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ABSTRACT

Thi s thesis eval uated the Fami'ly Pub'lic Housing Program in the

¡4innipeg context in light of some of the common criticisms surround'ing

the program, some of the program'S constra'ints and more generalìy, the

program's perforntance relative to the alternatives put forward by govern-

ment to date.

The study also examined in some detail the exact nature and extent

of the housing prob'lems being faced by low income households and revjewed

the pros and cons of t'he basic program options (i -e. income supp'lemen-

tation, housing al lowances and pub'lic hous'ing) avatlable to government

in deal'ing with these problems. An analysÍs of past government inter-

ventìon in the housing market was aiso provided illustrating the impact

evolving hoursing po'licy has had in addressing the housing needs cf the

poor.

In general, the study revealed the i'mpcrtant role Public Hqusing has

played ìn hous'ing policy for low income families in the past and the need

for a sinilar, if not expanded, ro'le in the future" It illustrated the

inadequacies of the program optians now being emphasized by Govet"nment,

in the fornl of Rent Supplements ancl Non Profits, as "substi.tutes" or

"replacements" for the assistance to low inconie families not^r provided

through the vehicle of Public Housing.

Fjnalìy, the thesis offered some reconrmendations for future poticy

developnrent r,rìth i.espect to housing for lornr ìncome famil ies. Specifîc

po'licy djrections were outlined by vray of a recommended overall poìicy

thrust for the public sector; suggested roles and responsibilities for

the three levels cf government and recommendatictls for the 'improvenlent

and enhancement cf the Public Housjng Program,

v'l



CHAPTER I

I NTR(]DUCT I ClN



Despite the often repeatec pledge of our country's senior govern-

ments to assure a decent home and suitable livíng environment to every

canadÍan family, "perhaps as many as one-third of all canadjan house-

holds are badly housed, in the sense of living ìn housing in need of

substantial repairs, ín neighborhoods with inadequate community servÍces,

in overcrowded dweìì ìngs (or) in housing wh-ich is too expens.ive for
their means."l ihis statement was made in 1972,.yêt today the situation

renlains nluch as it was in the past. l,Jhile housing qua'lity and quantity

have inproved someurhat over the last number of years, the issue of afford-
ability is rapidìy becomíng a problem to an even greater number of house-

holds. Thousands of families iust simply cannot afford decent housing.

Not unexpectedly, this problem is particuìarly acute for those families

on the lower end of the income scale. Economics make the housinq situation
for them intractable.

The extent of the housing prob'lem of this group

yet the questr'on of hoil best to resolve it remains a

prob'lem.

In the past, the major thrust of government assÌstance to low income

households has been the pubì'ic housÍng program. In fact, publ'ic housing

has been the on'ly program amongst the proiìferation of housing and housing

related subsidies advanced by governments to date, which spec'ifically

js well documented,

foremost social

Denni s , 14. and F'ish, S.
Press, (Toronto: lglZ) ,

, Prqgrqmlu
Dto

Search of a Pol'icy, Hakkert



addresses the housing needs of the poor.

Despîte this fact" the progranì has been under repeated pressure to

iustify itse'lf since its inception. Governments too, haye been hesitant

to make a mass'ive commitment to ìts applÍcation. More recently, parirla-

mentary scrutiny, concern about "spira'l'ling" government expenditures and

the emerging policies of "restraint" and "privatisation" at the poìitical

level have virtual'ly put an end to the program.

unfortunate'ly, the motive underlying this shift away from public

l'lousing appeans to be based, for the most part, on a clesire to rationalize

existing levels of assistance rather than on a search for nlore direct and

effective measures to deal w'ith the housíng problems of low income families.

The abandonment of the program, then, represents a delìberate move on the

part of the government to back away from the h'igh cost subsidies involved

in housing programs serv'ing the very poor

This move is indicative of a more fundamental shift in housing poìicy,

away from direct intervention in the market jn favor of prrlvate sector

initiatives. The recent program directions respecting low income housing,

which involve ínterest write-down grants for non-profit corporations and

rental supplements ìn private housing, reflect this policy emphasìs.

Before a conrp'lete withdrawal of Public Housing'is consummated, or even

further, wìthdrawal of governnrent housing initiatives generally, some

basic quest'ions require examination. it is important to ask, "what ìnrpact

evolv'ing hous'ing po'licjes vlithìn the ìntergovernnlental sphere have had on

housíng problenls of the poor and what ihese latest developnents might ntean?"

It is also pertinent to question "whether djrect governnrent intervent'ion



J.

in the housing market on behalf of low income families is necessary and

whether the Public Housìng Program, being the major po'licy instrument in

this regard, has been at all successful?" Further, it is relevant to

ask "what the major criticisms and constraints facíng Publ'ic Housing have

been and can we learn from them?" And finaìly, "can the alternatives put

forward by governrnent thus far effectively meet the need served by the

Public Housing Program?" These are the research questions wìth which thís

investigation is concerned"

These questions are especialìy pertinent at this tìme because housing

poìicy genera'l1y is undergoing fundamental revision. At the national level,

housing programs are emerging in keeping w'ith the Federal Government's

poìicy of "disentangìement" and "privatisation". pr"ovincialìy, nestraínt

and an almost sacred belief in the private market appear to be the influencing

factors. At the municipaì level , the City of Winnjpeg is similarìy strugg'l'ing

wÍth its role, given the límiting structure of Íts revenue sources.

The decade of the 1980's will undoubted'ly bear witness to, not onìy an

overall contraction of government Ínterference and initiative in the housing

market, but further to a reordering of responsibilitìes and priorities

between the three levels of government. |,lithin this generaì poìicy environ-

ment then, thìs examinatÍon is particuìariy important, if any amount of

publÍc sectot po'licy and programming respecting the housing needs of low

ìncome fanlilies is to be preserved.

More spec jfical ly, Manitoba 'is current'ly negot'iating a Global Funding

Agreenlent for housr'ng wìth the Federal Government. Any contribut.ion that

can be made to this process which nlay result in a more effective polìcy

package for low ìnconle families is, therefore, reìevant.



G'iven that the Public Housing Program represents the on'ly major

hous'ing inìtiative put forward by the public sector to date, which

seriously addresses the needs of low íncome families,'it is essential

that the program be examined before its comp'lete withdrawal is mandated

in favor of possibly ìess adequate alternatives, It is the purpose of

this thesis, then, to review the Publjc Housing Program, according to the

þljnnipeg experience, wìth a v'iew to examjning the criticisms, the con-

straints, the program's potential and'its performance relatìve to the

alternatives, in an-effort to assign the program its proper p'lace in

housi ng po'l ícy for the poor.

HYPOTHESES

tssential ly, thjs thesis evaluates three basic hypotheses:

(l ) For the nrost part, evo'lvìng federal-provincial-munìc'ipa1 relations

in the field of housing, have ìmpeded the development or expìoitation of

programs such as Public Housing vrhich target their assìstance towards the

housing needs of the poor. I'lost governrnent intervention in the housìng

nrarket in the pa.st has been on behalf of moderate and middle income groups,

rather than I oler i ncome fam'i I ì es .

(2) In the l.iinnipeg context, Public l-lousing is a relat'ively effective

program in addressing the housing needs of low income families; holever,

several factors have contrjbuted to the s'ituai'ion where today the program

ìs largeìy disregarded by polìcy makers as an appropriate tool in this regard.

Pol ìtical and econorn'ic cons'ideratìons have acted as major' determ'inants

in the direction of the progranl and have, to a great extent, overshadowed

the progran's potent'ial .
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(3) Public Housing has been the only nrajor public sector initiative
which successfully ass'ists low income families obtain decent housing in
accordance with the'ir means, yet today, the program.is be.ing supp.lanted

by somewhat less adequate alternatives.

OBJECTIVTS

In order to properly eva'luate these hypotheses, .it becomes

necessary to follow a somewhat broader lìne of inqu.iry than what ís
initially impìied by a strict reading of the three hypotheses on their
own" consequently, the guiding hypotheses have been refined into a

number of nlore specific objectives which more adequately ou¡ ine the

structure and parameters of the investjgation.

Hence, the objectives of this thesis are:

(l) To examine the nature and extent of the housing probìems facing

low income fanlilies generally, together wìth a review of the specif.ic market

situatìon facing these households here ìn !,|inn'ipeg. The intent is to
provide a broad perspective on the approprìateness of suppìy-sÍde strategies,
such as Public Housing.

(2) To examine the relevant intergovernnlental policy envìronnrent to

deternline what impact this had on the developnrent of po]ic'ies and programs

directed at the needs of low inconle familìes.

(3) To exanlline the Fanri'ly Publ'r-c Housing Progr.anl in Winnipeg, with
a vieur to identifying those factors lvhich eìther have contrjbuted to the

body of criticisnt norv surrounding the program or, more specifically, have

constrained the progranr fronr meetìng its objectives.

(4) To exanline the effectìveness of the Famiìy public Housing progranr

in dea'ling wÍth the needs of jow ìnconre fantilìes, relative to the program

di recti ons noÌ{ bei ng ernphas i zed .
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(5) To provide some po]icy direct'ion, in light of the above consider-

ations, for deal ing with the needs of low income families in t^linn'ipeg.

The scope of this thesis has been Iimited to the Winn'ipeg experience

with Public Housing for low income famjlies since the dynamics involved

in that portíon of the prograni del'ivering elderiy persons housing relat'ive

to family hous'ing and rural versus urban housing vary greatly and for

the most part are rnutuaiìy exclusive" txcept where it is relevant to

the background discussions, program comparisons are limited to those

programs developed up to the present time. Since there is no indication

withín governnient that any serious considerat'ion is being given to further

program options for dealing with the probìems of low income famiìies, such

a discussion would be somewhat superfluous to the overall exercise.

OUTL I NE

This first Chapter has outlined the major hypotheses and objeci'ives

of the thesis" The balance of the thesis, then, attempts to achjeve

these objectives, bas'ica1ìy in the following sequence.

Chapter II starts out by outlining the nature and extent of the

housing problems being faced by ìow income households. Initiaì'ly, they

are discussed in a national context, high'l'ighting ihe inrpact of the

inequa'lity of the income dìstributìon of the market place and the ìnequitíes

embodjed ìn our tax system. This will illustrate the fundanlental nature

of some of these problems and the inadequacìes of not only housìng poìicy,

but income and taxat'ion pol'icy as well, 'in dealing rvith these issues.

In reviewing the housing problems facjng households in !iinnipeg, rnore

attention is paìd to local market cond'itions, panticu'lar'ly within those

sub-nlarkets normalìy caterìng io low inconle fanlìlies. Thìs will iclentify

the specjfic forces at work in the lcw income rental market anci clarify
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the impact this is having on the supply side of the question. The

housing problemsj as they are presented, wili highìight the need for
government intervention in the market on behalf of low income households,

in particuìar, singìe-parent households, ìarge families and the single
elder1y. The review that follows, of the basic program options available
to government, provìdes an understanding of the relative merits of supp'ly

versus demand strategies in theory, as a means of dealing with the housing

problems of the low income" Together thenrwith the specifics regarding

the situation in lrlinn'ipeg (i.e" in terms of need groups and market conditions)
the information presented in the Chapter wíll 'lerrd support to an argument

for some supp'ly-side initiatives if the housing prob'lems of low income

families are to be adequately addressed.

Chapter III goes on to review the nature and extent of past government

intervention in the nlarket, particularly as it affects low ìncome families.
In order to understand what impact governments have had, either indivjdually
or as a system, in ameliorating the housing probìems of the poor, an over-

view of housing policy at each level of government is p'r^esented. This

dt'scussion will illustrate how evolvi;rg intergovernmental relatjons in
the fieùd of housing have heìped to frustrate the housing needs of the low

income- Another important finding wi'rì be that, with the exception of
the Public Housing Program, past governnrent intervention'in the housing

market has been on behalf of middle and upper income groups rather than

the lower income- Thjs will also serve to highìiEht the ìmportance of
the Public Housing program in low income housing ¡lol.icy over the years.

Chapter IV examines Publìc Housing in some detaiì, in particular the

experience u¡ith the program here in l^lìnnipeg; thereby providing a more
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credib'le view of the program,s potential as a hqusing yehicle for the lor,r

income in this locational setting. The review of some of the more cemmon

criticisms of Public Housing wiì1 ijlustrate that existing perceptions

of the program are, for the most part, carry-overs from some of the first
projects built under the cost-sharing arrangements" The discussion will
aìso serve to indicate that Public Housing is genera'lly quite an acceptabìe

housing vehicle for low income families (at ìeast from the perspective of
the program necipients). A review of the program constraints goes on to

suggest that the factors overshadowjng Public HousÌng's effectÍveness to
date are not iniret'ent to the structure of the progFam at alì, but rather
external, often policital consideraiions

Chapter V folìows up with an examinaiion of the effectiveness of the

Pubiic Housing Program in meeting the housÍng needs of the lowest income

families here in i{innipeg, relative to the program directions now being

emphasjzed. By comparing the nature and extent of the subsidy, the charac-

teri stícs of the program reci pients and the program's overal'l .impact, the

performance of each of the programs in channelìing assistance to those

families most in need of the assistance, will be illustrated. This anaìysìs

will demonstrate the relative ineffectiveness of these program options as

"substitutes" to the assistance provided to low inconre fanlilìes through

the vehicle of Public Housing. This rvill also serve to jllustrate the

importance of a program, such as public Housing to pubììc sector poìicy,

if any serious effort is to be nade to address the housing needs of this
group of consumers.
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Chapter VI sunlmarizes the ccnclusions of the previous Chapters with
the obiectíve of bringing into focus the overai'l performance of the public

Housing Program and the importance of such a po]icy instrument in meeting
the housing neecs of low income fanrilies here in l,Jinnipeg. In.light of
the major findings, this chapter also offers some po]ìcy direction.



CHAPTER I I

THE CONTEXT

Abstract: This Chapter documents the
nature and extent of housing prob'lems
that remain to be addressed by public
pol icy. It al so prov jdes an overvi.ev¡
of the basic optìons available to gover-
nment in address'ing these problems.
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INTRODUCTION

"Housing is a universal need. Yet the private market on which

Canadjans have relied is anything but universal'in its present scope and
t

appl j cati on "' .

This statemenl and many simi'lar pronouncements over the years form the

rationale underìy'ing governments increased level of activity and interventìon

in the housìng market. InitÍa.lly, governments limited their role to enhanc-

ing the functioning'of the market. Later came the recognition that, even

when private markets functioned well, there were many thìngs they could not

be expected to do. Left to themselves, they couìd not guarantee a decent

home and suitable living environment to everyone. Neìther could they meet

the many and varied housing needs of al'l persons wjthin the population.

The housjng condiiions of numerous low income Canadians remained an

obvious case fn point. For these households, it became evident that the

most efficient private housjng industry and market mechanism could not meet

housing needs which were not backed up wìth purchasing polver. As a result,

the prev'ious dependence on the market place, as the most effìcient nredìum

for ihe distribution of society's resources began to be called'into question

and not without iustjfication. For, as many economi.sts have pointed out,

nlarkets do not seek equìty among participants, mere'ly equìljbrium betleen

effective dernanrj ancl effectìve supply.

?" Federal Task Force on flous'ing and Urban Development, The Report
January,1969, P.14.
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Concurrent with th'is generaì acceptance of the 'inadequacies of the

marketj came the search for alternative means of delivering housing

assistance to needy low'income Canadians, in essence those not being weli

served by the traditional market nrechanjsms.

Until recently, the country's policy makers accepted the theory of
a

fiitering'. This meant that governments, for the most part, re'lied upon

the poì Ícy of st'imulatìng the product'ion of housing, under the miscon-

ception that as the'supply available at the top of the user cyc'le was

expanded, housing would "trickle down" to loler income families. Un-

f,ortunately, the fjltering process has not worked that well, 'largely

because of some of the'imperfections and rig'idities jnherent ìn the housing

market. For example, older housíng stock sometimes appreciates in value

relatir¡e to new housing due to its desirabiìity among middìe c'lass pro-

fessionals. Also a great deaì of older housing ís often denrolished in

favour of apartment construction. Both cases effectively prevent the

horrsing from "filtering" down tc lower income hoirseholds. This enhanced

knolvledge of the workìngs of the markct has further prompted the search

f,or more appropriate policy 'instruments, capable of addressing the housing

needs of lower income Canadians, in a more direct and effective fashion.

It is the purpose of th'is chapter then, to revìew some of the basic

strategìes which from time to time have been debated by housìng theorists

as poientia'l "solutions" to the country's hous'ing problems. Specifíc

prograrn or pol'icy devìces will not be considered, but rather onìy some

Filtering refers to the conceptìon that as housìng
i rabi I 'ity and hence pri ce rel et j ve to nevr hous ì ng
sul'ficjently that the structure becomes availabrle
I ower i ncorne groups.

ages, its des-
often decl ines
to successively

J.
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of the more common approaches considered in the literature. The pros and

cons of the various alternatives will be outlined, basically from a

theoretjcal perspective, a'lthough some d'iscussion of their practìcal

application is included.

This review is important to the overall exercise'in that it will

provide useful pof icy direction when married with the information presented

in subsequent sections on the prevai'ling market conditions in |^linn'ipeg and

the household groups ídentified as beìng nrost in need of public sector

assistance. Such an overview will also serve to outljne the generaì

thinking ìn the area prior to the more detajled examinat'ion, in sub-

sequent chapters, of the performance of the Public Housìng Program in

meeting the needs of the low income

As a necessary preanrble to such an jnvestigation, the chapter sta.rts

out by outlining the nature and extent of the housíng problems these

strategies are expected to address. This line of inquìry ìs important not

on jy because it provides the just'ificat jon for pub'l'ic sector intervent'ion

in the housing market but further bec:use it begins to build the case for

the precise form that intervention should take, given the situation.

Initially, housing probìems are discussed in a national context.

Th'is provides an appropriate frame of reference within whjch to examine

the housjng needs of fami'ly households in !,linnipeg; to a certa'in extent,

local housing needs are a reflection of the housing probìems which pre-

vail in the country as a whole"

The inequaìity of the ìncome distributjon syst.enr operatÍng ìn the

market pìace and the inequit'ies existìng in our income tax system receive

sonìe consicleration as urell, to illustrate the causal ìnterrelationsh'ip
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between the exjsting housing situation and housing policy, income policy

and non housing poljcies such as taxation. Certainly, no singìe hous'ing

program or housing strategy can proper'ly be examined without first under-

standing the fundamental nature and source of the needs and prob'lems it
was intended to address" This discussion will also illustrate the

potentiaì for change in some of these areas. Thjs is important because,

in turn, ít provides some insight and direction to subsequent discussjons

on the feasibìlity or appropriateness of specific poìicy instruments in

dealing with the housing problems of lorv income families in the l^linnipeg

context.

In summary, then, the Chapter sets out first to document the nature

and extent of the housíng prob'lems faced by low income households and then

proceeds to review some of the more genera'l approaches put forward by

poììcy analysts as lr'ays to deal rvith such prob'lems. 0veral I the chapter

provides a useful context from whjch to begin examining the performance of

the Publjc HousÍng Program ìn meeting the needs of jow income families

here i n l^li nn i peg .

THI HOUSiNG PROBLEM: CANADA

There has been considerable debate over the last few years as to the

exact nature and extent of hous'ing problems in Canada. l,Jhile most housing

ana'lysts wou'ld argue that there is no general housing crìsìs, sign'ificant

issues renrain to be addressed by pubf ic po]icy. Tfrere are clear'ly

serjous problems jn specìfic sectors of the hous'ing rnarket - prcb'lems

related to individual suhr*markets, to parùìcular geographical areas and

to certain groups of consumers.



A quick review of some of the more comnron indicators of housing need

expands on this statement. As can be seen from the following tab'le,

housing conditìons have improved dramaticalìy over the past 25 years.

TABLE II.I
H0usrNG cONDrTrONS (cANApA)

I 961

16"5

tr,2

32.5

19.9

21.0

and I 974

1971

OA

2.9

lB"9

7"3

6.9

Survey of

14"

197 4

6.0

N.A"

.|0.9

4.2

3.0

Househol d

Suitab'il'ity

More than one person per
room

Famil ies not ma'intaining
own household

Adequacy

No central or electrical
hea ti ng

No pìped hot and cold
wa ter

No exclusive use of
flush toilet

I 951

18" I

9.4

52"0

43: I

35.9

Source: 1951, l96l and lg7l Census of Canada
Income and Family Expenditure.

Desp'ite Iinlitations to these measures of housing need, it seems

evident that, by and'large, the trad'it'ional housing problems of inadequate

qua'lity a.nd quantìty of housing no longer apply. For the most partu the

focus of Canada's housìng problems seems to have shifted to the hiqh

cost of housjng services.

Thj s affordabi I i ty probl em has trvo

dimensions, expectations and income. A

distinct but c'losely related

significant portion of those
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experjencjng a "housing crisis" have had expectations which were not

bei ng met qui ck'ly enough. For exampl e, Canadians , hi stori ca'l ìy, have

preferred to own theìr own s.ingle famiiy home, yet recent statistics

indicate that more than 40% of the households in Canada are now renters.

Increas'ing house prices, coupled wìth high interest rates, have pushed

the ownersh'ip of a singìe famiìy home beyond the reach of many Canadiunr4.

