 13.2% (a change of 0.8%). In the same period, the
percentage of elderly persons across the Province of Ontario rose from 13.6 to 14.6% – a
rate which matched that of the separated cities.

•

When considered in combination with relatively lower incomes in rural areas (see preceding
section), the data suggest that seniors may have particular difficulty in paying higher
property taxes, which are based on the value of an illiquid asset (their home) rather than
their incomes.

•

Since elderly persons are less likely to be in the labour force, this suggests that there would
be a higher proportion of residents in Rural Eastern Ontario that would be on fixed incomes
(e.g. pensions) and they may find it more difficult to cover the costs of maintaining their
homes.

•

If the number of persons 65 plus grows through to 2020 at the same rate as it did in the
2006‐2011 census period, Rural Eastern Ontario will have close to 170,000 seniors by 2020
(20% of the entire population). In absolute numbers, this would be a larger elderly
population than in the City of Ottawa (projected to be 149,284). This is because the
projected growth rate of the region’s senior population is higher in Rural Eastern Ontario
than the projected growth in the general population (13.3% in 5 years compared to 6.3% in
2006‐2011).
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Figure 25 ‐ Number of Persons Aged 65 and Older in Rural Eastern Ontario (2006, 2011 Census), compared to Ottawa

Figure 216 ‐ Persons Aged 65 and Older, by Sub‐Region, 2011 Census, 2006 Census, Compared to Provincial Average
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10.4

•

Home ownership is quite high in Rural Eastern Ontario – 84% of dwellings are owned rather
than rented. Home ownership is considerably higher than the provincial average for
Ontario: 71%. This is presumably due to the greater prevalence of rental accommodation in
urban areas. For instance, the level of home ownership is lower in the separated cities and
towns of Eastern Ontario (63%), in the City of Ottawa (66%) and in Toronto (55%).

10.5
•

Rural Eastern Ontario Has Limited Rental Accommodations

20,000 Plus Homes in Need of Major Repair

According to the 2011 National Household Survey, there were nearly 24,000 private
dwellings (homes) in need of major repair6 in Rural Eastern Ontario. This is more in absolute
terms than in the Ottawa (21,835). As a percentage of all dwellings in Rural Eastern Ontario,
8.2% is higher than across Ontario (6.6%), in Ottawa (6.2%) or Toronto (7.8%). The
prevalence of homes needing repair varies by county across Rural Eastern Ontario, but in all
cases is at or above the provincial average.
These data suggest that homeowners have a more difficult time maintaining their homes
than across the province or in the major urban centres. If this is the case, it suggests that
there is not enough income to carry out major maintenance or perhaps to cover the other
costs of home ownership – one of which is annual property taxes.
Figure 227 ‐ Private Dwellings with Major Repairs Needed, by County, Region and compared to Ontario, Ottawa and
Toronto

6

National Household Survey results do not define “major repair” other than to say that neither the minor or major
repairs include desirable remodelling or additions. It is understood that the assessment of state of repair of a
dwelling is made by the occupant.
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It is not clear that the need for repair is related to the age of housing stock. In fact, the data
suggests that the need for major repairs is not the result of old stock but is more likely
related to lower overall incomes.
Compared to the province as a whole or its urban counterparts, Rural Eastern Ontario does
not have especially old housing: 60% of Rural Eastern Ontario’s housing stock (2006:
166,465 dwellings) were constructed before 1986 (and is now more than 25 years old).
Across Ontario, the percentage was 69%. In Ottawa, the percentage of older housing was
67%; in Toronto, older stock is 81% of the total.
Figure 238 ‐ Percentage of Private Dwellings Constructed Before 1986 (2006 Census) ‐ Rural Eastern Ontario compared
to Ontario, Ottawa and Toronto
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11.

Taking Action on Municipal Affordability

Recommendations
Providing affordable local services, such as social housing, will require municipal governments
to change the trajectory of both service delivery costs (capital and operating) and the revenues
available to pay for these services. The following recommendations cover some actions that
local governments might take on their own or through the EOWC, as well as those which might
be undertaken in partnership with upper levels of government.
Recommendations for EOWC and Constituent Municipalities:
E‐1: It is proposed that the EOWC continue to actively support the development of a region‐
wide economic development strategy with the long‐term objective of stimulating growth as
well as jobs across the region, which will in turn stimulate growth in the region’s tax base. The
ultimate goal is to increase total assessment as well as the proportion of assessment from
industrial, commercial and institutional operations. (This same recommendation is found in the
Municipal Infrastructure White Paper).
E‐2: it is proposed that the EOWC encourage and work with social housing Service Managers in
multi‐service area groups across the region to explore and propose more cost‐effective ways to
meet social housing needs in Eastern Ontario.
For example these proposals could include different operational models for the construction
and/or maintenance of social housing in each service area or collaboratively across several
service areas. Participation in the operational models could be offered to any or all of public
housing, community‐based not‐for‐profit or cooperative housing, or organizations offering rent‐
geared‐to‐income accommodations. The operational model(s) could function under an existing
governance structure or a new one which consolidates multiple other organizations. Public‐
private partnership models could also be considered.
E‐3: It is proposed that the EOWC work with the Eastern Ontario Mayors Committee (EOMC) to
support the advocacy work of the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO), and the
advocacy work of the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM), regarding social housing
with the provincial and federal governments respectively.
E‐4: it is proposed that the EOWC, in concert with the Eastern Ontario Mayors Committee
(EOMC), share the EOWC’s analyses and recommendations with the regional and national
representatives of the Government of Canada to underscore the need for ongoing federal
support of social housing.
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Recommendations for the Province of Ontario:
U‐1: It is proposed that the EOWC express its support for AMO’s principles on social housing as
summarized below and articulated on the AMO website:
•
•
•
•
•

Income redistribution programs such as social housing should not be funded through
property taxes.
As long as municipalities are the principal funders of housing services in Ontario, they
should be the principal policy makers.
The focus should be on long‐term, cost‐effective solutions across the full spectrum of
housing and social policy, not just specific programs.
A sustainable funding framework which excludes the property tax base, is essential.
Comprehensive and coordinated policies and programs are needed that include improved
income supports, improved housing choices, and improved access to social and health
services.