If some famjlies suffer from an expectation gap Ín the face of in-

creasinE housing costs, a great many others suffer from an income gap.

Each year a grow'ing nurnber of households face a choice of either spend'ing

a large portion of their income to obtaìn adequate and suitable housing

or paying ìower rents and residìng'in inadequate and/or unsuitable housing.

Two principal techniques are used in attemptìng to rneasure the magnitude

of this affordabi'lìty probìent. The conventional approach measures the

ratío of actual shelter expenditure to actual household income and defines

the affordability problem in terms of those households experìencing con-

tribution rates in excess of socia'l'ly acceptable norms. Shelter to incolne

ratios, holever, make no provision for important factors such as quality

of housing, consumer preferences, or household size. Nonetheless, they

are useful in that they provide a rough indicator^ of the magnitude of

the probìem. A more sophìsticated technique has been developed by C.M.H.C.

The total consurners'price index for Canada rose from 100 in l97l to
175.2 in 1978. Durìng the same period, the rental irrdex rose to
only 13q"4. l'hc home ownershìp ìndex, on the other hand rose tc"l96..| in l97B - signjficantly above the other two jndjces. These
f igures, whi I e not that concl usi ve on thei r oi^/n, begì n to 'il I ustrate
why more and more Canadìarls are unable to have their housing pre-
ferences nlet. (Canadjan Housing Statistjcs, 1978, Table l0B, P. 90).

4.
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in metropolitan areas of Canada using the information available fronr

their 1974 Housing Survey. It is called the "market value" upproachs.

It prov.ides a more refined measure of housing prob'lems because it
recognizes the interrelationship of adequacy, local market conditions,

unit size, and the household's abi'lity to afford accommodation which js

both suitable and adequate

Estjmates from the 1974 Survey, of the number of households within

the Census Metropol.itan areas, who face an affordability problem are

presented in Table IL2. The findìngs using the conventional rent-to-

income ratjo are compared to those using the market value approach.

6 l^ljth this approach, average rents are determined for
sized rental units in adequate condition on a market
basi s. l,Jhen rents exceed 25% of a househol d's gross
what mjght be cons'idered an acceptable contribution
households are defined as be'inq in need.

dì fferent
hrr m¡ r[,ofvJ ,¡¡q ¡ ¡\u u

income or
ra Le, the
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TABLE I I .2

IMPACT OF TbJO AFFORDABILITY INDICATORS ON TWELVE
H0USEHOLD TYPES, CMAs ONLY, 1974

(NUI4BERS IN '000)

All
Househol ds
in CMA's

Need at 25% Contribution Rate

Conventional
Market

Val ue
Approach Approach

llo.

305
909
27A

l3
Ãl

l0t

479
Jv+
14C

280
t49
167

BO

1?3
55

4
1AII

47

96
77
47

B9
45
94

'13

44
48

I
r

+J

^^YJ
97
52

71

38
l0B

No. % No. %%

Househol d Cateqory_

own Fami 35
Fam 35-59
Fam 60+

n¡r2 ¡s
NF 35-59
NF 60+

Rent Fam 35
Fam 35-59
Fam 60+

NF 35
NF s5-59
NF 60+

?
7
o

;
1

1Ã

l6
I

12
6

l8

l0
l6

7

1

2
6

l3
10

6

12
6

t¿

I
28

B

2
aJ

lÃ
12

A1

9
5
5

1" Fam = Faniily Households

2. NF = Non-Family Ì'louseholds

Source: J. Scheul, Projecting Long Term Hous'ing Requirements and
Assess ì ng FouaìTglêeðs : The Canad'ian Experience, (C.M.H.C.
ÄprìT,--I9-/Ð;-T-T-

Regardless of the approach taken, the numbers are impressive. Almost

one quarter of all households jn metropolitan areas are identified as

hav'irig affordabiì'ity prob1enls. l-he market value approach is able to

highìight those househoìd groups encountering the greatest pressure and

in this data, attention focuses on the needs of mjddle-aged family and
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elder'ly non-famjly rental households. This examination suggests quìte

clearìy that withjn certajn socio-economic groups, housìng probìems can

be much more acute than rent-to-income ratios m'ight ìnitiaì'ly indicate.

Undoubtedly, the housing problem has the greatest ìmpact on those

households at the lower end of the income spectrum - nanlely the poor.

Their housing needs are s'impìy not backed up with the necessary purchasing

povJer to compete in the market p1ace" For these househo'lds, today's

housìrig prob'lems can best be descrìbed in'uhe coniext of the distribution

of housjng supply in relatìon to the distribution of income. Ultimate'ly

this leads to an investigat'ion into the broader questions of low income ifthe

underlying cause of housing affordabilìty in our country is to be under-

stood.

Examinat'ion of the structure of our country's income distribut'ion

lends a great deal of focus and understanding to the d'iscussion of housìng

proble¡ns in Canada. It begins to illustrate the causal ìnterrelatìonsh'ip

betleen housing problems and income policy and other non-housing pof ic'ies,

such as taxation.
' There are vast inequaljties of income between the "rich" and the

"poor^" in Canada. In 1976, the lovrest income 20% of Canadians received

4.1% of the total national income, in contrast to 43.4% receivecl by the

hìghest income 20%. The 'inequity of this dístribution is compounded, too

by the fact that the relat'ive shares have remained vjrtualìy unchanged

since 1967, as shcwn in Table II.3. This picture ìs bleak jndeed in

lìght of the nlillions of dollars Canada is spending on social programs

predic¿rted on the need to redistrìbute income.



TABLE I I.3

PTRCENTAGEDISTRIBUTIoN0FT0TALINCoME0FFAMILiES
AND UNATTACHED iNDIVIDUALS

ev populRrloii QuiNrtLr ron srLecrg0 vEnns lgsz-lgzs

ALL FAI4ILIES AND UNATTACHED INDIVIDUALS

19"

Average
1976 1967-76

4..l 4.0

I 0.4 1 0.8

17.3 17 .6

24.8 24.9

43.4 42.7

5.y 0. ¡

i2.5 12.8

17 .9 I 5.1

23.8 ?3.7

39.9 39.3

Popul atÍ on 1967

Lowest Qui nti'le 4 -2

'second 
Qui nti l e l'1 " 4

Middle Quintile l7.B

Fourth Quintile ?4.6

Hìghest Quinti le 42.0"

I 969 I 971 1972 I 973

4"3 3.6 3.8 3.9

ll "0 10.6 10.6 10.7

17 "6 17 .6 I 7.8 17 .6

24 "5 24.9 25 .0 zs.l

42.6 43.3 42"9 42"7

197 4

4.U

ln o

17.7

24.9

42 "5

i 975

11 A

2q1

42.6

Lowest Quintile

Second Quíntile

Mjddle Qujnti I e

Fourth Quintile

H'ighest Quì nti I e

Canada,

A'tthough thi s

pì aguì ng

ì denti fy

h4

IJ.I

18.0

Ê,2

t¿"o

23"5

JJ. I

h<

lJ. t

1A ')

38. B

¡J.U

23.9

FAMiLÏES

s.6 5.9 6.1

12.6 12.9 12.9

lB.0 18.3 i8.1

23.7 23 "7 23.9

40.0 39.1 38.9

Source: Based on statistics Canada, Income Distributions by S'ize in Canada' (cited

in Canadìan Fact Book on Poveity, Canadian Council on Social Development'

0tta

clearly, has an income distríbution, or poverty problem.

djscussion does not tell us the precìse magn'itude of the

povert-v problem jn Canada, it does begÌn to give uS an impression of the

poverty-induced hardship that underlies some of the housing problems

our country today. More spec'ific invest'igatìorr is required to

who suffers the most from this unequal distributìon of income'
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In the last l0 yearsn incomes on average have increased more than

the overall increase ìn the consumer prìce index. It is true too, that

the country has experienced a decrease in the overall incidence of poverty.

A closer examination suggests, however, that not all Canadians have en-

joyed the same rate of increase in incomes. The averages concea'l enormous

differences of experience anìong the populat'ion.

The effects of this unequaì distribution of income seem to weigh

most heaviìy on families, in particular those that are single parent and

mother-led. For example, family units, in contnast to the average for

all households, showed a slight increase in the incidence of poverty from

10.3 in 1967 to 12.5 jn 19766. For mobher-led fanrily units, not only

has the incidence of poverty been consistently much higher, but its ranks

are also growing more rapidìy, showing an increase in incidence during this

same period, from 36.3'in 1967 to 41.5 in 1973 and finally to 42.8 in 19767.

Similar inequìties are revealed in an examinatÍon of housing ex-

penditures by quintile groups. As can be seen from Table II.4 whÍle the

proportion of income spent by familjes on shelter increased for all income

quintiles from 1974 to 1976 (the most recent year for lvhich data are

available) the increase was greatest for the lawest quintile. This serves

to illustrate the p'light of the poor in the search for adequate and afford-

able accommodation.

Caskie, D. F., Canadian Fact Book on PoYqËy, Ottav¡a: 1979, Table
l5 (b) (Proportî ome in cities with a

population of 500 000 and over),

jbjd.,Table l5 (b) (Proportion of Famílies wjth a low încome by|| '\)ex o1 Heaoj.
7.



21

TABLE II.4

PROPORTION OF EXPENDITURES SPENT

ON SHELTER . EIGHT MAJOR CITIES, CANADA
r969-l 976 (PTRCTNT)

QUINTTLES

Year

I 969

1972

197 4

1976

Lowest

21 "9

22.9

20"8

22.1

17.9

.t8"4

16"5

r6.B

16.3

I 5.9

I 5.4

l6"l

Fourth

14 "7

14.7

14. 3

't4.8

Highest

l3.l

12.8

il.8
12.2

Second Mi ddl e

Source: Sta.tistics Canada "Urban Family Expenditures", 1969, 1972 and 1976.
Table 34 Catalogue 62-547; Table 35 Cata'logue 62-544"

Unfortunately, this does not tell the complete story either, of the

inequities betuleen the "rich" and the "poor" in Canada today. There is

another, yêt often.overlooked mechanism affecting the equaìity of the

distribution of incorne and actual spendìng porver among Canadians, our tax

system. llhile most. of the taxes in Carìada are thought to be progressjve in

the sense that the rate 'increases proportionate'ìy wjth income, the total tax

system in practíce ('incl uding exemptions and deduct'ions ) is not progressive8

a in a Canadian study of reìative tax bundens
of Canada concluded that it is regressive at
levels, nli'ldly progressìve to mìcidle income
proporti orral uirt'il the hi ghest j nconle I evel s
(ùlaslove, Aìlan" M., The Pattern of Taxatìon

the Eccnorni c Counci l
the lowest inconre

I evel s, and then
are reached.
in Canada" Ottawa:

Econonri c Counci I of Canããã,-T9-7Ð .
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In fact, our tax system as a whole appears to contradict the abi'lìty

to pay principìe, to the extent that it has had and wjll continue to

have, little effect 'in tempering the overwhelmìngly unequal income

distribution of the nrarket pìace.

This review suggests quite clear'ly, that despite the genera'l improve-

ment ìn housing affordabil.ity that has occurred in the last few years,

the housing prob'lenls faced by some househo:ld groups have become much more

acute. 0n the basis of the above discussion, it would seem fair to say

too, that those bearing the brunt of these housing probìems are the low

income householcls, part'icuìarly the sjngle parent mother-led families ancl

elderìy person renters. This situation undoubtedly reflects two basic

problems - the inequaiìty of the income distribution of the nnrket place

and the failur e of the income tax system to funct'ion equ'itabìy as an in-

come redistribution mechanism.

This examinat'ion jllustrates the fundanrental nature and underlying

source of a great many of the housing problerns fac'ing househoìds today.

Unfortu;lately, the rìgidity of thìs situation over time poses a number of

probìenrs for the poì'icy makers in designing an appropriate sol t¡tion.

Cìearìy, the more aggnessive the government is in its income redistribution

po'licies, the less it need intervene in the housing market. The more

cautious its income djstribution po'licies, the more radical its housing

poìicies rvjll have to be if the needs of the lor,v income households are

to be met.
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THE HOUSING PROBLEM: l^JINNIPEG

When viewed in a national context llinnipeg's hous'ing prob'lems seem

to take on alarmìng proportìons ìn some respects. tJhile affordab'ilìty

does nct seem to be a problem for l,linnipegers on the whole, wjth average

contributjon rates falling within the same genera'l pattern as other

Canadian citìes, the difficulties faced b-v certain househoìd groups appear

extreme by comparison. For example, in the rental subnlarket, C.M.H.C. in

its 1974 Survey of i{ousing Units estjmated that almost 40% of households

in Winnipeg spent more than 25% of their income towards shelter, whjle

ì in 5 households were forced to spend more than 4A% fu rent accommodatìon

(higher proportions than those experienced by almost any other major

centre in Canada).

l.Jinnìpeg's housing stock does not nìeasure up weìl against Canadjan

norms either. lllith the exception of Montreal, l^linnìpeg has the highest

percentage of poor qualiby housing (13Ð9, almost twice that of any other

city. Even more significant is that most of this poor quality hous'ing

falls tvithin the boundaries of blinnipeg's inner city, an area characterized

by a much higher incidence of poverty (lB% vs. 4% in the total city); a

much h'igher proportion of tenant occupied housìng (70.3% vs. 32.8% in the

outer city); a sìow yet constant erosion of the housing stock and extremeìy

lou¡ vacan.y .ut.rlo.

C.M.ll.C., Surve.y gf Housing Un jts, Cross-Tab.llat'ion of Drvellìng Units
and Househo I ds , 197 4.

InsLitute of Urban Studjes: Ho ,
Juìy, 1979.

9.

ìn
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Quite clearly, there are significant problems in the Winnipeg

context. Despite the fact that on average, Winn'ipegers do not appear to

have an affordab'i'lity problem, a sìgnificant number of households rema'in

unabje to afford adequate and suitable accommodatìon. This generaì

situation has been well documented in several recent studies. In a study

of housìng conditions in l^ljnnipeg comp'leted in March of this year, Social

Planning Council estjmated that approxjmately 17% of all households were

experiencing contrìþution rates above the poverty line contribution rate.

Using the more refined "market r/alue'approach, they estimated only l3% of

l^linnipeg Households could not afford adequate and su'itable housìng. Othersll

us'ing this same appraoch, suggested this figure was closer to 20?á.

Irrespective of the source the fìndings iilustrate that the afford-

ability probìem js concentrated among certain consumer groups. As indicated

in Table II.5 it is prinrari'ly those households whose ìncome'is under

$5 000/year which are rnost likeiy to be experiencing high contribut'ion

rates. In fact, as many as 65% are pay'ing more than standard. This'is

quite s'ignificant when you consjder this group constitutes only l3% of

all households, yet they account for almost 50% of the total number of

households defjned as being jn need. In ttre $5 000 - $10 000 income group,

almost B0% of the households are identified as hav-ing an affordabìl'ity

probl em .

Petei Barnard and
Institute of Urban

Sgyrew, Februai"y,

ll. Associates, Housing in I'ljnnipeg, July, 1979 and
Stud'ies, Backglound Psæflo 0evetopment plan

1979.
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TABLE I I .5

PROPORTION OF HOUSEHOLDS EXCETDING POVERTY LINE
CONTRIBUTION RATE BY TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Bel ow

Above

Total

31742

(76%)

I 0099

(24%)

41 841

(22%)

29616

(e4%)

1910

(6%)

31526

(16%)

840

(1%)

62533

(32%)

33192

{17%)

192586

Under
5000

865l

(35%)

I 5904

(65%)

24555

(13%)

5000-
9999

I 0000-
r {gee

27692

(86%)

4439

(14%)

321 3t

(17%)

I 5000-
I 9999 20000+ Total

61 693 i 59344

(ee%) (s3?;)

Source: Socjal Planning Counciì, Housing Conditions in Ì,Jinnipeg, March,
1979, Table 30"2.

Using the same survey data, the Institute of Urban Studies dìd a

simj'lar anaiysis of affordability in relation to eight different household

categories, for the tota'l city, the inner city and the rental sub-market;.

An examination of Table II.6 suggests that prob'lems of affordabifity are

most severe amongst single-parent families and the elderìy, in particular,

those who also have to rent accommodation. In fact, affordabiìity problems,

in the rental sub-nlarket are generaì'ly much more acute, not only with the

single parent familÍes and elclerìy renters, br-rt arnong some of the larger

fanriìy househclds as well. The 'information also suggests that afforCabi'lìty

problenls for all household types are r¡rost severe in the inner city r,rith
one jn every three householcls encountering diffìculties.
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TABLE I I.6
ESTIMATID NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS EXPERIENCING AFFORDABILITY PROBLEMS

(l^lINNTPEG - 1977

Total City
Number Percent

Inner Cìty
Number Percent

Rental Market

Number PercentHousehol d Category

Age of Head 65 yr

Si ze

I

?

3

4

5+

Single Parent

Age of Head 65 yr

Si ze

't

2+

TOTAL

7 295

I Bl5

3 940

3 3.l0

2 815

9 195

5 705

I r70

42 245

585

310

660

545

830

765

6 9?.0

6 525

3 055

2 490

2 010

B BB5

4 700

230

34 Bl5

22

17

12

l0

13

57

3

2

20

30

l9

20

22

65

26

26

27

39

JY

69

62

,L

?7

9 690

15 300

50

ö

Source: Institute of Urban Studies,0p. Cit., Table number 2, P. 18.

This information clearly reveals the extent to rvhich Winnipeg's

housing probìems are concentrated among those least able to cope vtith this

hardshìp. Aìthough, as we m'ight expect, most of the households are poor

the ev'idence indicates that those households forced to rent accommodation,

ìn particular s'ingìe-parent families,'large familjes and the single elderly

are urithout doubt bearinq most of the burden"
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As discussed in the previous section, for these househo.lds the

magnìtude of their housing problems stems largely from the relationship

between trvo key factors -- income levels whìch dìctate one's ability to

compete in the market pìace and local nrarket conditions rvhich dictate the

supply of hous'ing in the market p'lace (by both price and quantity). Low

levels of household incomes in l^Jinn'ipeg 12, ulone cannot be blanled for

these affordabiìity problems, since availability of low cost'housjng 'is as

inherent to the problems as are levels of income.

It is essential then to also examine the suppìy side of the question.

In comparison to other major urban centres, I,l'innipeg enjoys some of the

least expensìve housing. This is due in part to the large quant'ities

of poor quality hous-ing. As noted earljer, lJinnipeg has a large proporti;on

of accommodatìon, particuìa11y rental housÍng, in a serìous state of dis-

repair. In 1974, C.M.H.C. estimated that l3% of þljnnipeg's housing r,'ras

in poor condition. I,lore recent sourcerl3.rpport this find'ing as well

(see Tabl e I I.7) .

üS_!Il11Lqg_I¡1Þ_q!g-, "l,ljnnipeg Incomes Rankecl 84th in 1977 ", Thurs.
September ì3, 1979. The article notes that residents of ',rJinnìpeg
ranked B4th jn terms of average inconle in 197'I according to latest
figures from the revenue departrnent, u¡hich jisted incomes in -l00 citjes.

Social Plannìng Counci'l , 0p. Cit.

12.

ì3.
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TABLE II.7

DWELLING UNITS IN POOR CONDITION
(|^lrNNrPEG)

%of
Total
Stock

%

Age of in Poor
Bu'ilding Condit'ion

%of
Total
Stock

Structural
Type

Si ngl e
Detached

Row/
DLrp'lex

Muì ti p'ì e

o/

in Poor
Condi ti on

101

18%

lL!"
110/
1l/o

64%

7%

2e%

I 00%

1961-77
I 941 -60

1921 -40
I 901 20

Pre- I 901

2%

3%

17%
2B%

36%

11%

29%
34%

13%
23%

_11"

t0a%

Source: Social Planning CouncÌ1, 0p. Cit., Table 4.1

The importance of this older and often poorer qua'l'ity housÍng,

beyond its mere quantity, lies in the fact that it represents a maior

source of housing accomnlodat'ion for l,,l'innipeg's lorv'income populatiorl. In

fact, the find'ings in Table II.B suggest that those groups most likely to

be occupyìng poor quality hous'ing once aga'in tend to be the low income'

sing'le-parent renters.
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TABLE II.B

POOR QUALITY HOUSING BY INCOME

HOUSEHOLD TYPE AND TTNURE STATUS

% 0ccupyìng
Poor Quality Housing

%of
Total Popg.l ati on

By Income

$9 eee

l0 000 - l9 999

20 000 +

.By Househol d Type

Owner/2Pl

Owner/SP2

0wner/l'lF3

Renter/2P

P.enter/SP

Renter/NF

15%

l4

4

J+

33

33

5

6

o

50.3

2.2

9.2

15"7

4.2

I 8.4

20

34

17

l. 2P denotes Two Parent FamilY
2. SP denotes S.ingl e Parent
3. NF denotes Non FamilY Household

Source: Social Plann'ing Council, 0p. Cit., Table 7.3 and B.

Given that the great majority of households in Wjnn'ipeg identified

as having an afiordabjl'ity problem are tenants, (j.e", 82% according to

the Institute of Urban Studìes) it ìs reasonable to focus the supp'ìy s'ide

of the affordabjljty issue on thjs rental sub-market. From thìs per-

spectì ve, the si tuati otr beconles much cl earer.
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Apartment starts have slor¡¡ed considerably in the jast few years, to

the extent that the limited construction currently taking place is all

government assjsted. Until the program was phased out, virtually all

private'ly inìtiated apartment starts v¡ere under the Assisted Rental

1^
Program'n, which builders argued presented the only viable economic

justificat'ion for nevt apartment construction. These ARP units' however,

did not in fact add to the supply of housìng avaìlable to our low income

households or "h'igh need" groups, from either a pr"ice or location per-

spective" The program characterìstics, and in particular, the nature of

the subsidy/loss relatjonship, made it unlikely that builders would opt

for the type of housing that ultimately could cater to low jncome house-

hol ds .

This situatìon is occurring, tooo at a time when dwelling units are

being renloved from the market in increasingly substantial numbers. The

C'ity has experìenced a loss of over I 600 units sjnce 197215, primarily as

a result of by-1avl enforcement, demolition and fire" Ev'idence from the

City's recent Apartment Loss Study ìndicates as well that most of these

unjts had been occupied by low jncome housholds, whìch lends credence to

The origìnal ARP Program provìcled interest free loans over a 10 year
period [o ownorr of nerv renta] acconrmodation to cover the difference
betv¡een costs and revenues.

cìty of hJinnipeg, 4!grlment Loss Sturdy_, 1978, P. 27. This f igure
undãrstates the-prõõ-lern as-l,rêTl;îi-ncã it does not ìnclude roomìng
house units or units in older irotels which have been denlol ìshecl.

14.

15.



3l

the argunlent that the supply of hous'ing normally available to "needy"

househol ds i n r¡Ji nni peg i s conti nual ly beì ng constri cted. For those I ow

income households ljvìng in the inner city, the situation is even worse.

Some of these units be'ing t,aken off the market are not being replaced at

all, not even by higher rent units. From 
.1976 to 1978, the City in fact

documented a net loss of housing units in ,otu urouul6"

l^lithout doubt, these losses will contjnue to increase, gìven the age

of the stock and the aggressìve attìtude towards by-law enforcement in

the city. The liteiihood of replacement housìng being bui'lt, and partìcularìy

at rents low income households can afford! seems remote as well. The

number of rental units built by or iv'ith pub'lic sector assistance is sure to

drop, rvith the changes to the Assisted Rental Program and Ùhe recent freeze

on publjc Housìng announced by the provincial governmentlT. Further, the

p¡ivate sector js unlike'ly to p'ick up the slack because of the'inherent

unattractjveness of this sub-market due, o'f, course to the lack of purchas'ing

1apow"r'o. Underscoring the seriousness of thl's supply problem js the

In Mjdland and Centennjal Communjty Commjttee Areas, losses of low
rent accomnrodat'ion exceeded repìacements jn those years by 376
(Sor...: Dept. of Env'ironnrental Planning, City of Winnipeg).

Ifre lti nni æg lri Uune "Government Puts Freeze on Publ i c Housì ng" ,
September 2ì , 1979.

In a recent artjcle in the Free Press (September B,1979), thePresjdenL
of HtJDAivl was quoted as saying that l,linn'ipeg's house building ìndustry
wouid not i;itjlcl 'in the inner c'ity desp'Îte the package of tax freezes
ancl f i nanc'ial i ncent'ives bei ng proposed to the Counci I Envì ronment
Conrnri ùtee by the Ù j ty' s Pì ann i ng Department.

16.

17.

lB.
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traditionally low vacancy rates within the inner city or more accurately,

in the older cheaper inner city rentai stock

This kind of market affords little flexibility or choice for the

lorv income tenant. As the supply norntally ava'ilable to this group shrinks

from cleteri orati cn and demol i ti on , the rents wi l l i nevi tabi y become h'igher,

exacerbaiÍng housìng problems even further.

Faced -uhen v¡jth the possibility of an accelerated rate of demolition

within this rental sub-market and little likelihood of low cost replace-

rnent housing being bui1t, there are iew grounds for optimjsm that the

affordabjlity problems discussed earljer will be anything but more serious,

v¡ithout a conscious change in government policy. The information illustrates

that public sector intervention is needed in this low income rental sub-

rnarket, either to facilitate net addjtions to the stock or to prevent

further deletions.

S0ME SOLLITIONS: A THEORTTICA!- PERSPTCTIVE

Whereas the first part of this Chapter documented the nature and

extent of the housjng prob'lems to be addressed by public policy, this

section goes on to outline the basic range of aiternatives available to

government to deal with these probìems. By rev'iewing the options front

nlore on less a theoreticaJ perspectìve, thìs overview r+ill provide a use-

ful context. or foulndatjon from whjch tr: then examine the Publjc Housing

Prog ram.

Qver the lasi severai years, there h¿s been a growìng debate among

hcus'ing policy anaìysts as to the relatjve merits of suppl.y versus demand

subsidies in deal'ing with the housing problems of low income Canadians.
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Past intervention in the housing market has been man'ifest in a variety

of subsidies - some direct, some hidden; some functjonjng as "carrots",

some as "st'icks"; some operating through the private sector, some tirrough

the publ 'ic sector.

blhatever the final program structure, policy makers generaì'ly

approach the problem irr one of two ways. They can provide supply side

incentives by stimulat'ing increases in the supply of housing directìy

or they can affect the demand side of the market. Demand stimulating

po'ticìes assist the household by reducing the cost of housing through

increasing purchasing power or incomes" In the context of low income

households, the most popular, or certain'ly the most frequently discussed

demand side incentives, are shelter allor,¡ances and genera'l income assist-

ance. Supply side incentives, on the other hand, d'irectly affect the

prov'ision of housing such as is achieved through the construction of

pub'lic housing.

Because the subject of th'is investigation relates to the housing

problems of low income households, oniy the three broad alternatives of

income assistance, ho,.rsing a'llowances and publ ic housing wiìì be con-

s i dered

GENTRAL INCOME ASSiSTANCE

It has frequently been argLred that general income assistance, such

as a guaranteed annual income or a negative inconle tax, r^¿ould obviate the

necessìty of government housing aìds. Th'is argument al'leges that housìng

problems are essentiaìiy poverty probienrs and as such, can best be

attacked by some form o't income maintenarìce progr¿ìm. This fontnulation
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of the problem assumes that once the constraint of an inadequate budget

is removed, households w'ill then proceed to correct their housing

problem, whether it be physical, financjal or some combjnation of the

two.

The Univers'ity of British Columbia investigation into thìs area in

1976 put forward a similar case. In fact, in their final report they

argued that "any lasting cure for the problem must l'ie'in some form of

income redìstribution". They went on to suggest that

". : . it is poor economìcs to try to cure housing po-verty
by shack'ling the housing market's ability to offer
the best opportunity of cho'ice among alternatives. If
money income is what the poor lack most, then their
housing condition could best be improved by giving
them additional spendìng power. This woul d I eave l'¡ouse-
ho'lds free to make their own choìces within their improved
budgets. It would also leavê the hous'ing market free to
respond to 'che exÐression of those choices". l9

Some critics of existing housing programs advocate this approach because

of the greater freedom provìded consumers to choose their own hous'ing

and set thei r own spend'ing patterns . Others argue "an i ncomes po'l ì cy"

approach avoìds the costly administration and difficulties often

associated with unit-tied subsidìes.

I 9. Pennance,
Your I'love,
Fl-o-3.

F. G. Hantilton,
U.B.C., Urban

S. I,J. and Baxter, D., Housinqi_ I!'s
Land Economics Djvision, August, 1976
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Qther proponents list its maior advantage as its efficiency. It

is often argued that an ìncome subsidy put directly into the hands of the

households wjth the housing problem, is much nlone efficient than "in

kind" subsidjes. To a large degree, "leakage" is avoided in the Sense

that the cost to the governnient ciose'ly prox'imates the benefit to the

recipÍent. Another factor often attributed as a posit'ive aspect of this

approach is that the role of resource allocation is left in the hands of

the market p1ace, rather than with government.

In theory, an "incomes po'lìcy" approach gets a faVorable rating front

an equity perspective as well. Households with approximately the same

income receive the same treatment, while households with greater income

receive less. Supposedly, goals of both horizontal and vertical equity

are therefore achieved"

Despite all these ascribed advantagess some poìicy analysts have

quite a different vjew. Downs, for example, argues that exclusive

reliance on an income support program to provide decent housing for the

poor would be both unsuccessful and inefficient20. From his vantage

point, this approach to the problem fails to recognìze the degree to

which local market conditions can thu¡art the intent of an income support

progranl. He argues that inconìe problems of a famiìy cannct be divorced

from the supply of housing available to them (in both kind and amount.).

To deal satisfactorily v,¡ith the possible impact of an íncorne subsìdy

requires consicleration of questions of t'iming, a'ì'location, distinction

20. See Dou'ns, Anthony, Federal Housing Subsi_die-s: How Are They Worlil-lig,
D. C. Heath and Conrpany, Lex'ington, Mass,,l973.
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betvreen new and existing housing stock and different housing sub-

markets

Certain rigìdities in the housing market can keep it from responding

in a "pure narket" sense to the increased demand foster:ed by an income

support program. The responsiveness of the supply side of the hous'ing

market: or more particularly, of certain income sub-markets, 'is therefore

an important determinant. For exanlple, if the gupply of housìng within

the sub-market normal'lycatering to low income households is relatively

inelastjc, then increased income jn the hands of the poor vli'11 merely

drive up rents. One could argue too, that in the context of thìs target

group, the suppìy of housing ìs by nature much less elastic because of

the almost exclus'ive reliance on older units within the existing housing

stock. Experìence with r¡lelfare housing aìlowances certainly supports

this conje.tur.Zl. In the shor-u run, then, it seems almost certain that

increased purchasing power wì1ì produce higher rents unaccompanied by

improved housing standards.

The massive scale at which a program of this nature must be adnlinjstered

tends to reinforce this outcome as well.

Implicit in any djscussion of the effectjveness of an income support

program js the whole questìon of goals. If the ajm is to ensure every

household consumes Some "aclequate" standard of housjng, then an 'income

supporr program by itse'lf wjll not necessarily achieve the desjred result.

See t'lacMi I I an, J . A. and Pl esni arski Ho r-rs'i n Condi tìons of
iltltîvãinã-

2'l

Social Al lolr'ance Recipients in tr'linni

------Econonlic Aspects , 1971 , Departtnent cpartrnent oEcononli c Aspects
e uua

meri-i- t4ãniltoil.r.
Hea Sõõîãl-TõæTõp-
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Financ'ial housing needs constitute the focus of the "incomes poìicy"

approach, relegating consideration of physicaì housing probìems to a

poss'ibìe spin-off effect of meeting fìnancial needs" There is no

guarantee that housìng standards for low income households wil'l be improved;

that substandard dwellings wiìì be eliminated; or that rehabilitation or

netv construction in this sub-market will be stímulated in any way. Quite

clear'ly, amelioratjon of unacceptable housing conditjons receives onìy

secondary consideration "

Not to n* ouo.rhadovred by theoretical arguments, are some of the

more practical concerns voiced by some policy analysts. it r's quite ìikely
that the canadian public would support a subsidy "ín l<Índ" program rather

than an across the board income support program. They are apparentìy

willing to support thìngs they believe are ìmportant snch as elimination

of substandard dwellings, decent housing for thei poor and so on, but

genera'l income support seems to run counter to society's overall work

ethic. There js no doubt that an "incomes po]icy" approach has a very

frag'iìe po'litical foundation and given the current mood of government ex-

penditure restraint and economìc doom and g'loom, it is un'likeìy to move

beyond the realm of proposal jn the foreseeable future.

H0USI NG ALL0I^iANCES

There is a substantial and grorving body of support for the concept

of housì ng a'l i owances . I ts popu'lari ty from a pubì ìc po'l 'icy stance ref I ects

its attractívertess as atl alternative to more direct income reclistribution

programs.

A system of housìng a'llowances is sínrilar in nature to an income

support program e)icept that the amount of assistance provided is determined
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on the basis of income and shelter costs rather than on the basÍs of in-

come and the amount requìred to obtajn basic necessities such as food and

clothing in actdition to shelter. tssentially, a "housìng aìlovrance" iS

the provisÍon of djrect cash assistance to lower income households for

the specifìc purpose of obtaining adequate housing. Under such a program,

a household selects housing of jts own chojce and receives assjstance

payments if the unìt meets the housing requìrements established for the

program. In most cases, the housing aìlowance is earmarked for housing

in one of two ways: by minimum standards or by mjnimum r"ntrzz. Wjthout

such standards, a housing ailov¡ance becomes merely another form of income

support.

The merits of housing allotvances in relation to the other two

approaches put forvrard in thìs Chapter can be assessed from several per-

spectives. From a client's perspective, it offers freedom of choìce 'in

decidjng on housing types and locatíons, aithough not to the same extent

as under an income support program, because of the add'itional housing

related requÍrements.

22. Under l'fimimun Standards earmarking a household receives an allowance
paynrent only ìf it rents a hous'ing unit wh'ich meets minimum housing
standards. Such standards may be based on locally defìned codes or
on natjonal cocles. The requirements can be enforced eìther through
certification by the recjpient or landlord or through ìnspection.
Under l'lininunl Rent earmarking, a household receives a payrnent on'ly
if it spent at least a specifjed minimum amount for housing. Thjs
approach assuiltes that there is a close correlation between rent
and housing quaì'ity.
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Like the "jncomes poìicy" approach, a system of housing allowances

has the advantage of anonymjty, thereby avoiding the social stìgma often

associated rvith conventional social housìng. Apart from the identification

aspect, it is sometimes argued as well that this approach avoids some of

the difficulties caused by excessive concentration of the poor - a criticism

frequent'ly attributed to publìc housing.

Unlike suppìy side incentives, housing a'llowances are able to respond

to the housing prob'lenrs of low income immediately and wìthout the extensive

time ìags associated rvith new construct'ion" This is seen as a more direct

and efficjent way to tackle the problem, at least in the short run. Some

of the ljterature suggests that housing a'llowances, because they are also

normally available on a mass basis5 are more equ'itable, at least in re-

lation to pubìic housing. This does not hold true when compared to an

income support program though, becaose under a housing aìlorrance scheme,

the amount of assistance relates to the cost of housing as we'l'l as income

levels. l'hus, equal treatment for all recipients in the same income

category may not be achieved.

Froni a pub'lic poìicy perspective, some of the arguments in favour of

a housing aìlowance scheme include statements that ít saves the govei'nment

from the long term commitment and large cap'ita'l outlays associated uiith

pub"lic hous'ing; that it reduces the costs of admìnistrat'ion; and perhaps

most importantly, that'it diverts mounting pressure from social welfare

groups for a more d'irect income r^eclistribution program.

The cost effectiveness of housing a'llowances is sometimes cjted as a

pos'itive factor as welì, but this ìargeìy depends on the schemes to r¡rhich

it is being compared. For example, housing aìlovrances are generaìly



40.

thought to be less cost effective than direct inconte support because the

housing requirements attached to the assistance limit rec'ipients' freedom

of choice somewhat. 0n the other hand, in the case of publiq housing,

recipients have even less choice about the amount of housing they consume'

and as such are fe'lt to "benefit" consìderably less than the full amount

of their assistance. In this comparÌson, then, housing allowances ìndeed

get the favourable ratìng.

Like other demand-side incentives, the basic flaw of a housing

allorvance scheme lies jn its sole reliance on the prìvate market to respond

appropriately to the needs of low income households. Evidence indjcates

that this is not aìlvays the case23" Increased purchasing power in the

hands of the poor leaves unchanged the numerous 'imperfect'ions of the

market place, rvhich can severeìy hamper theìr efforts to obtaìn clecent

hous'ing. The use of housing aìlowances ignores the exìstence of bias and

prejudice in the housing market, t¡hich can ultimately distort the alloc-

ation process. The mere abi'lity to pay by no means guarantees that a

consumer will be able to obtain accomnrodation which he feels is both

adequaie and suitable. The hous'ing allowance approach also pays ìnsuffìcient

at.tention to the pecu'liar circumstances of each local hous'ing market and

its Various sub-ntarkets. Ljke the "incomes poìicy" approach, it assumes

See l'{acl'4'illan, J. A. and Plestliarski, G-, 0p. cit' and U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Department, A Sunlrrlary Repo[! of-[indings from

!!g-t4ç-L1ìe!tal Hous j ng Al I owancWT8'
22,
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the sole cause of housÍng problems is inadequate incomes. No considera-

tíon is given to the supply sjtuation, whìch in the case of the lorv

income housing market is characteristicaì'ly plagued by shortages, low

vacancy rates and little or no new construction. Again, as it was

suggested in the discussion of the income support approach, dematid

subsidies are not seen as the most suitable response when people are

living in suh¡standard housing and alternate vacant accommodation ìs jn

short supply" Generally, when there is an inadequate supply of hous'ing

available to the target group or during what might be termed a "tight"

market period, the prov'ision of housing aìlowances would simply increase

rents, put more money in the hands of landlords and lead to no improve-

ment in housing standards. In fact, under nlost market conditions,

el imination of substandard hous'ing and expansion of supply w'i1ì have to

be dealt t¿rith outsìde the scheme.

Lastly, from an administrative point of view, a maior disadvantage

of the housíng allor,rance approach, or for that matter any demand subsidy

plan,'is the lack of control of costs over time. Thjs is due in part to

the total reliance on private market housing. It is also argued for this

same reason, that nrost schemes involving the private sectorfail to provide any

'long ternr security for the recipient.
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Hartman sums jt uP quite well"

"The housing allowance ìs oniy part of a good idea. It
fosters the princ'ip'le of indivjdual choice jn the housìng
market ., but it takes no steps to ensure that market
conditìons will be such that the low income consumer can
truiy have free choice or satisfaction. With the present
realities of housing conditions and the housing market

. , unless the governnlent is, in fact, wi1f ing to
intervene forcefully in the workings of the prìvate
market, the hous'ing allowance program wi'11 prove to be no

more than yet another subsidy program for the private
sphere - the poor w'i11 benefit o1ly margina'lly and the
near poor wi'll I i kely be harmed"24.

PUBLIC HOUSING

Public housing represents a useful focus through which to discuss the

pros and cons of suppìy side subsidy prograrns, at least as they relate to

lorv income housÍng. Although public housing refers to a specific program

2qjn the con'¿ext of the National Housing Act'-, an exarnìnatjon of its program

structure and past performance has useful application to other publicly

assisted housjng programs. By and large, most programs involving pro-

v'ision of housing for the poor have common approaches and tend to impact

on the market pìace'in a s'imilar fashion. Also, public housing for the

most part, has been the only program advanced to date whìch truly provides

housjng for low income Canadians and as such, ìt seems appropriate that

it serve as the franie of reference for th'is revielv.

24. Hartman, C. W. Housing and Social Policy,
N.J.,1975 P. 159

Sec . 40 and Sec . 43 of the N , l-1 .4 .

Prentj ce-Hal I Inc. ,

25.
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Generally, public housing has been a useful vehicle for providing

housing for the poor. It is relatively good quaìity housing, aì1ow'ing

low income famjlies to live in much better accommodation than they could

find or afford on the private market. It he]ps fìlì the void left by the

market's inabìlity to respond to the needs of certain househoìd groups,

name'ly the low jncome, vrhose needs are jus-t not backed up by the necessary

purchasing power to compete.

Most supporters of the program inevitably point to its performance

on the suppìy side of the housing question to lend credence to their

argument. For exarnple, units not normal ly existing 'in the housing siock,

or at least in the quantitìes requìred by low'income households, can be

provided through the construction of public housing. Beìng dwe'l1ing

specific, this form of intervention into the market has the aclded advant.age

of being able to be geogiaphìca'lìy'targeted, providing much needed

accommodat'ion in the core area and other neighborhoods v;here the poor tend

to reside. Development of public housing can also provide last'ing aid to

some of these areas that private industry, by its very nature, ignores be-

cause of the lack of profitabi'lity. Government íntervention, then through

the direct provision of housing cou'ld much more effectively meet the

physìcal hous'ing needs of t.he popuìation and in partìcular those household

groups not normally well served by the tradit'ional market mechanisms.

0n a nrore macro scale, this approech to the housing problem has the

advantage of expandìng the total housing siock, whìch in most market

situations can have a danrpening effect on rising prices. It is sometìmes

argued that during periods of shorl: supply and high prices, the provision

of pubìic housing un'its could help a'lìeviate serior¡s shortages and in Iess
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tiqht markets, could encourage the maintenance and rehabilitation of

margi nal un'its .