The EOWC supports AMO’s call for a comprehensive National Housing Strategy to provide clear
direction for collaboration and action, as well as defined roles, responsibilities and
accountability for all three orders of government.
U‐2: Until the Province is able to adjust the framework for social housing programming to align
with AMO’s position on social housing (funding from a source other than the municipal
property tax base), it is further proposed that the EOWC requests the Province to undertake the
necessary policy development work to allow greater local/service area flexibility in:
•

•

•
•

The interpretation of and changes to “prescribed units”. In particular, municipalities and
housing corporations should be permitted to review their current prescribed numbers
(which have not changed for more than a decade) and advise on the right targets for the
next 20 years. Municipalities and social housing corporations should be permitted to adjust
unit number commitments through the End of Agreement (EOA) period, through to 2039, as
housing stock is revitalized or redistributed.
The mix of public and private housing options in the same project (e.g. social housing/RGI
and market rent units for low and moderate income individuals and households). In
particular, units should not be struck from the prescribed unit count if the tenant individual
or family becomes able to pay market rent.
Determining the best mix of types of accommodation to meet the actual needs for social
housing within and across communities in a municipality.
Allocating available units to those on waiting lists, based in part on who is likely to have a
successful housing experience in the specific types of units available at any moment in time.
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Restrictions which govern how these allocations are made should be removed to support
better decision‐making at the local level.
U‐3: It is proposed that the EOWC encourage and support the Province of Ontario in its
continued efforts to contain the growth in program and service delivery costs, including those
that are mandated to municipal government. In Social Housing, the EOWC encourages the
Province to consider moving quickly to harness the power of information technology for data
submission/compliance purposes and in particular, address the need to be able to improve the
level of accuracy of waiting lists (reducing double‐counting) and the weaknesses of the existing
AIMS system for tracking investment in Ontario’s affordable housing program. Doing so will
increase the reliability of the system, reduce the need for manual adjustments to data, and help
to contain both provincial and municipal administrative costs associated with Social Housing.
U‐4: It is proposed that the Province encourage and provide policy flexibility to municipalities
receiving provincial transit funding monies from the provincial gas tax so that they can consider
how transit services could be deployed to support those residents of social housing who must
travel long distances to access services. These service options could include active
transportation.
U‐5: Until the Government of Canada renews its historical long‐term commitment to capital
funding for social housing or until funding for social housing is removed from the municipal tax
base, it is proposed that the Province provide interest‐free loans to support municipalities and
housing corporations that are proposing major changes to existing stock to better meet the
social housing needs of their residents. These changes could include major renovations to
existing buildings or replacement of existing buildings with new ones with different
configurations which better meet contemporary needs. In these cases, total numbers of units
would be preserved.
U‐6: It is proposed that the Province increase Rent‐Geared‐To‐Income subsidy levels for units
funded under its programs, thus recognizing that there has been no change in subsidies since
2000‐2001 due to the formula for calculating subsidies being proportional to social services
funding which has been constrained over the last decade.
U‐7: It is proposed that the Province, along with its Agencies, Boards and Commissions, consult
with municipalities and housing corporations when provincial legislation, regulations and
policies are being developed or changed and when those changes could have an impact on
social housing projects or buildings. Examples include:
a) Changes to the Ontario Fire Code which affect domiciliary care facilities such as Social
Housing.
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b) Changes to assessed value (special purpose buildings) for social housing, which has
implications for municipal property taxes. The EOWC considers that social housing should be
property tax exempt. In the absence of an exemption, it is proposed that the Province institute
a Payment‐in‐Lieu for social housing that is reviewed and adjusted regularly to at least keep
pace with the increase in costs of goods and services required to deliver Social Housing.
U‐8: It is proposed that the EOWC work in partnership with the Province of Ontario to design
and implement as soon as possible a permanent, predictable, non‐competitive infrastructure
fund designed specifically for small, rural and remote areas. (This same recommendation is
found in the Municipal Infrastructure White Paper. The White Paper contained a series of
recommendations for the design and operation of such a permanent fund, including giving
municipalities the responsibility to set their own priorities, a funding tie‐in to completion of
asset management plans and related accountability provisions).
Recommendations for the Government of Canada:
U‐9: It is proposed that the EOWC support FCM’s positions on social housing with the
Government of Canada. In particular, the EOWC supports FCM’s call for a federal commitment
to a long‐term housing plan including but not limited to: ongoing social housing subsidies and
continued capital debenture support for rejuvenation, replacement and expansion of social
housing units. The EOWC’s support will include a willingness to make direct representations to
regional and national representatives of the Government of Canada.
U‐10: It is proposed that the EOWC advocate for reinstatement of the federal Home Renovation
Tax Credit – especially for energy efficiency, and the continuation and extension of the
provincial Home Renovation Tax Credit for seniors and family members living with them. It is
further recommended that these tax credits be focused on low‐income owner‐occupied
households. (This same recommendation is found in the Ratepayer Affordability White Paper).
The EOWC would like to thank the Treasurers of the member organizations along with the staffs of the
Housing Services Corporations across Eastern Ontario, for provision of data and insight into current
issues in the social housing arena.
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