Another ascribed advantage of a supply-orjented strategy such as

pubììc housjng, relates to the effect the addjt'ion of a number of new units

can have on the market. Certaìnly, in the low Íncome housing sub-market,

it can be argued that even small increments to the supply can beg'in to

counteract or relieve the pressure created by deìetions to the stock

This is especia]'ly significant in markets where a'large percentage of the

stock is very oìd. As the housing stock ages, demolitions and closures

increase'in frequency, and place a great deal of pressure on vrhat can be

seen as a fjxeci supply. Most delet'ions take pìace in the low income

housing sub-market (i.e., being the older and often cheaper stock, these

units are often occupied by the poor),'whereas most additiotrs to the stock

occuì .in the middle and upper income sub-markets. If the private housÌng

industry does rrot see thjs market as econotnically vìable, then tlre onus

must fall on the pLrbl'ic sector to intervene ìvìth supply stimulatìng

measures if serious shortages are to be avoided. Clearly, under some

circumstances replacement housing, such as is ach jeved through a pub'ì'ic

housing program, becomes a necessity.

gne undeniable argument in support of some form of public housing

relates to its inconle penetration. It is the only housing vehicle launched

to clate wh.ich has deep enough subsidies to reach doln to the Iowest income

groups and serve those households v¡ith the greatest need. Public housing

.is al'located on the basis of need and subsidies are provided in inverse

proportìon to jncome. In this context, then, having the capacity to

provide decent acconlnlocJation to the poor at rents they can afford is
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perhaps the program's greatest benefit.

Although somewhat less convincing, the case for pubf ic housing has

on occasrjon been advanced from a financial perspective. One might argue

that durjng pe¡iods of higher than average inflation rates in the housing

sector, it might be more beneficiai to government'in the'long run to use

the veh'icle of publìc housìng to house the nation's poor, rather than other

forms of assistance whjch must re'ly on the private sector. Through the

public provisjon and or^lnership of hous'ing, the public sector can retain the

benefits of any capita'l appr'eciation to the asset, i^ather than having it

accrue so]eìy to the private sector. In the latter case thìs appreciatìon

may u'ltinrate'ly translate into increased subsidy demands which must then

be borne by the govenlnlent ìn order that the same number of peopìe be

ho used.

Housing policy has often been used as an ìnst¡ument to suppot't

national economic poì iry26. In the past, public housìng or other supply

oriented strategies have been used to stìmulate the construction inciusti^y

and help pull t.he economy out of a cyclical dov¡ntunn. According to some

analysts, using supp'ly stÌmulating measures such as the funding of pubì ic

housing,'is a far more effective vray to meet this obiective than alternate

denland stinlulatjon meäsures. Supply strategies "encourage increases in

residential construciion, just as does st'imulating demand, but it has the

adrled advantages of promoting prìce, rent and suppìy stabí1ity"27 .

See Cliapter IIi.
Shaffner,R.,t1qg-:@,C.D.HoweResearchInstjtute
August, 1975, P. 21.

?6.

27.
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The concept of public housìng and ìts manifestation has been the

subject of great controversy over the years. A great deal of the existing

informatjon on the subject contains a negative bias, orìg'inating back

with some of the ìarge scale urban renewal proiects'in the States. These

hi-rise monstrosities are by no means characteristic of public housìng and,

in fact, aìe unheard of in the CanaCia'n experience with the program' but

still they rernain a dark shadow hangìng over the program's credìbility.

Before publjc housing had progressed beyond the ìnfant stage'in some

parts of the country, tv/o federal task fo,'..r28 had recommended against

its contjnuatjon. The reasons l{ere numerous: "poor locations. ;'

problems of desìgn caused by cost cutting or attempts to build outs'uanding

housing for the poor; h'igh density' hi-rise housing dictated by cost

concerns; insensitive management. .; the negative at'titudes of

adninistratorsi surrounding neìghborhoods and the publìc genera11y" 2'9.

pLrblic Housing has been characterized as ghettos for the poor. It has

been blanied for "undesirable" social effects on the ne'ighborhood. Property

owners clajm it will lower their property values (although the evidence

does not support such a claim)30. Clearly, ùhe most frequent crìticìsm of

the progranl centi es arounrl th'is argument that hous'ing produced solely for

the rroor carrjes t'rith it att inevitable stigma

ZB. Report of the Federal Task Force on Hous'ing and Urban Development
January,1969 and Dennis, M. and F.ish. S., Lovl Income Housing Study
Group Reco¡nnlenciatì ons , Apri I , 1972.

Dennis, M. and Fjsh. S.,0p. Cii., P.218.{Y.

30. reports )
in

Mostolay, T., Inlpact of Publ i-c Hous]ng-cn ßeal Estate Values (¡
arrd Nourse , H.;rrTTle tf fect of Publ ì c Hous'ing
St. Louì s", Land Econoni'ics, Noven'ìber, 1963

õn PropeñtTlãl ues
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To the negat'ive reactions of the community must be added the concern

of governnlents wirth what they view as the long term "staggering" costs'of

the program subsidies. As C.M.H.C. argued in theìr evaluatìon of the

program in 1977, "When the subsìdy per unit v¡as rnodest, the public housing

progi^am presentecl an array of benefits. Now that Èhe annual subsidy for

each addjtjonal unit is so high, the program'is probably less attract'ive to

taxpayers and po]icy makers"3l .

l-l'igh construction costs, land costs and financjng costs have increased

the basic cost of provid'ing new public housing with the result that sub-

sidjes per un'it have escalated dramatically in recent years. It is hardly

fair to argue, though, that this is a problem pecuì'iar to publìc housjng,

because jt is not. If ther.e ìs any cot¡rmitr¡ent at al1 to prov'iding shelter

to the nation's poor at rents they can afford, then subsidies in this

order will be necessary regardless of whether the housing'is public or

private, ìf the units have io be built at today's costs. On the other

hand, the ìmplication that governnent is spending too much to house these

people should be examined in relation to the housing re'lated subsidies goìng

to mjddle and upper income groups through our tax system.

A frequent crit'ic'ism of publ jc housing, or nlore general ly, un jt-tiecl

subsiclies, .is that the progr-anl faìls the test of horizontal equity; that

is, they fail to treat individuals in simjlar circumstances equally. The

lr'1.. The Publ ic HousinBlack. D.
February,

3l
1977 , p.vi .

A Prel imìna Analysi s,
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contentjon is that because of the structure of the delivery mechanism"

some households are unable to gaìn access to a public housìng unjt and

are, therefore, being den'ied not only the use of the cap'itaì fac'il'ities,

but access to the ongoìng subs'idies attached to the unit as well. These

same critics argue that such rescurces could be more effectively usetl if

they were thinned out and shared among all elig'ibìe households, although

the amount mìght be so infìn'itesìmal that access to decent hous'ing is

denied everyone. This kind of argunient fails to recognize that the in-

abiljty to house all needy households adequately is a result of limited

funding leveìs, not the structure of the progranr itself. Any program which

ìs not fully funded or attempts to deal with the housing problem incrementally,

can be attacked in this regard.

In the same way that housing ailov¡ance schemes were critìc'ized because

they forced households to consume a level of housing they may not have

otherlvise chosen, publìc housìng, too, is seen as not partìcularìy cost-

effective. Again, the cost to gcvernment may technìcally be higher than

the benefìt to the subs'icly recip'ient, trhen looked at jn these terms

Like the other schenles, there are pros and cons to us'ing the public

housjng apprcach in dealing with the housing probìem of low jncome

Canadjans. For the most part, an evaluation of the effectiveness of such

an approach can onìy properly be Cone in the context o't a given market

sìtuatjon ancl a partìcular set of housing probìems. Djfferenb strateg'ies

are naturalìy appropriate under djfferent condjtions.
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CON CL US IONS

This Chapter has documenteci the nature and extent of the housing

problems thai remain to be addressed by publ'ic pol icy. In adclition it

has provìdecl an overview of the basìc opt'ions ava.ilable to government in

the develoPment of such PolicY

The section on housing problems suggests that, for the rnost part,

the focus of Canada's hous'ing probìems has shifted frorn the traditional

concerns related to. Ìnadequate housìng quaìity and quantity to the issue

of afforcjabiìity. And as one might expect, in this context, the greatest

hardshjps are suffered by the poor.

Aìthough it r¡ras not possible or practical to generate a thorough

discussion of "need" in a,nexercise of th'is kind, the information presented

in this chapt.er cleariy suggests housjng pressures are most severe ìn the

rental market and more particularly for certain consumer groups such as

the sìngle parent households, mìddle-aged families and elderly non-famì1y

units. For a number of these low income households, the s'ituaLion has

gotten worse too. Not only have the country's hous'ing po'licies failed to

fully meet their needs, but t,he jnequaìity of the income d'istribution of

the market place ancl the ìnequities embod'ied in our ìncome tax systenl, have

al so worked aga'inst them.

In l^ljnnìpeg, wh'ile the dimensìons of the affordabil'ity probìem, for

the nlost part, appear to be sìmilar to that at the national level, ltlinnìpeg'

local niarket condit'ions appear to make the s'ituation here somewhat unique.

The supply of ì0r,,/ cost rental housing is under trenletldous pressure, due

ìn part to the large quant'it.ies of poor qua'l'ity housing, the increas'ing

rate of denloljtjon and abandonment and the recent freeze on pubì'ic housìng
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which is essentially the onìy real source of rep'lacement housing in this

income sub-market. þljth these kind of dynamics'openating 'irr the market

place, coupled with lrlinnipeg's comparatively low income levels' it seems

a certainty that the affordabjlity problems of low income households here

vrill get even more extreme. Qujte clearly,'it is the hous-ing problems

of low income households,in partìcular singìe-parent households, 'large

families and the sìngìe elderly that require governmetrt assistance the most.

Generally assistance for these household groups can be provìded vìa

income transfers, income assistance specìfically tar^geted for shelter or

through direct provìsion of housing uniis at subsìdized costs.

The overview provìded in the'latter half of the Chapter, of these

bas'ic opt'ions reasoned that the appropriateness of one approach over the

otiler coulcl not properjy be exa,¡rined irr jsolatjon from what v¡as happen'ing

in the market place or in government. Dìfferent and often chang'ing con-

ditions ìn any given market situation would dictate different responses

by governments.

The most appropriate form of inte'rvention at any particular poìnt in

t'ime 'is therefore, prìmarily dependent on two factors: the obiectives

and prioritjes of the government in power and the prevaì1itrg market

condi ti ons .

Accordinq to t.he jnfornlation preserlted in this Chapter , generaì income

assistance or alternateìy, housing a'llowances, can be cotistrasted to a

ptib'lìc housjng approach chiefly by their lajssez-faìre attitude tot'lard

market supply of housìng servìces. Housjng theorists argue that where

suppìy of housing ìs in reascnable balance with the denland, such demand

the

the
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stimulat'ing measures can incleed work. However, they are ciear'ly

inappropriate jn market situations characterized by shortages, sub-

standard dr,tel I i ngs or I or,v vacancy rates . In these cì rcunlstances , sol e

reliance on supportìng denrand woulcl undoubtedly put ìntolerable pressure

on an alreacly constricted supply of housjng and would do little to'improve

overall housing conclìtions. l-lousìng supply programs' on the other hand,

prov'ide a way to prevent such market clistortions'

gverall, the Chapter builds a case for pubìic sector intervention on

behalf o'f low income rental households, 'in part'icular s'ing'le parent

households, large famìlies and the singìe elderly. The Chapter aìso

provìdes some direction as to what form that interventìon should take.

For examp'le, the dìscussion on the structure and rìgid.ity of our

inccme distribution system and its apparent resiliance over time to soc'ial

po1 ì cy 'intervenli on , suggests that sol ut'ions to these hous i ng probì ems at

least in the l.oreseeable future, will have to include some form of

housing inii1at1ves if the needs of the poor are to be adequate'ìy addressed.

Mere ìncome transfers tlirough housing allowances or income supplements

may not be enough.

The examjnation of the specìfic market sìtuatìon facìng low'incorne

households in |1|innipeg also Jends support to an argument for some supply-

side housìng injtiatives.
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The low income rental sub-market for familiur32 seems faced with the

prospects of an accelerated rate of deletjon from the stock through

demol j ti ons and abandonnlents , together v,,i th I i ttl e I 'i kel 'i hood of any 'l 
ow

cost neplacement housjng being built, because of changes in Federal

programmìng and the Manitoba Government freeze on family pLrblic housing.

In turn the discussjon on policy optio.ns suggests that income transfers

throuEh housing allowances or income supplements ìn this kind of market

would nrereìy put add jtional pressure on an al ready shrinking supp'ly.

In the tJinnjpeg market theno thìs review suggests that some

supply-sjde initiatives are required (although not trecessarily sufficient)

if the housing prob'lems of low income families are to be adequateìy

addressed.

The pi^essuv'es facing the low income elderly do not appeer nearly
as great as for famil ìes pr.inrarily because of government initiat'ives
such as SAFTR and the ongoìng fundìng of the Elder'ly Persons Housing
Program and the Non Profit Program which result in continual additions
to the housincr stock on their behalf.

\2
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I NTRODUCTI ON

The last chapter docunlented a need for public sector intervent'ion

in the hous'ing market on behalf of low inco¡re households. This Chapter

no!'J goes on to examjne governments' record jn this regard. An overview

of housìng po1icy at each level of government is presented' in an effort

to clocument rvhat impact governments have had, either indivìdually or as

a systern, jn anleljorating the housing problems of the poor.

This jnvestigation js critìcal to the overall exercjse because jt

rvill serve to illustrate that with the excepbìon of the Public l{ousìng

Program past governnlent i ntervent'ion i n the hous i ng nrarket has been on

behalf of mìddje ancl upper ìncome groups rather than the lor,verincome.

Further,sjnce today's Public Housing Program is part of a broader

evol utjon of housing st.rategy, jt is important that any exam'ination or

ana'lysis of the progranr pìace it into this historìcal context. Th'is

will provìde a basìs for understand'ing the development of Publ ic Hous'ing

here in l,iinnìpeg as weìì as prov'ide an'insight into the very reaì con-

stra'ints the program was facing ìn public polìcy terms'

Thc evolutjon of hous'ing poìjcy at the two senior levels of government

seems to have gone fu'll circle, With pol'icy errerging now that close'ly

resenlbles the posture taken by the pubì'ic sector back in the .ì940's and 50's.

Housing polìcy can be traced from governments' first perceived mandate of

supportìng and enhancjrig the functioning of the nlarket; to the role of

governments intervening clìrect'ly into the operation of the nlarket in the

late 60's and early 70's; through to the present time which bears witness

to the lvithdrarval of governnlent jnterferetrce in favor of a private or free

market sYstem again.
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one indjcator of this shift in government policy ìs (as some describe

it), the "rjse and fall" of the Public Hous'ing Prograrn' The program

got off to a slow start, then durìng the late 60's and early 70's there

was a very rapìci expans'ion jn the program and then more recently, government

has served notice of the program's discontinuance. An analysis of housing

polìcy as ìt relates to low jncome householcls then is critical, if only

to jllustrate the ìnipctus or rationale behjnd this apparent "rise and fall"

of the publ.ic Housing Program as an effective po'ljcy instrument for meeting

the housing needs of the Poor.

A revierv of government hous'ing po'licy js compìicated by the federal

systern and its evolutjon. Although housing ìs ìnterpre-ued to fall withìn

provìncial jurisd'iction according to the B.N.A. Act, ìn pract'ice all three levels

of government have accepted some responsibilìty in the area' Econcmic

limjtations of the Governnlent of l,lanitoba and in turn, the City of bJinnìpeg

have magn'ified thìs dependancy relationshjp with the Federal Government.

The discussion of housing policy at the different levels of government

then w.i t I al so serve to i I I ustrate how evol v'ing federal -provì nci al -

munjc.ipal relations in this area have helped to frustrate the housìng

needs of the I ow i nconle.

gverall, the Chapter provides some apprec'iation of the context in

which the public Housing Program was conceived and the prob'lenrs 'it was

expectecl to adclress. It also highlights the role played by goyernments,

functjon'ing as a system as wel I as indiviclual ly, in the developrnent and

appìication of programs such as Public Hcusing, whìch target their

ass'istance towards the needs of the poor.
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FtpERAL flousING P0!ICY

The role of the Federal Government'in the field of hous'ing dates

back to the 1930's. At the t'ime, the country was suffering from the

economic ills caused by the Great Depression. In part to prov'ide some

reljef from these difficulties, the government passed the Dominion

Housing Act in 1935, ¡¡hich was subsequentjy replaced by the Nat'ion'al

Housing Act in 1938. Th'is ìegislation was intended to counteract some of

the diffjculties of.the day, by provìd'ing loans io'intly with financial

instjtutions for the construction of new homes for middle and upper income

g,o,p,33.StjmulatinghousjngconstructjonwaSSeenasamethodofcom-

battjng unenrp'loyment. There was no doubt that "The fundanlental intention

of the ìeg'islatjon !'Jas more economic ... than sociul"34, and th'is theme

was to remajn the primary thrust of federal housing poì'icy for many years

.into the future. In fact, sìnce these first incursions inio the housíng

f i el d, econom'ic obiecti ves have always p'layed a promi nent rol e i n

federal housing PolicY.

Again in 1944, the legjslat'ion was amended and assistance sub-

stantja'lìy u¡icleneci to offset the threat of high unempìoyment and continu'ing

housjng congestjon folìow'ing demobilization of the armed forces after the war'

33. Loans '¡rere I inlited to betleen 70% and B0% of
provided j /4 by the federal governme-nt". 114
birìy those individuals who could affotd the
benef j t bY ttre Prov'i s i ons .

34. hrheeler, M., The Right to Housing, ['lontreal:
P. 78.

I ending va'ìue and were
by the I endi ng 'i nsti tuti on .

20% dorvnPaYment could

Harvest l-louse, 1969
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Another amendment in 1945 prov'idecl for the establishment of a crown

corporat'ion, Central l,lortgage and HousìnE Corporatìon, on January l,

ì946, to adminjster the Natjonal Housing Act. Thjs niarked the beginning

of a significant federal presence in the field of housing. C.Ì'l.H.C.

assumed the direct lendìng role impìied in its Act and'its activìties as

a residual lender in the mortgage nrarket, confirmed the groling federal

interest in stjmulat'ing private production of housìng. The philosophy

though, was clearly to assist rather than repìace the traditional market

mechani sms.

It was not until 1949 that the government dev'iated from this thrust

somelvhat and ìntroduced the first provisions enabl ìng subsidized publ ic

housing for low 'income peopìe to be constructed unCer a federal/provincìal

partnersh'ip. The new partnership arrangement (Sec. 35 of the Nat'ional

Housing Act - norv Sec. 40) provided for 75 - 25% cost sharìng betureen the

two senìor governments in the construction and operatìon of the low inconle

units. For a coup'le of reasons, the take-up of this particular program

was very low. First, the requ'irement that a clear and definjte local

initjative precede the utilizatiorr of the feder"al/provjncial oartnershìp

prevented the bui'ldìng of pLrbl'ic housing irì nany conlmunities. Some nlunici-

pa'lit'ies r..rere not abìe, or in sonle cases wilììng, to ra'ise theìr requìred

financjal comm'itment which ranged from a lovr of 7 1/2% in 0ntario to the

f ul-l 25% in provi nces such as Al berta , Man'itoba and Nova Scot'ia . The

long andcumbersomeapproval process inrposed by the Corpor^ation also

hamper.ed the progranl's tal<e-up rate. Pred-ictab1y, the program's aclt'ìeve-

ments tvere ra'bher uninipressjve. By 1960, the country had less than

l5 000 Lrnjts avajlable to house lorv income households. Some argued, however,



that,'uncler these conditions,'it was indeed remarkable that any publìc

hous'ing acconìmodation was bujlt at all'13?

This vague response to the housing needs of the nation's poor re-

presented the first hint that the federal government was begìnning to

vjeW hous'ing as more than an economic lever, but in certain ìnstances aS

a soc'ial need.

Basically, federa'l involvement in the housing fjeld remained

relat.ively minor un!'il the mjd 1950's v¡hen C.M.lJ.C. shifted its role front

that of a ioint lender to prinrarìiy that of an insurer' This had a

tremendous expansjonary effect on the nrortgage market resulting in a

corresponding increase in the flow of assistance to mjddle and upper

inconle famjlies through tha additìonal supply of mortgage nloney' In .ì957'

the government also substantiaì1y extended its djrect lending act'iVity,

with the chjef obiective 0f bolsterjng the sagging housìng construction

inclustry, Thìs rnove was signifìcant in that it represented the first use

of housing as a nlaior stabilization tool.

The real turnjng point jn federal hous'ing policy, holever, came wìth

the 1964 anlendments. Most of the socjal provisjons of the National

Housing Act were rewt-itten and for the fjrst time s'ince the introduct'ion

of federal housing ìcg'islation, the neecls of the poor \^rere given serious

cons'ideration.

New sectjons were introducted ancl o1d provìsions broa<Jened. Under a

35. l.lheeler, 14., oP' cìt. P' 84'
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new provis'ion (Sec. l6A - now Sec. l5), the Corporat'ion was able to make

ìong-term lor.r interest loans to non-profit organizations for the con-

struction of low rental hous'ing. For the purposes of thìs sectìon, a

non-profit corporat'ion included those ov,/ned by a provjnce or a municipaìity,

as wel I as a charitable organ.ization. This prov'ision substantìal ly

broadened the prevìous section 16, the so-called limjted dividend section,

which provided for loans to l¡e rnade at favourable interest rates to

limited dividend companies who agreed to restrict thenlselves to a 5%

return on investment. In retrospect, the progranl waS onl'V marginal l.v

successful in producing "loW rental " housing. Essentiaì 1y, prìvate

builders rnrere only induced to get'involved'in such projects during slow

construction preriods. Even then, the housing couìd not accurately be

called ,,lovJ rental " lrousing s'ince rents were set at full recovery leve'ls'

Because rents were not subsjdjzed beyond the ìmplicit subsìdy resuìting

from the advantageous 'interest rate charged on the morigage, 'in realì'ty

the unjts were accessible only to moderate or middle income households

(j.e., those not elìgible for ptrb'l'ic housìng). The extension of this

actjvity to government and other non-profit corporations was ìmportant'

then, -in only one respect. It jncreased the supply of modest ìncome

housing. Certain'ly ìn the case of elderly persons hous'ing, the amendment

was a key fact.or in sponsoring the development of a nunlber of projects.

The nlost significant amerrciments respectìng housing for low income

were the changes io the pubi'ic hous'ing provisìotrs. The orig'ìna1 1949

federal/provincial partnershìp arrangements, vlith the 75-25 cost-shar.ing

of capìta'ì costs ancl operat.ìng ioSseS, lriêFê retajned and a second vehìcle

was introduced to bu'ild and opera'te public housing' Thjs netu loan
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arrangement substantially broadened the scope of the public housìng

section. l^Jjth the enactment of these new provisions (Sec. 35D and E -

now Sec. 43 and 44), the Corporation was allowed to make 90% loans to

pr.ovinces, municjpalìties' or their agencìes for the constructìon or

acquisition of public housìng accommodatjon for lor'v income indìvìduals

or famjljes and to make contributìons of up to 50% of operating 'losses

on such acccmmoclation. Provision t^tas also made for a program of land

acquis jtion for pubì ic hous'ing purposes, wjth the corporat'ion pernrìtted

to make loans of urp to 90% for this purpose (sec. 35C - now Sec'42)'

Although the new loan arrangement provided for a decrease'in the

maximum federal subsidy for operating losses in comparison to the partner-

shìp technique, the 15% lncrease ìn capital contributjons tolards public

housjng served to prcntote provìncjal and mun'icipaf injtiative in the

'long run. It also gave the provinces greater freedom o f operat'ion by

restrictíng c.l,'l.H.c.'s particìpat'ion to that of a banker

In some l^Jays, the enactment of these 
.|964 provjsjons served to mark

a net,J level of comnljtment b-v the provinces to the housing of lotl ìncome

people. There js no doubt that the jn'bent of the federal government was

to induce the provinces to take a nlore active role. At least ìn part, they

resporrclecl. By 1968, vìrtual'ly every prov'ince had created a p¡ovincial

hous.ing corporat'ion. vary'ing fìnanc jal capabil jties and po.litìcal

ph'iìosophìes, however, resulted in clifferent perceptjons among the

provilrces as to their responsjbiljties in this area. The subsequent

initjat.ives of these provìncìal corporatìons, 'ìn tak'ing advantage of

federal fundìng, ìn turn reflect.ed th js d'iversity of interpretat'ions '

Demands for federal furtds dict increase signìficantly, though, vrith
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provincial involvement in the area, as can be seen from the foì1ow'ing

tabl e q

TABLI IIi.I

HOUSING ASSISTANCE LINDER SIC. 40 AND 43 OF THE NATIONAL

HOUSING ACT (I960*78)

Year Sec. 40

6 221

6 009

4 215

l0 763

8 246

4 566

7 404

l5 070

16 248

l5 l5l
24 916

27 532

26 779

40 915

52 843

24 730

47 539

3i 664

44 344

Sec. 4J

15 747

42 BBI

99 467

93 995
't89 094

217 906

270 072

?16 872

194 687

206 455

282 942

284 272

I 3l 4Bl

I 33 855

Total

6 ?21
a 

^^^Cr UUY

4 215

l0 763

B 246

20 313

50 285

il4 537

ll0 243

204 245

242 822

297 604

243 651

235 602

?59 298

307 672

331 81 1

163 145

l78 199

I 960

I 961

1962

I voJ

I 964

I 965

1 966

1967

1 968

I 969

1970

I 971

1972

1973

197 4

'1975

tvio
1977

I 978

Source: Canadian Ì'lous'ing Statistics , 1978, Table 59 and 62.
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hljth ttie 1973 amendments to the Act, housjng polìcy underwent yet

another transformation. Inflation, coupled with the adoption of the

belief that housing was no longer "simpìy an econonlic conlnlodìty- - but

a socjal right", resulted jn a sìgnìficant expansion of government

housing expenditures a'long w.ith a new set of priorities. l,ihile pro-

ductjon levels for lorv income people djd ìncrease, a number of new

subsidy arrangements were intrOduced for those of moderate or average

income. Program jnitiatjves seemed to enrphasize the productìon of

moderately priced home ownersh'ip and rental unìts'

t'lortgage subsidies, through a system of interest-free loans and

grants, vrere introduced under an Ass'isted Honle Ownership Program (Secs'-

34.15 and 24.16) to help ìower income famjlies purchase homes' Un-

fortunately, the progrant rvas pi"ìmarily of benefit to young moderate in-

come households, who for the most part, also seemed likely to have the

greatest prospect of jncome 'increases in the future36. The inconles of

poorer famil'ies r^,rere sìmp'ly too jnadequate or unstable to take advantage

of the assistance.

Addjtìonal Non-Profit Housing Assistance (Sec. l5.l) r¡ras announced

through the intr^oduction of 100% loans, "start up" funds and a contribution

of up to l0% of the cost of the project. The prov'isjons for co-operative

In 1976, 85% of 4.H.0.P" loan recipìents had jncomes over $14 000

Der annuanl ancl 80/" were agecl below 35, according to tLlyqlJ![|ion 9L^
F;;.;;1-Àìlop il s76), done"by rrwin L-ithwick for çMHC-n February, 1978.

See Tã¡-l tT.I.
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housing were also extended. urban renewal was abandoned in favor of

neìghborhood ìmprovement and land assembìy vlas promotecl into a major

program. Again, for the most part, the benefits accrued to those of

average jncomes rather than the households with tru'ly "low jncomes".

A change of ìnterpretation of Section 44 (vrhjch provided for

operating subsidies for public housing projects built under Sec' 43)

extended rent-geared-to-inconle subsidies to unjts leased from pr.ivate

entrepreneurs. Thjs resulted in the emergence of the private rent

supplement program. At the same t'ime, nevr prov'isions v¡ere added to allow

for the attachment of a rent subsidy program to housing co-operatjves'

It r,ras clear that with the exceptìon of the rent subsidy injijatives,

there VJas a definjte tendency on the part of the government to focus

assistance on moderate and mjddle income families, rather than tlre poor.

This new prolìferation of housing program subsidies seemed to reflect a

discrete but conscious move on the part of the federal government' al^/ay

from the high cost of providìng housìng for those of truly low incomes'

Thjs sanle general trend continued through later amendments to the

Act as well. The introductjon of caslt grants in 1975 to first time home

buyers c'learìy stepped up the level of assistance going to average income

households, vrjth ljttle or no regard for the problems faced by the low

income households. The same was true of the Assisted Rental Program

which lvas developed'in 1975 to repìace the Linlited Dividend Program'

Through the provision of interest free loans and preferentìa1 jncome

tax treatnlent, entrepreneurs were induced to build "moderate'ly priced"

rental hous'ing. Because of the nature of the subsìdy/loss relat'ionship

and the tax treatmetit, the developers found that they were better off
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building rnore expensive units, w'ith the result that while the program

u,as indeed successful in jncreasing supply, the developments primari'ly

served to satisfy only middle and upper jncome demand.

Again in l4ay of 1978, the I'l'inister responsìble for C.1"1.H.C. announced

some "New Di recti ons " for federal hous'i ng po'l i cy and programmi ng . The

objectjves of the proposed amendnrents seemed to focus on the prov.ision of

modest ancl affordable housing vìa prìvate init'iatives and pubììc non-

profjt corporations. Virtually all social housjng was to be financed

through private l.nJuru insteac.l of the federal government in order to

make "ful'lest possjble utilìzation of prìvate sector capita1"37. tJnder

the real ignment of prograns, Sec. 43, the Publ jc l-lousìng Program, and

Sec,44, (l), (b), which provides rental subsidjes in co-operatives and

non-profìts were terminated and replaced by a new non-profit program. In

fact, thìs ne,¡¡ vehicle v/as to replace the prevìous fundjng arrangements

for non-profits and co-operatiVes aS well. The new program, ìnvoìving

loan insurance and an ìnterest write down provisjon for a privately secured

loan was to represent the ful'l extenù of future federal subs jdies tor,¡ards

the housing of low income peoþ'le. Tfre intent l^ras that the non-profjt for-

mat, applying to both private and pub'lic corporations, would.in fact,

serve as the central element of the new Federal social housing package.

A.R.P. and 4.H.0.P. were both djscontinued in favour of a graduated pay-

me¡t mortgage s.h.*u38, a'lthough these programs were never really intencled

C.M.H.C. Neivs Release, llon. Andre Quellet, l'lay 5, l97B37.

Jö. A Graduated Paynrent l,lortgage (GPM) is sirnply a mortgage tvhose pay-
nlent scheCule has been rearranged so that nlonthly payments start at
a relatively 'low -level , gradual'ly 'increase and then level out. There
is no subsidy involved, ejther in an interest wrjte douln or grant.
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to be lolv income programs in the fjrst place. Funds prevìousìy available

through the N.I.P. and R.R.A.P. Programs were channelled through a block

fundjng arrangenent called the Comnrunity Services Contribution Program.

The basi c prì nc'ipì e unCer'ly'ing th'is rathor dramati c shi ft i n federai

policy is clear'ìy one of federal disentanglernent. l'lh'¡le thjs may sound

like a major break-through at fjrst g'ìance, the real motìvation seems to

be to get out of sonre of the open ended subsidies jnherent in some of the

o'ld programs such as pub'l i c housíng. In essence, thi s sh'ifts the res-

ponsìbì1Íty for houi'ing to lower levels of government who must'in turn seek

the assjstance of the private sector. In thìs respect it appears that

evol vi ng federal -prov'incal rel at'ions , rather than faci I ì tati ng the devel op-

ment of housing programs for the poor have served as a constraint. As a

result the housjng needs of the poor are sacrjficed in the process'

Fjnally, to properly round out the pìcture of federal housing poficy'

it is ìrnportant to mentjon some of the non-specific hous'ing policies that

either,r¡rere introduced or already in existence dtrrìng th'is period, which

ultìmately exercised jnfluence over the behaviour of the hous'ing market.

For example, some of the provisions of the Income Tax Act such as the

exenrpt'ion of orle's principal residence fronr capita'l gains tav.; no tax on

imputed rents; the non-taxable Regìstered Home 0vrnership Savings Program

for future homeorr,ners; and the favourable capita'l cost al lowance prrovì sions

for nlult'ip'le utlit residential bu'ildìngs, aìl tend to reìnforce the

governilents overridìng enrphasi s on home olvnership. General ly, the di s-

trjbutiolr of benefjts aris'ing frotn these provìsjons'is consjstent l^/'ith

the apparent emphasis enlbodjcd in the National hlous'ing Act on the niiddle

and upper inconre groups.
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In summary, ìt appears that the fate of low income households in

their search for decent and affordable housìng has, to a large extent,

been at the mercy of the pof icy and programming decisions of the Federal

Government.

prior to the late 1960's, Federal influence v¡as focused primarily in

the mortgage market and could be characterized by a cìear bias towards

home ownership ancl a preoccupation r¡¡ith maintaìning low unemployment and

improving conditions ìn the economy. It was not until the mid 1960's and

particularly s'ince 1970 that the govertrment began to treat housillg as an

instrument of social policy. In fact, only rvith t.he iegislative changes

to the Natjonal ¡lousing Act in 'l964, wh'ich introducecl a new vehicle for

delivering pub'lic housing, was any ser.ious consideration gìven to the

prov'ision of hous jng for lov¡ income Canadians.

The establishnlent of prov'incjal housinE corporations in the la'te

60's reinforced this po'licy shift ancl expenditures on low incor,le housing

began to jncrease. For the first time, the needs of the poor l^/ere given

some recognition and priorjty. Since the mid 70!s though, \^/e have

r^¿itnessed a marked return to policy thrusts and program emphases vrh'ich

channel benef iis prjmarily to the mi,ldle ancl upper jncome groups. I"lountÍng

concern about the rising costs of home-o',vnersh'ip, the recent obsession

t^Ji th " spì raì I i ng " goVernment expend'itures and the negatì ve po1 j t'i cal

reaction to publìc housing are partly to blame. l'lhatever the reasons, the

influence of the Fecleral Governnent in the field of housing is obvious.

In fact, gìven the clonlinant f inancial rol e pì ayed by the Federal Governlnent

it is fair to say that the cirrrent and futut^e v.iabjlity of low incone
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housing, and more particularly public housing, in large part rests with

the Federal Government.

PROVINCIAL HOUSING POLICY

þlhjle it is clear that the Federal Goverttnent has figured prominently

in the shaping of polìcy and progranr responses to the housìng problenls of

the poor in l4anítoba, the roje played by the Provincjal Government should

not be underrated. " Ut'il ization of federal programmì ng was c'learly con-

tingent on provincial injtiat'ive and as such, provinces ultjmately could

be seen in one of tvlo vrays - as part of the solution or as part of the

probl em.

Different polÌt'ica'l parties have quìte dìfferent philosophies on

government intervention jn such aspects of the economy as the housìng

market, with the result that the commitment to housìng for low ìncome house-

holds varied viith chang'ing provincial administratíons. Certainly in

I'lan'itoba, the particular ideology of the government of the day became an

i¡fluencing factor in the extent to rvhich federa.l funcling opportunÍties for

lor,l'inconìe housing t.Jere taken advantage of.

From the fo1 l ovií ng Tabl e, ì t i s quì te cl ear that very fe\^/ federal

dollars came to l'lanjtcba for the constructjon of public housìng, prior to

1971. In fact, up until 1969, the exLent of the publ'ic housìng program

ìn the province consjstecl of 568 units, initiated by the Cìty of l'Jinnipeg

under the Federal/Provjncial parinership arrangement.
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I''iAN]TOBA'S SHARE OF FEDERAL CAPITAL
ALLOCATION TO PUBLIC HOUSING

__(l eso- I e78 )

Year

1 950-69

I 970

I e7l

1972

1973

197 4

I 975

197 6

1977

I 978

$(ooo)

7 301

10 423

43 36]

3l 054

1 687

14 293

30 449

49 609

21 971

13 869

Ì'4anitoba $ as
% of Total
Al I ocati on

4.1

4.6

I 5.9
1? q

1.3

7.3
1l o

I8.8
16.7

10. 3

Mani toba
Popu'lat j on
as%of
of Total

Lq!-u-blie!-
-

4.5

4.5

4.5

4.5

4.5

4.4

4.4

4.4
A)t.J

J

¿

Units

568

864

743

22?

708

210

975

BBB

500

Source: C.M.H.C. Canadian Housing Statistics, various years.

The mjnjmal role p'layed by the Province in the provision of low'in-

come housing up to this po'int jn time, vras in large part of a reflectjon of

the prioritìes and attìtudes of the government in povler. For the most

part, housing v{as not vÍewed as a provincjal responsibiljty. Up untìì

1967, with the passìng of "The Housing and Renewal Corporatìon Act", the

onìy hous'ing 'legislat'ion on the books in the province was enab-ling

legis'lation, pennìttìng niunic'ipal ities to participate ìn federal pro-

granrrnìng under the National t-lousing Act. The legisìation itself was quìte

clear jn jts absence 0f an¡z provìncial commjtment. Referring to the
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75/25 cost sharing involved in the construction of publjc housing under'

the 1949 N.H.A. partnersh'ip arrangement, the provìnca1 Act specified

that "The t¡enty-five per centum share of the Government of Man'itoba to

whjch reference ís made jn subsection (2) shall be assumed by the

municjpa'lity entering into an agreement under Sectjon 4..."39'

Under another provìsion of the .|950 Act (Sec 6 (l))" municipalities

were requjred to submjt to their rate-payers any proposals for constructìng

public housìng unitr40. Qujte clearìy then, the extent of provincial

involvement jn the provìsion of low income housing during thjs perìod

was rather lirnìted. In fact, ìf the provìnce was seen to pìay any role

at all, jt was that of a constraint.

0n June 2l , 1967 , "The l-lousi ng and Renelval Ccrporation Act" v¡as

officially proclainied. Accordìng to the legisìation, the purpose and

objectives of the Act v/ere "to ìmprove standards c¡f living accommodation

ìn the Province and to assist residents of the Province to obtaìn living accom-

modatjon of reasonable standards". To accomplish this, the nevr'ly formed Pro-

vincial t.lousing Corporation yras authorized to enterinto agreement with Manitoba,

Canada, municipafities or with any or all of these. Such a broad approach

clearly gave the Corporat.ion the potentìa1 to pìay a meaningful role in

39. "The Housing Act, 1950", Sec. 3 (3).

40. Sjnce rate-payers tJere home olners,'it was unlikely that they would
approve a ntoney by-ìarv desÍgned to fjnance the construction and

operat'ion of subsìdjzed rental pubì ìc housìng projects.
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dealing with the housing problems faced by the poor here in the Province.

That potential was not utilized, though, at least not in the first
two years of the Corporation's existence. The Conservative Government

of the day sal the role of M.H.R.C. as primari'ly one of provÍding in-

formation and assistance to municìpaììties regard'ing programming and

fundjng opportunities available from the Federal Government. The

injtiat'ive remajned clear]y with the municjpalitìes.

Fer.r municipalities, however, showed any interest in pub'lic housing,

priinarìly because of the requirement in the 'leg'islation (Secti on 21) that

they contribute one*half of the provìncial share of the cap'ital costs

and operatìng 1orr.r4l . Th'is po'licy voìd was underscored by 14.H.R.C. in

the CorporaL.ion's second annual report in 1968. The Chairman of the

Board noted that,

"Although the activiiies of the year both in Manitoba and'che
rest of Canada indjcate a grow.ing need for adequate housìng,
it is beconrjng apparent that very little publjc housing wì'll
be built as long as municipaì 'initiative is required
(further) Before an equìtable housjng program can be
evolved, ìt wìì1 be necessary for one agency to set the
priorities anci take the initiative"42.

4l . For Sec. 35D (Nl-lA) projects , thi s meant the nruni cì pa1 i ty has to
contribute 5% tolards the cap'ita'l costs and 25% of the annual
operating'losses. Under 354 prcljects,'it meant a contribution of
12 1/2"/" on both capi'taì and operating.

42. M.ti.R.C. Annual Report, l968-69.
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Under the N.D.P. Government, the Corporation djd assume th'is lead

role. In fact, the Government felt the provision of low income housing

was enough of a priorìty that jn 1970 the requirement for municÍpa]

financial part'icipatìon'in pubììc housing projects r¡ras dropped aìtogether.

The actjv'ities of M.H.R.C. were then stepped up consìderably. By

1971, Manitoba had increased its share of the total Federal allocation to

public housing from 4% (in the pre 1969 period) to almost l6% (see

Table IiI.2). This.r¡ras quite signìficant, gÌven that Manitoba did not

even comprise 5% of the country's population.

The exten t of the Gove rnnlent ' s comnri tmen t to the hous i ng prob'l ems

of the poor can best be exemplìfied though by the magnìtude of the program

request submjttecl to C.M.H.C. for the f ive year period begìnnjng ìn 1971 .

M.H.R.C. had prepared a housing program which recejved Cabjnet approvaì

calljng for the constructjon of 2l 800 units of public housing in the

five year intert,al from 1971-75. Manitoba Hotlsing ran up against a

number of difficulties in attenrpt'ing to Ínrplenrent such a massive program

and by 1975 they had fallen short of the target by more than l2 00C uttits.

In fact, as Tab'le III.3 indicates, on'ly slightìy over l2 000 units have

been built in the Province to date.
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TABLE I II.3

PUBLIC HOUSING ACTIVITY. IN MANITOBA.

I^li nn i peq Rura I

EPHI -^,,2rHH Total

568

Total IPH

Tota I

lnÃ

474

nno

613

?'l ?

a7

1.1 /1

4 7BB

463

353

ulo

100

67

23

340

¡\ f-\ rl

283

314

ti¿ |

065

713

380

120

654

492

283

102

100

395

7lB

BBO

313

445

447

430

449

4 177

214

369

507

120

202

.l64

215

373

2 164

100

lBl

349

373

193

243

283

215

76

2 013

EPH

105

6BB

4lB

120

.)ôô
LJJ

478

UJTJ

'¿.72

9A¿

rrfl

4bJ

100

534

365

473

LOU

LOO

623

884

359

327

Tnt IFrn

Pre I 969

I 969

1970

1971

1972

197 3

197 4

1975

197 6

1977

TOI'ALS

I

1. EPH - tlderly Persons Housìng
2. FPH - Family Publ jc Hous'ing

Source: Compiled from M.H.R.C. and lll.R.H.A. statistícs.

Thjs data aìso suggests that M.H.R.C. encountered a number of

di ffi cul ti es i n del i veri ng the pubì 'i c hous'i ng progratn j tr l'J'i nn i peg .

l^Jhìle there has been a fajrly even and cont'inuous level of activity in

rural l'lanitoba,'in blìnnipeg the progranr has suffered from tremendous

fluctuatjons. More partjcularly, the delivery of falnily public hous'ing
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seems to have posed the greatest problem. In fact, from 1972-74, Very

fev¡ fam'ily units jn Winnipeg received approval. No doubt this was

partly a reflect'ion of M.H.R.C.'s inability to acquire enough suitab]y

zoned land on which to construct the units. The inadequate suppìy of

quick start vacant land jn the inner city, and the degree of concen-

tration ii the land hold'ing pattern jn the suburbs were certainly inrpedìng

factors. Resistance from local nesìdents to public housìng ìn their

neighborhoods, a'long wjth the resultant opposition ìn the City of !¡Jìnnipeg

to rezonings anywhere in the suburban areas also tended to exacerbate the

probl ern.

Despite these frustratjons, I'l.H.R.C. has taken great strjdes in

tacklìng the housing problems faced by the Prov'ince's lov¡ income house-

holds, both inside and outside the Cìty. There is no question but that

the public hous'ing program has provided a s'ignìficant number of peop'le

w'ith decent hogsing at affordable rents and at a pace and scale utrlikely

to be attajned by other programs.

The prograrn's achievenlents, at 'least in quantitative terms are

'largeìy a result of the prìority attached to the hous'ing probiems of

the province's poor dur'ing the ternl of the N.D.P. Governnlent. Apart

from that rvhich is imp'lied jn a reviel of program emphasis, the enuncja-

tion cf this priorìty'in po'l'icy terrns was clearìy stated in a Government

Policy document: Guidelines for the Seventies. At that time the Government

ìnd j catecl that one of thei r prìmary obiect'ives was:
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"the provisjon of adequate housing for a1ì Manitobans by
1980... adequate housjng ìn an acceptable res'idential environ-
ment and cotting a reasõnable proportion of ... income"43.

The election of the Conservatìve Government on October ll, 1979

marked a dramatic shift avray from the polìcy and program emphasis of the

prev'ious admin'istrat'ion. Several government pronouncenlents shortly

after the Conservatìves assumed office indicated there would be a sharp

break rvjth the publ"'ic housing program. Early in 1978, the l'linister

responsibje for 14.H.R.C. indjcated that "the government was definitely

getting out of construction of new public housing unjts for low Íncome

Atl
groups"++. Even further, he was quoted as saying that, "(he) would ...

like to get out of provìding the rental subsidies on existing unìts, but

(Ûrat) it seem(ed) to be impract'ical "45.

0n March 2, 1978, in a speech to nlembers of the l-lousing and Urban

Development Associatjon of Manjtoba, the Minister disclosed that "The

goVernment housing agettcy !'Jas goìng to shift its or'ientat'ion from

subsìdjzed housjng to incentives for the private sector to meet all

housinq demands". Even before the elect'ion, the CcnservatiVes Were

43. Provi nce of Man ì toba ,
P. 53 and 78.

44" The !,jinnipeçt_Tribune,
1'1a rch 3, 1978.

45. Ibi d.

Gui del i nes for the 70' s ,

"Government to Pul l out

þiarch 1973" Vol . 2"

of llousebui'ld'ing" ,
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advocatìng "a varìety of housing options with a strong emphasjs on the

promotion and facìl'itation of home ov¿nersh'ip"46 indìcating a lìkely shift

of p¡iorjtjes away from the needs of the lower income rental popu'lation,

should they be elected"

More recent'ly, the governnlent has in fact pulled out of buì'lding

subsidized housing. In September, the M'inister cjted "increasingìy hìgh

vacancy rates" as the reason for the governments decision to stop con-

struction of additional publìc hous'ing for families withjn Winnipeg. In

its place, he was suggest'ing an expansion of the Rent Supplement Program

which "suppf ies rent subsidies in private hous'ing and housing co-

tt t
onprativeç,,*/- This approach not only fits neaLly with the government's
vHu¡ q

ideological preferences for the private housing market but has the added

benefit (from their perspectìve) of heiping developers and landlords who

are current]y experiencing 1ow demand and high vacanc'ies.

Later in the year, stating that "there (was) no evjdence of any

need for further assistance to low income famil jes (tne Uin'ister

announced)... For the first time in nlore than ten years, the Province

ha(d) no plans to bujld pubf ic hous'ing ìn l.linnipeg,'4B.

46. Mani toba Progress'i ve Conservatj ve Party, An Urban . Stra!egJ: . Programs

and Pol jcies for Acldress jng the Problenls of the C'ity of l¡J'innipeq'

ffi
fhe Wi nni peg fri ¡une, "Governnient Puts Freeze on Publ j c Hous i ng" '
September 21, 1979

Tl.lg--Wfjlfpe-g--IliqUlg-, " Go vernmen t Ha I ts Ho u s i n g Con s t ru c t i on "

Novenrber 
.l4, 

1979.

47.

48.
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What this discussion suggests is that ideologica'l preferences have

played no small part'in the development and ultìmate1y, the fate of the

pubìic housjng progranr here in Manitoba. llJhile the Federal Government

effectjveìy sets programming parameters through manìpulation of the

fundjng structure, the province ultimately dictates the poìÌcy priorities

and program emphasis to be employed here in Manitoba. in the final

ana'ìysis, then, tlte government's perceptiorr of the Province'S housìng

needs and their ideolog.ica'ì preferences as to hor,r these needs are best

met, determine the nature and extent of provincial part'icipation in the

Federal Government's offer of program funding"

MUNICIPAL HOUSING POLICY

Traclitional'ly, mun'icìpaì participation jn low income housing programs

has been m'injmal . For the most part, local goverttments "Service to

propert,v" orjentation and the Iirniting structure of their revenue sources

make involvement ìn social housing activity difficult. l'Jjnnipeg is no

exceptìon. Apart from an annual budget of slightly over $.l00 00049 to

cover their share of operating 'losses on the old Federal/Provìncial

projecis bujlt jn the 60's as part of an urban renewal scheme, Wjnnipeg's

involvement to data has been neg'l'ig'ibìe. Their impact on the pubììc

housing program has energed primarily through the City's land use and

zoning powers and as a resul t, has tended L,o focus on qLlesti ons of si te

selectjon. In fact, it ivas M.H.R.C.'s difficulties in obtain'ing rezonings

l,Jìnnipeg tlous'ing Authority Audited Statements for I977 sholveci an

operatirìg I oss õt $gSS 159 on the three projects bu'il t under Sec. 40

oþ the N.H.A. Municipaì contribution equals l2 I /2%.

49.
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through the City that virtualìy put a halt to the construction of family

pubìíc housing in iJinnipeg fronr 1972-74.

For some time now, the City has been under a lot of pressure to

get ínto the hous'ing busíness in a d'irect way. The debate has been goìng

on for a fel years now, but so far Council has effectively sidestepped

the issue. The recent comments of the Chaìrnran of Council's Environment

Committee, are without doubt, reflect'ive of at least the maiority ICEC

vote on Council:

"There are all those pressure groups running around saying the
city should do someth'ing. ll/hy? constitutignalìy, the city has
no responsì bi l'ity over heal th and vlel fare"3".

For the time being, then it seems local government'is unljkely (or

unr.rjlling) to get involved jn the delivery of soc'ial housing programs of

,51anv Klno

trn

5l .

Ue Winnipeg Free Pre$, "Core Area Homes not in'Demand: Bujlders",
September B, 1979.

Sjnce the time rvhen thjs document v¡as opigìnally drafted, the
Province has breathed some life into the very controversial Wìnnìpeg
Housing and Rehabilitation Corporat'ion. 0n March 20, l9B0' the
f'{inistðr Responsìble for I'i.H.R.C. announced a conmitment for this
year of $210 00C in capìtai funds (to be used as equ'ity and interim
iinancing on a revolv'ing fund basis) to the Cìty's þJ.H.R.C., to ajd
ìn the aðquisjtion and ienovatjon of older units in the inner city.
These units are to be sold or rented to low income families. The

Cor¡rorat'ion's orig'ina1 inter'tions were to renovate approxirnately
30 unìts/year a'ltñouglr targets for th'is year are set closer to sìx
unìts.
The City of I,Jinnipeg has now been drar,rn into the housing field.direct'ly'
At this point'in tìme, ìt is not entjrely clear what impact this will
have on the housìng problenls of low jncome farnjlies. Hor¡rever, given
the loru level of aðtivjty antjcipated by the Corporation, thìs move

may clc ncthi ng tììore than di vert pressurc that woul d otheru¡ j se be on

the province to accept responsìbility in this area.
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This Chapter has provided an overview to governmenis' past inter-

vent'ion in the housing market. Essentially, vrhat the review has

illustrated is that, despite a stated wjlìingness to solve the housìng

probì enls of I ow i ncoilte househol ds , governments overal I have fa'i I ed to

measure up to the challenge required to serìousìy address the housing

needs of the poor.

For .its part,.federal involvement in the housing market has

essentjally only served to smooth the vrorkings of the economy and to

satisfy midclle class demand. Apart fronl the po1ìcy rhetoric of the 60's

and ear'ly 70's, very I ittle federal programning went to improv'ing the

plight of lovr jncome households'in their search for adequate acconlmodation.

In fact, publjc housing was the only federal prograrn advanced to provìde

for the housìng neecls of low jncome Canadìans" Aìthough the leg'is'lation

had been around for some t'ime, the Federal Government never seriously

facilitated jts use unt'il 1964 and by 1973, publ'ic housing had a'lready

lost favour at the federal level. More recently, the'mood of restraint

has accelerated this polìcy shift even further to the "r'ight", alay from

the highly visible high cost subsjdìes involved in providing adequate

housing to those households who need it the most.

In contrast, here jn Manjtoba, after the N.D.P. were elected ìn 1969,

the public housirrg program received a great deaì of priorjty. In 1970, the

program took off dranlat'icaììy in l,linnìpeg and the pace contìnued for almost

a decadc, tetnpered only by the avajlabjlity of federal funCjng and

appropr'ìaiely zcned land,
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1977 sav¡ a change in government wìth a perce'ived mandate of res-

traint ìn government expetlditures. The Publ ic Hous'ing Program, as a

resul t, was jmmed'iately cal I ed i nto questi on (at 'least that port'ion of

the program delivering housing for families)" The governnlrent more

recentìy lias announced a halt to any further expansion of the program

ìn ÞJÍnnìpeg, so it appears, at least for the monent, that all levels of

goveliment have now all but abandoned Publìc Housing as a method of nreetìng

the housìng needs of the Poor.

Unfortunateìy, this policy shift away fronl programs such as

Publìc Housing, does not appear to be prompted by a search for more

direct and effectjve measures to deal w'ith the hous'ing problems of the

very poor but rather by a desìre to rationalize even the exjstìng levels

of assi stance.

Comment'ing on government poììcy torrrards housìng and the poor ìs

made more comp'lex by the ongo'ing controversy surrounding the whole isstte

of federal'isn. Qttav¡a has withdrarvn from any direct ìnvolvement in

housing on the pretense of gettìng out of fields constitutjona'lìy vrithin

the prov-ince's jurìsdìction. The Province is backing away because of

fiscal constraints and an over zealous faith in the prìvate market. And

finaììy, the Municipal Ievel of government'is not^/ being dravrn'into the

arena ever so discreetìY.

Generally, 'it appears that evolving federal-provitrc'ial -mun jc'ipal

relations in the fl'eld of hous'ing, have only served to impede the

developnlent and explojtation of programs such as Publl'c l-lous'ing which

target their assjstance to the housìng needs of the poor. The entire

inter-governnlental policy environment appears to have clouded not only
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governmentst response to these housing problems but a'lso governnlents'

recognitjon of these needs as requiring publ'ic sector assistance.

Qverall the Chapter demonstrates that with the except'ion of the

Publ'ic Housing Program, past government ìntervent'ion in the housìng

market has been on behalf of middle and upper income groups and not the

poor. The recent policy shift away from even the assistance provided

under Publ jc Housing, ìs yet anothe¡indicator of the inadequacy of

publìc sector housi'ng pof icy in meeting the needs of lov'r income fam'il ies.



CHAPTER IV

PROGRAM CONSTRAINTS

Abstract: Thi s Chapter exam'ines the Fam'i1y
Public Housing Program jn l'linn'ipeg in ìight
of those factors tr'hi ch have ei ther contri -
butecl to the body of criticism now surround-
ing the Program or al terrrately, constra'ined
the program from nleetìng ìts objectives.



I NTRODUCT ION

The prev'ious chapier provided a great deaì of support to the

proposition that Publ ic Hous'ing has been the on'ly s'ign'if icant publ ìc

sector initiative whjch seriously addresses the housìng needs of the

poor, Despite this fact, there has never been general acceptance of

the program as a viable hous'ing so'lution.

The prograrn did not receìve any rea'l comm'itment from government

until the mid 60's,-despite the fact that the legislation had been on the

books since 1949. Expenditures on pubi ic hous'ing increased greatly durìng

the late 60's and early 70's, but almost as quickly, the emphasis shifted

away from the dìrect provisjon of housing for low income households to

incentive-based supply and demand strategies prov'id'ing benefits to

broader cross-sectjon of income groups. The injtial enthusìasrn for

Public Hous'ing had waned quìck1y and urith it bad'ly needed politìca'l sltpport.

Crìticjsms levelled against the program over the years are nunrerous.

In contrast, iittle is known of the benefits of Public Housing or of the

many ìmprovements ìmplemented as a result of early experience with Lhe

program. Publl'c Housing evokes images of high cost, high rise ghettoes

with rampant socjal problems, where people l'ive only because they have no

other choice.

It is the purpose of thìs Chapter, then, to examine some of the more

conlmon critjcjsms of Public Housìng and expose them aga'inst the realjties

of more than a decade of experience with the program here in W'innipeg. At

the outset, it should be eniphasized that thìs investigat'ion js not intended

to be comprehens'ive, but rather is focused on only those major factors
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whjch have either contrjbuted to the body of criticism now surrounding

the program, or alternately, constrained the program fronl nleeting its

objectives. This examinat'ion is critical to the overall investigatìon'in

that it wjll provide a more creclible vjew of the Public Hous'ing Program

and jn turn provide a great deal of insight as to the appropriate role

for the pÌ'ogram jn housing policy of the future.

In the lirst section, those factors internal to the structure or

de1ìvery of the progranì are r'eviewed. The second section goes on to

highlÍght the external factors the writer believes have played a part in

the pol'icy shift away from the Publìc Housìng Program.

¡¡hile it is recognìzed that some of the information presented'in

the chapter may appear somewhat subiective, the discussion is seen as

imnnrf ant in hro¡donino f ha hase frcnl r¡lhìch to examìne the rel ativellllPv¡ Uq¡lv ¡l¡ u¡vqvuri¡r.V

effectiveness of the Publ ic l-lousìng Program in meet'ing the housing needs

of the poor.

STRUCTURAL PROBLTMS

Physjcal Features of Public Housìng

Some of the most frequent'ly expressed obiectìons to Publ ic Ho'.ts'ing

relate to jts physical structure * specifically, the inapprcpriate design,

the excessive dens'ity and the rnarginal s'ite locatjons. It is critical to

the overall exercise then to explcre some of these concerns in more detail

jf a fair evalnation'is to be nlade of the program's performance in thìs

respect.

For a varìety of reasons, some of the first pubìic hous'ing projects

l¡uilt irt l^linnipeg were' in fact, frequent'ì¡r'¡ocated on the periphery of



the City orin neigliborhoods where obiectionable feaLures (such as

obnoxíous'industrjes, raiìway tracks, run dor,vn houses) tended to pre-

clude use of the property for prime resjdent'ial development.

In addition, the des.ign of the units oftett added to the negative

percept'ion of the housing. Sharp contrasts'in architectural style between

public housing and the surround'ing neighborhood resulted'in identifìable

"projects" and considerable stjgnra be'ing attached to the low jncome

families tenanted within. -fhe pressures resuìtìng from high ìand costs

and jts avajlability put the enrphasìs on higher density developments, agaìn

drarving attentjon to the housing units.

In the program's infant stages, the emphasjs in the plannìng process

was clearly on numbers. As a result, very little attent'ion r\ras paid to

some of the fundamental plannìng considerations involved'in hous'ing

projects of thjs kind" Integration of the developnents into the commun'ity

was often ignored, resulting in situations where necessary facilities

were ejther non-existent or seriously overcrowded.

For the tenants, peripheraì locations often meant jnconvenience and

increased private transportation costs since the projects were often some

distance from commercial and shopping services, placesr o't empìoyment, and

recreational facil ities. Publ ìc trarrsportatjon to the del,elopments was

oftentinres poor, vlhich also caused prob'ìems for the program, sjnce a good

nrajority of those requìr'ing subsìd'ized housing were a'ìso dependent on the

publ ìc transportatjon system.

These fjrsL projects were clearly only filling one dimension of the

housjng needs of the low income. They were affordable, but certainly not



always suitable. Ult'imatejy, this combination of poor planning and design,

unit cost restrictjons and the overriding push for numbers Was to re-

present a major setback for the program.

The nrarg'ina'l site locat'ions and sometìmes ìnadequate features of

some of these original prograrn initiatives were the indirect result of

the problems M.H.R.C. experienced regarding acqur'sjtion of land. The

great emphasìs g'iven the program in 1969 created a sjutation where

l'1.H.R.C. had to bu'i1d lar ge quant'ities of publ'ic hous'ing in as short a

tíme as possible. As a result they had to bypass their own tedious land

acquisitjon process and search for alternatives to facilitate the con-

structìon process. The alternatjve chosen was the method of developers'

proposals. This requires bujlders to bìd on a publ'ic housjng project and

to supply their own land that has been proper'ly zoned for residential

pLlrposes. There are certa jn drar¡rbacks assoc'iated with this techn'ique.

For example, developers tend to unload margìnal land whjch is not prime

for residential. Interest in profits necessarjly takes priority over any

concern for qualjty in construction and des'ign.

In the overvievJ, .it appears that M. H. R. C. faced wìth an expressed

urgency to construct public housing during the inìtial stages of ìts

operation, cut so¡ne of the qualìty from the proiects jn favour of quantity.

For the most part, the details of locatìonal setting, design atid con-

structjon quaì ìty were g'iven a back seat to rap'id construction.

There is every indication, though, that these problems were mere'ly

syrnptonrat'ic of a progranl in jts infant stages. The experìence gajned in

delivering and adnl-inistering the program the first couple of years, along

r^rith the slor,vdown in the construction progranr in 1973 and 1974, gave the
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Corporation an opportunity to look back, evaluate and move forlard in a

new di rect'ion.

For the most part, proiects built sjnce that time appear to have

more adequately addressed the total dirnension of the housing needs of the

poor. Projects are no longer built on the perjphery of the City, distant

from the job opportunities and the many services needed by its occupants.

As can be seen from the followjng tab'le, since 1972 there appears to be a

changing emphas.is to inner cjty locations, despite It1,tJ.R.C.'s probìems

w'ith acquì rì ng I and j n thi s area.

TABLE IV. I

DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILY PUBLIC HOUSING UNITS
I,JINNi PEG

(1e70-77 )

Tnnon li J-vv¡þJYea r

Pre
I 970

I 970

I 971

1972

I 973

197 4

i 976

1977

Total s

Outer City

254

347

I 005

100

6n

l5

¿Yó

368

1^JU

?_ 467

Total

463

J5J

I 016

100

67

?3

340

669

283

? ?l¿

209

6

l1

17

ôo

301

aA7

Source: Ccnrpiled frorn the fjles of the Manitoba Hous'ing and Renevral
Corpcratìon and the I'Jjnnìpeg Regìonaì HoLrsing Authorjty.
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There has been a deliberate effort on the part of the Corporation to

bujlcl unjts in areas which nlore accurately match the perferences indjcated

by the appìicants on the pubì'ic housing wa'iting 1ìst. Given the lag t'ime

betleen jnjtjal demand and actual construction, this task has not always

been easy.

M.H.R.C. has also made a conscjous effort since those first program

'injtjatjves to reduce the density and size of projects in an attempt to

make pubì jc hous'ing -f 
it in u¡ith the overall scale and character of a

neighborhood. There are tr¡lo n¡ethods o'1 measurìng project s'ize, but as

the follotting table illustrates both jndicate a downlard trend.

TABLT IV.2

AVERAGT PROJECT SIZE FOR FAMILY PUBLIC HOUSING

1^lINNiPtG (1970-78)

Year Total
Prnipr-f Numhpr of¡ ¡ vJse

Commi tted Prciects

1970 5

1971 I 9

1972 6

1973 2

1974 I

1975 16

1976 21

1977 I
l97B 5

36? I 960

I 0l B 5641

I 59 785. 5

67 373.5

846
474 2 406.5

4Bl 2 455.5

222 I 080

I 0B 532.5

Average Average
Units/ RRA/

Project Proiect

72 392

54 297

27 130

34 187

846
30 150

23 117

24 120

?2 107

Tota I
Units

Total
RRA*

R. R. A. *' * (Rentabl e Roonls per Annunr) - A factor r^rhi ch measures the rentabl e

roonts jn a proiect rathet^ than the number of uniis' thereby
neutral ìzìng the effect clifferent un'it s jze colnposìtions would
have on proiect by proiect comparìsons.

Conrpilecl fronr l{jnnjpeg Regjonal Housing Authority Proiect Files.Source:



Sínce 1970 the average number of units per project has decreased by

more than 69%. The R.R.A. factor (i.e. the rentable rooms/proiect) whìch

is more a reflection of densjty, has gone down by nrore than 73%. Quite

c'leariy then, the emphas'is has been on both a reductjon of proiect size as

well as density. Also wherever poss'ible, units have been scattered through-

out r¡ejghborhoods rather than on one site. Quite evidently, more consideratjon

has been accorded to the problem of project integratìon into the commun'ity

in recent years

hlhat this informatjon illustrates is that Public Housìng (at least in

the hJ'innipeg context) non appears to be more adequateiy addressing some of the

broader aspects of the housjng needs of the low jrlcome households it was

intended to serve.

Tenant Satì sfaction

Unfortunateìy, the concept of publ'ic housing has been the subject of a

great dea'l of críticjsnl over the years for prov'iding what some have describecl

as 'largely "unsatisfactory and inadequate" accornmodatjon for its occupants.

Despite all these charges, very fev¡ attempts have been made to conduct any

scjentific or empirical research to ascertain their validìty. Most current

literature on the viab'ility of pubì'ic housing ìs nothing more than subiective

impress'ions of persons who have never lived there. For example, in 1969 the

Task Force on Hous'ing and Urban Developnrent, in commenting on public housing,

npnori:prl that- ". satisfied residents l,iere a defìnjte minority. In the9| ¡g 9 ,

larger projecis 'in ¡;art'icular, tlre near-unan'imous '¡ietv was that pubì ic hor-rsìng

was anything but satìsfactory. Projects vrere ghettos of the poor; peopìe

who l'ived in thenl were stjgmatìzed in the eyes of the rest of the commun'ity;
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social and recreational facilitìes r¡rere'inadequate or non-existent; privacy

was lacking and vandalìsm present"52

They concluded this on the basis of taìkìng to onìy a handful of

tenants, on what amounted to courtesy ca1Is to "close to tlventy indivjdual
q?

projects across the countryrr"". I would suggest the validÌty of these

findjngs'is rather suspect. A casual vjsit to "close t,o 20" projects out of

a total of 474 does not seem to be very "representative". Yet it is

crit'ic'isms such as thìs that have jnfluenced the development of the progranl

over the years, to the extent that today its effectiveness as a vehicle to

provide low income housing ìs large'ly in doubt.

The fact that nearly all of the opposition to pub'lic hous'ing comes

not from the beneficjaries of the program, namely, the lovl income, but the

middle and upper income groups 'is regrettable. Despite thjs alleged in-

formation vo'id, valjd research on the views of the program's consumers remains

rather meagre.

In 1972, Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporatìon comp'leted a comparison

study of 22 developments in the City of Winnipeg, which included pubfic,

prìvate and limited djvidend town housìng. Appr"oxinrately four hundred

tenants were surveyed wìth the objective of evaluating the phys'ical and

soci al aspects of pub'ì i c housi ng from the j r perspect'ive as tenants , 'in

comparison to the prob'lems encountered in the other types of hous'ing studied.

SZ. Federal Task Force on llousing and Urban Developnrent, Task Fcrce Report_
(0ttawa: January, 1969), P. l9"

53. ibid, P.19.



l,lhile the survey is somewhat dated, I feel the results are still val'id

today. In any event, a brief review of sotne of the more pert'inent findings

is useful, in that it will contribute a dimension to this review otherwise

not available (i.e., the perspective of the consumer).

Essentjally, it would appear that pubììc housing communit'ies are

satisfactory places to lìve, at least as far as the maiorìty of tenant

famjlìes surveyed were concerned.

Not surprisingly, the major satisfaction of fanlilies living'in public

housjng centres around the physica'ì accommodat'ion. As famìl jes are gìven

housing dìrect'ly related to their: fami'ly composition and size, physical over-

crowding se]dom occurs. It ìs genera'lly good hous'ing, allowing thent to

live in suitable homes at rents they can afford. In particular, the'larger

unjts provide accommodatjon rarely found on the prr'vate market. Accord'ing

to the Survey data, v¡hen tenants were questioned, "why d'id you move from

your 'last residence?", the most frequent response ('i .e. , 34%) was related

to the'inadequate size of previous quarters. Another ll% moved due to the

poor cond'ition of their former accommodation. hJhen asked what they liked

about the locatjon of the public hous'ing unìt they now occup'ied, most noted

such things as quietness, area, envjronmental anen'it'ies, convenience and

housing condit'ions. 0n'ly 5% ind'icated total d'issatisfact'ion.

There seeìns to be I ittle quest'ion as to the ìntprovement which has

occurred in the immediate physical envjronnlent for most famil'ies after

moving ìnto pLrblic housìng.

Doculnentation of the possìble benefìts of l iv'ing in publ'ic housing,

hovrever, shou'ld necessarily extend beyond merely phys'ical accominodat'ion to

social and psychoìog'icaì consjderatjons as well. 0n thjs count, tenants'
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positive responses to questions regarding their attjtudes towards neighbors

and generally, their feelings about public hous.ing as a home and a place

to bring up children, clearly did not ìend any credence to the argument

that people live in public housing only when they have no other options.

in fact, publ ì c housi ng tenants shov¡ed a sl i ghtìy hi gher l eve:l of sat j sfact-ion

with thejr homes than their counterparts jn the private or ljmited dividend

projects (96, BB, and B5% respectìve'ly).

When resi dents .vrere asked i f they woul d consi der buyì ng the'i r present

unit, 31% of public housing tenants gave a posìtìve respot'ìse) compared to

only 5% in Iimìtecl dividend housjng and 18% of those ìn private housing.

if nothing e1se, wlrat the survey does illustrate is that the social

prob'ìems often attributed to the pubijc housing program are by no means

pecuìiar to public housing and in most instances are equa'ììy characterjstic

of multìple famì'ly housjng in the private sector as well.

To sum up, publìc hous'ing appears to represent a vast ìmprovement jn

the way of ljfe of a great many people, despìte all 'its al'leged deficjencies.

"When they are asked, the majority of familjes lvho ljve in pubì'ic hcusing

say they fike it. They appreciate its facilitjes and ìn generaì their

morale 'is higher than it was jn substanclard housing"5l.

Schorr.A, Sl ulnt and Soci al Insecuri ty,
Ed u ca t i o n-ãi¡=reTfml 5

54. Un'ited States: Dept. of Health,
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Financial Considerations

The costs of operating subsidies in pub'l'ic housìng ìs without doubt

one of the major criticjsms of the program. In 1972' C.M.H.C.'s Low

Income Housing Task Force h'ighlìghted rapìdly rìsing subsidjes as a major

problem and then again in 1977, the C.M.H.C. staff evaluation of the

program focused their critìque aìmost soleìy on the subiect of subsjdy

costs.

It is inrportant then to examine this aspect of the pubìic housìng

progî^am not on'ly beóause cost is a crítical dimension in any thorough

program review but also because it represents otre of the maior factot^s

behind governments' curuent di s jnterest 'in the program.

Chapter V focuses on the absolute cost of prov'idìng public housìng ìn

conparìson to other programs, vlhile the intention here is to consider

operating subs'idjes'in the broader context of s'iniilar subsjdies to other

i ncome groups . Thi s k'ind of dì scussi on 'is necessary i n order to provì de

an approprjate frarne of reference within v¡hich the cosi of publ'ic housing

can be more real i sti cal ly exanl'ined.

The hjgh visìbìlity of the subsidies subiects thenr to contjnual publìc

scrutìny and debate. For governnrents, jt is not only the magnitude of the

subsidìes, but also the rate of increase, whÍch has caused the current d'is-

interest in the program.

S'ince 1972, the annuaì operat'ing 'loss for the family put¡l jc housìng

program in t,Jinnìpeg rose from Voa zqø to $4 856 20255 in 1978, an increase

These figures tal<en from Proiect Audited Statenlcnts. The true cost
to goverñnicnt of pLrb'lic housìng is not the capita'ì cost but the
ongóing opcrating subsidies r^rhich result froni the shortfall of rental
fevenues compared tcl the total operatìng costs of the projects, in-
cludjng ar¡ortizatjon, taxes, nlairrtenance, renovation and administrat'iotl.

66



of close to 600%. This rate of increase can appear rather alarming at

first, partjcularly ìf one attempts to relate it to the kinds of jn-

creases considered appropriate in other areas of governnrent expendjture.

These sorts of comparisons are very mislead'ing. Yearly subsìdy costs in

public housíng do not depend on the annual rate of units conlinitted, but

rather on the total sjze of the public housing stock or the historical

accumulation of past annua'l commjtments. Alìowìng for the natural lag

time betiveen comnrjtments and subsidy outlays and giverr that the program

here in þJinnipeg on'ly began to gather momentunr jn the earìy 70's it is

neither surprising nor ìnappropriate to see such a rap'id escalation in

subsidy 'leveì s during th'is period. As one housing officìa'l noted jn re-

ference to the level of federal subsidies: "The wonder ìs not that the

subsidy outìays, fora sector as inrportant as housirlg, are as high as they

are in 1976, bui rather'that they vJere so ìnconsequei'rtjal as late as i970"56.

These comments are certainly relevant to the program here in l.i'innìpeg as

well.

Rising subsiciy costs ìn public housing can partialiy be explained by

the chang'ing relationship between expenses and operat'ing'losses. Since

government has had an expl ic'it po'licy that publ ic hous'ing shou'ld serve the

most needy (i.e., the lovrest jncome groups), fam'il ies nrove out as their

inconre rises, to be repìaced by famìlies in greater need. In turn, this

nleans a reduction in revenue for the unit" Effecti.vely, this has resul+"eC

ìn a situatiorr where revenues have rernained 'l'a-irl y stable over time

Meetino o'F Federal
Conrnrents of R. T.

and Provjncial Housing Offìcjals, Toronto, 1977.
Adanrson
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or grolvn only ntodestly, while expendìtures have kept on climbìng. Rental

revenues are sìmply no longer capable of offsettìng expenses in the sanle

yJay, result'ing in a more para'lìe1 movement between expenses and openating

I osses.

l,Jhile the hjgh rate of commitnrents'in the early 70's and the lack of

grorvth potent'ia'l j n rental revenues have been 'important, there j s one other

critjcal factor wh'ich has contributed to the rapid grorvth in subsidy costs.

The majorìty of the"pub'lic housing unjts were built during a period of hìgh

inflatjon and rapid escalatjon in labour, materials and land costs. In

1977, the average cost of building a fami'ly unit in Winnipeg was $32 7lB,

compared to $15 812 in 1970r representing an increase of more than 100%57.

Quite clearly, âs increased construction costs and financjng costs dritre

up the basic cost of providing new units, paralìe1 itrcreases occur in the

cost of operat.ing these unìts and'in turn'inflate the annual subsidies.

Table iV.3 jllustrates what has happened to per unit construct'ion costs

in comparjson t.o subsidy costs since 1971.

M.H.R.C. Files
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Date of
Construct'ion

1971

1972

1973

197 4-75
1

197 6

TABLE IV.3

Number of
Units Invol ved

673

464

326

53

1 298

Cost/Un i 11

$238

286

216

287

355

Subs i dy/ Un i t2

$l 6s

166

147

225

298

l.
2

Source: M.H.R.C. (cierived from a number of famìly pubìic housing projects
in l,linnipeg).

Figures Projected

Fì gures cal cul ated on a month'ly bas i s .

It can be recogni zed though, that l^rhat has happened to devel opmettt and

subsidy costs js noi pecu'liar to the pub'lÍc hous'ing program, but simpìy a

reflection of what has been happening 'in the housjng market 'in general.

It seems fair to conclude then that these subsjdy levels are inescapable

jf the government is commjtted to prov.idìng affordable hous'ing to the nation's

pocr and must do so through additions to the hous'ing stock.

l¡lhen examined jn the wider context of other housing experrditures and

housing related tax expenditures, the absolute amount or nagnjtude of the

subsidy goìng to publ ic housing, takes on sl ightìy clifferent propoitions.

It has been arguecì and I think quìte correct'ly, that the most'inrportant

source of housjng sLrbsjdy ìs ava'ilable through the incotne tax system and

not the Nat'ional t-lousinq Act at al l5B.

Inconre Securjty Programs"See Baetz, R. &

Canadi an Publ 'i c
Collins, K. "Equity
Pol ì cy, Auturnn ,1975

Aspec Ls of
&The Hidden

hX

National Counci I of l{el fare, lvlarch, 1979.
l¡Jel fare_ Systern Revi si ted,



For exampìe, the exemption to homeowners from capital gains tax on

thejr príncipal residence has been estimated at $2.5 b'illion dollars
6q

annually". In addjtion, this prov'ision can be termed as regress'ive in

jts distributjon of benefjts. Most of the benefits accrue to people at the

upper end of the jncome scale, since they are the ones most likely to own

'larger homes. It also favours homeowners at the expense of those who rent

accommodati on .

The Regìstered.flome Ownership Savings Pìan (herejnafter noted as

R.H.0.S.P.) js another example of a faìrly costìy tax shelter, accessible

almost exclusively to middle and upper income earners. Lot^¡'incone house-

holds just sjmpìy cannot affcrd to participate jn the scheme.

The tax shelter available through 'investment in M.u.R.ts.s (i.e.,

multip]e unit resjdential bujldings), the exemption on ìmputed income earned

through homeownersh'ip and the speciaì capital cost allowance provjs'ions

permitting owners to use rental losses agaìnst other income, are furt.her

examples of housing subsidies ayailable through the tax system.

The full ìmpact of taxatiorr pol'icy on housing ìs diffìcult to estimate

because foregone tax dollars, unlike dìrect expenditures, do not appear in

a budget. However, the fol 'l 
olvì ng tabl e has been i ncl uded 'in an attemp'u to

compare, at least sonle of these housing related tax "expenditures" to the

d'irect housing subsjcljes adrninistereci under the National Housing Act. Whjle

the figures relating to the cost of tax subsjclìes are on'ly estìmatós, they

do help to provide a more relevant context r,¡ithin which to iudge ex'ist'ing

levels of supporL bejng channelled to the pLtb'ljc hcus'ing program.

S9. Tax Expendiiure Account, Departrnent of Fjnailce, (0ttawa: Decenrber,
I cr7-q-\--trr Jt
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FUNDS AUTHORIZID UNDER THE NATiONAL HOUSING ACT

1974-78 MILLIONS OF L

TABLE IV.4

197 4 197 5

GRANTS AND SUBSIDIES

197 6 1977

l-& f .Ç..1

A. H.0 . P . (c.M.H. C. )

4.H.0"P. (Private)

Assisted Rental Program

First Time l'lome

Buyer Grants

Public Housíng

Non Prof i t.

Co-operatì ve

Rental & Native Housing

Rehabilitation

TOTAL. C.Ì'1.H.C.
Budgetary

Tax txpenditure{

Registered Homeolners
SavÍngs Plan

Capita'l tains Exemptìon

Non Taxation of Inrputed
Inconre on Equì ty

Source:

9.3

0.8

0.2

14. 0

7"7

¿.o

l? o

15.4

9.9

I 978

li.B

2?ñ

11 1tt.t

1979

115

550

3 700

5.6

63.4

6.4

1.2

87. 3

37.5

87.0

'ìl A¡ ¡.-t

l.B

5.9

10.?

164.1

4"0

ttt.¿

17 1

<v

6.6

28.7

201 .8

"t

l4l .l

?4.5

5.4

4.3

62.6

¿/ t.5

170 n

20.7

^/
6.2

aÊ, ?

53¿.Y

105

2 774

I

2 900

C.M.H.C. Canadian Housìng Statistjcs, 1978, Table 29

Department of Finance, _!q¡ Ëxpendi!g.¡ig_'qççgtjl! (Ottai,¡a ;
leTe) p.43.
not avai I abl e.* Estinrates
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Even a crude ana'lysis of the information indicates the orcler of

magn'itude of the hous'ing subsì d jes being channel I ed through the i ncome

tax system. The anlounts involved are clearly very large in relation to

housíng subsidies serving households 'in the greatest need. In fact in

1976, the cost of even one of the tax related exemptions c'ited was thirteen

times ,that of direct housing subsìdies ádmi,nistered. under the Natjonä1, iHousing

Act and more than twenty-three tjmes the federal share of pubf ic housing

subsÍdies.

It is 'interestjng to contrast the 1976 expenditure of $117.2 million

paìd out to subsidize the provision of low income housìng, to the estimated

$105 mjlljon of taxes foregone to people under the Reg'istered Home OwnershÌp

Savings Plan. lnlhile public housìng ìs under repeated pressure to iustify
its subsÍdy, both in terms of the absolute level and recent rates of in-

crease, housing subsidjes such as the R.H.0.S.P. available through the tax

system, go v'irtual'ly unnotìced.

The fact that these tax expenditures are regìessive, in that the

majority of the benefits fall to people who, ìn reiative terms, are not

in need, nlakes the situation even nrore ludicrous. The beneficiaries of

these housjng and housing reìated subsidjes are presented belovl. As the

'informatjon indicates, pubfic housing appears to be the onìy progranr direct-

ì ng i ts ass'istance sol e1y to househol ds rv j th the greatest need .



TABLE IV.5

ESTII'IATED DTSTRIBUTiON OF BENIFiTS
FOR I'IAJOR HOUSJNG RTLATED PROGRAMS

9/

AHOP RHOSP ARPZ NHA
I n come
Cl asses

0- 4999

5000- 9999

l0 000 - l4 999

l5 000 - 19 999

20 000 - 24 999

25 000 - 49 999

50 000 - 200 000

lo vl

Population

17 .B

.|9.3

'17.7

16.5

12.2

12.0

4.5

Publ i c
HSG.

47 .2

6.4

0

n

0

0

Non
Profi t

1& LOOp. I

Ã7n

27 .3

ö.+

4.3

l.B

l.l
0

0

B.B

Ã1 A.

25.3

10. 7

1ÔJ.O

0

1.4

26.9

17 .1

all

8.7

¿.o

12

20

?.7

0

t9

l9

t9

0

6

37

LI

IB

12

)2

l. This reflects the heavy use of these programs by senior ciiizens" It

Ís not poss.ible to separate senjor cjtjzens and family benefits under

these progranls at th'is po'int i n time.

2. tstimated on the basìs of the income classes of tenanLs, on the

assumptr'on that the benefjcaries of these progranls are tenants.

This exanìnatjon puts the whole questìon of scale and growth of pubiic

housing subsidies ìnto proper persepectjve. The ìnformation in Table IV.4

has sholvn that vlh j-le pubf ic hoLrs'ing costs have i ncreased by al most. 200%

sjnce 1974, other housing grants and aids to moderate or mjddle income

persons have gone up by more than 600t¿. The amount of money bejng channe'l1ed

through the tax systen to benefit mìddle and upperincorne grollps, makes the

public housing expendjture appear ìargeìy inadequate. The question is quìte



clearly not vrhether the government can afford to continue the "spiral'l

open-ended" subsidjes involved in a public housing program, but rather

social and equjty terms r,¡hether they can afford not to"

Rent-To-Inconie Scal e

The overall purpose of the publìc housing progranl'is to prov'ide adequate

housing on a subsjdized basis to needy Canad'ians who otherwise are unab'le

to attain it on the p¡ivate market, by virtue of low income, ìarge nunlbers

of ch'ildren or an insuffic'ient supply of housìng. The tool used to del'iver

that subsìdy is the rent scale. Unfortunaiely, the scale now be"ing used

is somev¡hat outdated. In its present form it severely restrìcts the

program's abjlìty to meet its overall obiectives and reach its target group.

The current scale tnlas last revised in 1970 and establishes rent

according to a famjly's gross ìncome, ranging from 16.7% at $19?/ncs.

(approx. g2300/yr) to 25% at $404/mos. (approx. $4800.y.0.¡60. initìally

the scale was establjshed on the basis of the cost of non housing items in

a mjnjmum budget devised by Toronto l.lelfare Councjl. The principles under-

ìyìng the scale included:

a The acliustntent of rent to fanlily size,
ø A gracluation of sLlbsidjes such that the lowest income tenants

rece'ive the 'l argest subs'idY,
e Incorporatjon of a minimunl standar'd of living,
ø Adiustnlent of rent according to provision of service.

lng

in

60. See Appendìx A



uv

l,Jhjle the logìc of the basic graduatjon of the scale js sound, resultìng

in the allocatìcn of subsid.ies 'in inverse proportìon to income, an anontaly

exists at its upper end. in effect, it incorporates a feature which

essentiaì1y results in the economic evìctjon of families once thejr incomes

reach a certa'in level . This threat of dispiacement effective'ly negates the

'long range objectives of the prograrn by providing a disincentive tov;ards

self and income jmprovements. A'lso, because the scale operates 'independently

from the private market p1ace, it does not consider the availability of

suitable accommodat'ion elsewhere. Thìs can mean a decline in the standard

of living for the famjlies affected if they are cast back into an extreme'ly

"tight,' housjng market. UprootÌng familjes fronl a famìl'iar env'ironment could

create certain social costs borne out by the whole of society, not iust the

ìndividual famj'ljes. Beyond th'is, it can result ìn a ser.ious loss to the

qual.ity of I ife in pub'ììc housing, s jnce this group often represents some of

t.hp nrore caoabl e and secure tenants.

A far mcre 'important ìmpl ication for the program, though, 'is ihe fact

that the scale has not been rev'ised sjnce 1970. Rapid price escalation and

high inflatjon rates sjnce that tinre have resulted in the situation wftere

today the majority of tenants are not^t pay'ing ?5% of their income for rent.

If it is assumed that the rent to'income scale represents some desirable

distribution of charges in absolute terms, then perìodic revisions to the

scale are necessìtated hry price changes. For exampìe, in 1970 according to

the scale, a fanrily wjth a month'ly income of $300 could afford to pay 22.3%

of that'inconle towards rent. By the end of .l978, ihis same $300 was worth

cons'iclerabjy less ('i.e., $165 of goods and services in .l970 doì1ars).

Followjng this argument then, jf the ability to pay princ'ip'le ìnrp'ljcjt in
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the rental scale was to be maintained, the scale lvould have to be adiusted

uplards to account for" this income erosion. Thìs would tend to restore

consumption of non-hous'ing items to theìr 1970 levels.

A revie¡ of the more commonly accepted poverty I ines in Canada (see

Table IV.6 below), also supports an argument jn favor of adiusting the

scal e upwards.

. TABLE IV.6

COMPARISON OF SELECTTD NATIONAL POVERTY LiNTS, CANADA, I978

Statistics Canada

Rev'ised
(cities

Revised 500 000

3 Persons 7 051 B 015 B 977

Size of
Fami 1y Unit Updated

I Person

2 Persons

5 C¿t 4 459

5 B7B 6 2Bl

B 226 9 531

12 824

12 824

9 403 12 824

9 403 12 824

+) CCSD

4 549

7 572

9 089

Senate

5 096

I 4Bl

l0 179

ll 876

l3 575

l5 209

16 972

lB 660

6 20 357

22 05s

by Size jn
Ottatva : Canadi an

4 855

/ UJO

t0 678

it 936

l4 369

l4 369

t4 Jbv

l4 369

l0 60

12 12

l3 63

l5 l5
l6 66

iB I

l9 69

9 403 l0 656

6 Persons 9 403 1l 696 13 
.l03

4 Persons

5 Persons

7 Persons 9 403

B Persons 9 403

5

I

B

tlT

0

a

L

tl

t

9 Persons

I 0 Persons

Source: Based on Statjstjcs Canada, Income Distributio
Canada (cìted in Canadian Fact Book on Poverty
Council on Social Development, l9/9" D.-TaTTTe ) .
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In all cases, the poverty line for a family (by definitjon that

means two or more persons), stands well above the current cut-off level

at the upper end of the scale (i.e., $q AOO - the point at rvhich tenants

start paying 25% of thejr income towards rent). If the rent scale was

oríg'inally devised on the basis of some level of subsistence, one might

argue that progressivity at the lower end of the scale should not come

into effect until income reaches a level more close'ìy approxìniating Ín-

come levels at the PovertY ljne.

Hhatever the arguments, the effect of the rent scale on the public

hous'ing cljent has been dramatjc. The program no longer effectively

serves the v¡orkjng poor. Some of them can no longer afford public housing

and maintaÌn their current level of consumpt'ion of some of the more bas'ic

necessities of Iife such as focd and cloth'ing. Quite clearìy, for Some

low income fam'iljes, housing has beconre somelhat discretionary in thejr

buclget deci sions. Al though 'it ì s di ff i cul t to clocument ít has been

speculated that sonle families have opted for cheaper, albeit less suit-

able acco¡lntodation on the prìvate market, because they can no ìonger

afford the rents in pubf ic housing. Thìs argument has some "indirect

support from the Minjster's own comments back jn September. He indicated

that the stock of publjc housing was experiencing relative'ly high turn over

rates (25% in l978 ancl 35% 'in lSZg)61 . Undoubted'ly, the rental scale has

been a rnajor ìnfluencing factot'in this situation.

6l . _f_[q$!fpSSlfi¡up, 0P. Cit., September 21 , 1979
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As shorvn i n Tabl e I.V. 7,

in the tenant comPosjtion of

result of the inadequacY of

calculatìng rents.

Social Assi stance

Uncler 2 000

2000-2999

30c0-3999

4000-4999

5000-7999

B 000 & Cver

TOTAL

Average

over the years we have witnessed

public hous.ing. Again this is an

the current rent to income ratios

a change

i ndì rect

used ìn

TABLE IV.7

INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING TENANTS

1'r o7n-7R I
\rJtv tel

1

1 970'

NA

^^ô¿U. J

19.4

2qî

?.4.8

10. I

.4

.l00.0

$¡ soe

197 4-

NA

20.0

1A 
^l.+.v

17 .0

lB.0

3l .0

I 9783

.|00. 
0

$E eoo

39

I

IT
l.I

?.9

^1 ^¿o. ¿

29.2

100.0

83 03¿.

Source: C.M.H.C. Survey 
-l970 (cited in C.C.S.D., A Revìevr of Canadian

&sicl-]10-ut-t-ry-rc-lrçx) .

wîññîpeg-TcnanT-FlTÑ, August 7, 1974 (IBID).
cornpileã from l^linnipeg Regìona1 llousing Authorìty Tenant
Files, .l978.

Quite naturally the incoines of tenairts has increased substantially

since 1970, holever, one sìightìy more unexpectecl shift has been the in-

crease in the proport'ion of tenants in receipt of social ass'istance and

the increasìng concentratjon of single parent fanljl'ies. As tlre foì lowing

l.
2.
J.
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table illustrates, 65% of the famiìy pubììc housing unìts in þlinnipeg 'in

July of this year were occup'ied by single parent households. The pro-

portìon of tenants receivìng socìal assistance totalled 39% compared to

27.2% in July , 197162.

TABLE IV.B

DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING TENANTS BY

H0USi:HûLD TYPt AND SOURCE 0F INCOME (JULY, 1979)

\ Inconie
Type\Source

Soci al
Assi stance Pension

Sel f
Support'ing

721

552

86

I 359

Student

Si ng'l e Parent

Two Parent

0ther

Total s

Source: M. H. R. C.

726

109

866

n
T

I

5

1

1
I

2

Total s

| +5¿

663

117

2 232

62. l'1acnri I I an, J. 0p. C'it. , P. 28, Tabl e 5



For whatever reasons, the client group being served by the public

housjng program js clearly changìng. Admjttedly, the rent scale is not

the only factor effecting thìs change, but it is far fronl'insìgnjficant ìn

the process.

In summary then, it appears that the rental scale is jn desperate

need of an overhaul ìf pub'lic housing ìs going to proper'ly meet its

objectives of provìd'ing housi.ng to neeCy famil'ies at rents they can

a fford

EXTIRNAL FACTORS

Federal Governmetrt

The performance of the Publjc Hous'ing Program has also been influenced

by other factors rvhjch can be descrjbecl as "extertral " constra jnts v¡hen

cliscussed in the context of the structural or basic considerab'ions examined

in the prevìous section. It'is important to review the'inrpact these ex-

ternal factors have ha.J on tl're program because it wi I I i I I ustrate by vlay

of comparjson that outsjde influences, QUite separate from the program it-

self, have fìgured prominently'in the use and development of Publìc Housing

and i n the f inal anal ysì s "in j ts prece'ived effecti veness and tlebul ous

future.

The ¡ev'ier^r o'î Fecleral housjng polìcy ìnccrporated in Chapter III

c'lear'ly h'îghlights the pirroial ro'le piayed by the Federal Governnrent in

the public hous'ing progranr. For^ the most part, th'is role vJas a.ssurecl

through the structure of hoirsing funcling. C.M.l-1.C. developed the housing

progranls and then through a system of condit'ional grants and Ioans, cost-

sliarecl in the'ii cievelopnieni. Federaì priorities quìte naturally.dictal;ercl
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the nature and extent of housìng assìsLance avajlable each year and in

essence left the provinces in the posit'ion of merely select'ing a mìx of

prograns fronr thìs federal offerjng which best sujted their prece'ived

needs .

It would be fair to say that the first tr,ro decades following ihe

ì ncepti on of the pub'ì i c housi ng prograrn were al most vl j thout consequence.

Publ ic housing rece'ived very I ittle prr'crity. Federal init jatives cort-

tinued to display an overwlre'lm'ing concern for economic st'imulation,

employment and home ownershìp. It has been suggestecl that jt vlas not

untjl 1964 that the federal government made any serious conln.itment to the

provi sion of pubì i c housì ng. Qui te cl early, then, up unt'il that po'int

federal pol'icy was jndeecl a nrajor factor in the progranr's unimpressìve

achievements.

The growing concern during the 60's for poverty, housing and other

social issues undoubiedly contributed to this change of heart. Expandìng

government revenues during this period was also an inrportant ejement. In

fact, thìs pre:,ence of seemingly unljmited anrounts of capìtaì sparked a

nunlber of social prograrns, only one of whjch was the provisjon of low

income hous'ing.

This prograni emphasis v¡as rather short lived. ßy the nljd 70's, the

rìsÍng cost of hone olncrship and the perceptìon that the hous'ing prcblern

nolv extendcd to nrjddle 'inccme fanrìì ies, resul tecl ifl â nelr'¡ se'b of po'ljcy

thrusts ainred at thjs income gr0up. Follorving is a table showing N.H.A.

capìtal coninritnrents from 1974-78, which jl I ustrates nto,-e clearly the

resul tirrg prograin ernphasì s.



TABLE IV.9

N.H.A. C0l'11'IITMENTS: CAPITAL BUDGET (1974-78)
(r4rLLr0N 0F DOLLAIÞ

ACTUAL

Sectì on

Resjdual Lending

AHOP

IRL & Contribution

Entrepren eur

Assi sted Rental
Programs

Publ i c Hous'ing

Federal /
Prov'inc j al Housi ng

Non Profi t

eoop

0ther

TOTAL

197 4

Jv. o

435.2

74.5

1-1M

bu. I

124.7

I 9.8

295.9

1225.2

1 975

13.6

458.2

235.2

296.2

96.2

159.0

44.4

302.0

1 604.7

197 6 1977 I 978

ll.0
l.B

55.0

1.9

95.2

176.1

125.7

1?0.6

36. 9

560. I

1Aç ?

l3.B

80.0

80.4

9.?-

137.5

')Ê.ñ AJJU. T

ooE

2BB. O

A^ a+U. J

485. 5

I 584.6

10. B

23.7

85. I

5.6

320. B

IJJ'T

104.8

157.4

62.8

?oÃ Ã

I 366. I

source: c.M.l-1.c., canadian Housjng stat'istics, 1978, Tafile 29



It is jnteresting to contrast the anlounts goìng to support such

programs as the Assisted Home 0vrnership Program'in 1974 and 1975 for

examp'ìe, in comparison to pubìic hous'ing. Also itt 1977, You can see that

more than twjce the anlount of capital fundjng went to support the Assisted

Rental Program relative to Sectjon 43 Public Housing.

These program changes marked the beg'innìng of a shjft in emphasis back

to forms of ass j stance benef itt'ing the middl e ancl upperitlconle groups,

often at the expense. of those more needy. Changes to the National Housing

Act enacted earlier this year have similar irnpìications for the poor. Direct

federal subsid'ies for nerv housìng have ended. The fundjng for pub'lìc housing

under Section 43 has been replaced by a new fundjng formula enlbodied jn the

non-prof it provisjons.

llhile the precise'impact on lotv jncome housing is not yet clear, one

thing js certajn -- the previous levels of act'iv'ity'in rent-geared-to-

income-housing wi'l'l not be w'itnessed agaÍn. Under the new Non Profit

Program, l'lanitoba rece'ivecl an a.llocatjon of 600 unÍts jn 1978,616 in 1979,

ancl 493 in lggf.3 This allocation serves as the total federal commitment to

social housing in the Province. It covers i;he whole of Manitoba" It

serves as the allocation for elderly persons hous.ing as well as family

units. It'is jntended to meet the demands of not on'ly the Provincjal

Housing Corporation, but housing co-operat'ives, non-profìt organizatìons,

and other conrmunity housing groups as welI '

Ii is ctifficult to know whether this rncst recent move of federal dis-

entanglenlent fronl hcusing r.ras prcnrpted by the continuing pressLlre from the

provinces to get out of fields constitutl'onally withìn their iurisdiction

or by a desjre in these tinres of governmeni restraint, to back away from



the ever increasing subs'id'ies inherent in a number of the prevìous cost-

shared programs. bJhatever the real motivation, the outcome remajns the

same. The fecleral government has v.r'ithdrawn from direct 'involvement in

housing, jn favour of increased pr'ovìncjal responsibil ity. The conlmettts

of one C.M.H.C. offjcial nlake this quite clear: "Our official party Iine

'is that housing ìs a provìncial matter. !^le were only in there by default
hll

befclre""'.

lr,ith the Consenvative Governr.nt65 now in power, housìng pol ic'ies at

the fecleral level rvill undoubtedìy shift even further to the "right", a\^/ay

from needs of the poor. Since coniing to office, the'ir only housìng related

in'it'iative has b,een the controvers'ial mortgage deductabilìty pìan, which is

no¡ beìnE debateci in the House. This policy direction sLlggests that the

needs of the poor are to be sacrifjced yet another time. I'Jhiie many

government hous'ing programs whjch tradjtjonal-ly served low jncome tlanadìans

have been serjously eroded or ìn some cases discon'b'inued, housjng sub-

sidjes to the middle and uppei^ income groups through the tax system, are on

the increase.

To sunt up, it appears quite evident that the destjny of the publÍc

housjng prograrn is,'in ìarge part, merely a ref'lection of federaì pl^ogramnrìng

ancl poììcy. There js no doubt that the Federal Government has played a key

role'in the evojution and development of the progranl and ultjmately ìn its

dolvnfal I .

64. ldil¡rge-llJ-flbule, "l'lpg's. Poor: T,ihere are They Going to Live, Jan. 3l , 79.

65. Since the daLe r,rhen thjs documetri was orìginally prepared, the
Conservat'ive Government suffered a defeat i n Parl 'iament anci i tl the
ensuìng eiection the L'iberal Party regaìned povter' At thìs poìnt, i!-
ìs noi entjrcly clear what impfica.tjoñs this change of governnlent v¡iII
have on hous'ing poì i cy for I oi'¡ 'income hcusehol ds.
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Partisan Politics at the Provincial Level

It has been suggested that one of the maion factors affecting the

development of a pubìic housìng program.in l,Jinnipeg prior to 1969 was the

Conservative admìnjstration in office at the tirne. Their housing policies,

or rather lack thereof, seemed to reflect an almost total reliance on the

private sector and the theory of "filtering" to meet the housing needs of

the lower income groups. There v/as a firm commitnrent to ho¡ne owllershìp anci

the single family home, based on the belief that somehovr it was irrherently

healthy for society. Hou¡ever, thjs preference for oivnership housíng had a

fairly soljd base in the 60's throughout Canada, so that one could argue

that it was not solely ideology that constra'ined the development of a pubììc

housing program, but more generai'ly a nlood or sign of the tjmes. This

argurnent js rather suspect though, partìcularly not,J that tve ha'.re hacl an

opportunity to witness the actjons of the present Conservatjve governmenb

(assuniing, of course, that you can equate the jcleoìogy of the two admjn'istra-

tjons ) .

The emphasis of the current adminjstration is qu'ite cìear1y to switch

development of lovr jnconie housing from the public ùo the private sector.

At the sanle t jme, the governnlent has al so sholvn some "commi tnient to revì vì ng

the princ'ip'ìe of prìvate non-profit, communjty and volunteer sponsored and

managed clevelopnients ìn p'lace of mass jve d'irect government 'invol vement"66

66. Legì s ì ati ve Assenrbly of Man j toba , QqÞgIS: ¡¡3_ft9g9egf-!-gJ, Apri 1 24,
1979, P. 3067
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a technique urhich over the years has proven quite successful in the
development of elder'ly persons housing, but is sonrer¡ihat unsuccessful in
the initiation of famiry units. The only exceptions have been the
injtjat-jves of the Kjn.*67 corporation and the four housing co-operatives
in the City.

The governments apparent icleological commjtment to the,,pl^-ivatisation,,
of pub'lic activity i.s certainly evident in the l,îinister,s conments to the
Union of Manitoba Munìcipalitjes here last year:

;:;!:: iåJ' ,i:;" 
oi'' 

I i,,f:i' 3X:, T:'3å'['i î lå, ;i.i ] l,, ?:.:ï 
j 

¿ å, " 
n

0n the other hand, if the conservative administration can be criticized
for allowjng po]ìtjcs to affect the directjon of the province,s Housìng
Corporation, one can also take the N.D.p. to task for sinlilar reasons, even
though the end resurt was somervhat different. The N.D.p. never reaìry
adequateiy addressed the overall policy direction of the corporation ihrough
the developntent of a comprehensive prov'incial hous'ing strategy, but rather
mene'ly engaged in available cost-sharing progranls wìth the FecJeral

Governnlen t.

67. Kinew Hous jng Corpor.atjon js a non prof.it orç1an jzaLjon which buys a.ndrehabil'itates older houses and rents ir',.nr io Inclian and l4etis familieson a rent-geared-to-jnconre-basjs., Thg coiporation hai an 
'ãgreenrent

wjth the Pror'Ínce and c.M.Ii.c. r^rhererrv-ruñi supplement assi'stance jsprovi ded on I 00?j of the j r un.its

68' 
H#Æs !jurjrg, "Governme nt frouse-Bui r di ng to End,, , Novemb er 23,



In the 'long run, the N.D.P.'s conmitment, particularly during its

f irst term of office, to buiìd pubf ic housing as quickly as poss'iLrle v¿ith

only secondary consjderatjon gìven to location, has also serious'ly

jeop'¿¡ ¿izecl the success of the program. Hastily chosen s'ites, very often

on the periphery of tlie City, have to a certain extent, destroyed the very

jntent of the program which was to provìde adequate shelter for Iotv incotile

persons in accordance with their needs.

Al so, the po'l i ti cal envi ronment wi thi n whi ch the Corporat'ion was bui I t

up, duríng the N.D.P. administrat'ion, resulted in some internal probiems

r¡rhich no doubt has affected the Corporatìon's ability to del'iver the progratn.

For example, in 1970, with a staff of l5 alnrost I 300 unìts were approved,

in l97l vrith a staff of 24 close to 3 800 were committed, while in 1974

rvith a staff of 77 only 565 units were put on stream. Turnover of Lrpper

managernent personne'l , changes in M'inisters and consequent new board

appointments hindered the consistent follow-through action necessar,v to

any successful operation69.

Quite clearly, then, ìnsofar as pìann'ing and politics can be

separated, politics appears to have been a determjning factor in the

directjon of the pub'lic housìng progranl here 'in Manitoba.

69. In one year" the Chairnian of the Board rrras changed three tìmes and
jn another year the General l4anager's position vtas changeC three
times. in fact, since 1969, the Corporatir:n has had seven djffcrent
Gener.r I Mariaqers . Source : 14. ti . R. C .
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Communjty Oppositiqn

Comnlunity Opposition towards publìc housìng 'is stjll among the most

basic causes of the program's inabil jty to be a posjtive force in the

provi si on of hous'ing for the I ow i nconle.

Local opposìtion to the construction of public housing has often

resulted in rezoning approvals be'ing withheld by the local arrthority or

projects being cancelled or withcirav¡n by the Province. Often, thìs

oppos'itjon conìes not. from justjfjable negat'ive critìcisnl, but from emo'Lional

concerns bearing 1ìttle relationship to realjty. There exists an jn-

stinctive parochìal view to protect one's ne'ighborhood. Almost ever,v

proposal that brjngs an elerrent of change into a ne'ighborhood introduces

suspi ci ons and fears among I ocal ploperty ot,Jners . InJe have seen hoiv these

attitudes can influence action, favor¡ng certain approaches, rr-rl iitg out

others ancl indeed often determinìng whether a prob'lenl such as housirtg fot

the poor is even recognjzed as such.

Manitoba is not alone in thjs regard. Many other pub'lic housing

agencies over the years have been restricted from fully inlpìenrenting their

policjes and programs by rreìghborhood opposiijon or other vested interests.

Du¡irrg the late 40's anci early 50's, housing officials in Ch'icago became

epl:rroilecl in a struggìe wìth the Chìcago Cj'ty Counci] over site selection

for publìc housìng. The opposjtjon from the property ovJners' assoc'iation

there,vras t"enìarkabìy simjlar to'Lhe argunlenbs voiced by co¡ninunì'ty groups



here in hJjnnipeg aga'inst varjous publjc housing projects that have been

proposed over the yuu"r7O. tlJhile little, if any, of these charges have

ever proven correctTl , th. opposi t'ion to publ i c hous ì ng cotrtì nues ,

partjcu'lar1y'in middle class neighborhoods. This opposition and resent-

ment towards public housing appears to be simply a manjfestation of the

basic pre,jLidices held by our mìctdle class socìety towarcls the poor. A

revjew of some jndjvidual situations during the ear'ly 70's supports this

argument

l. Rezonjng ne'ighborhoods for row houses would loler resale value of
existing houses; 2. The effect of publìc housinE wouìd be to create,
rather than to clear slums in neighborhoocls; 3. Property owners
would have to bear higher taxes to support facilities for a proiect --
and uroul d have to suf'l'er from resuì tì ng crowded school s and other
faciljtjes; 4. A project would soon deterjorate because of the
irresponsjbility and negligence of the tenants; 5. Public housing
woul d pena'l i ze thri f t and the desi re for home ownershì p, etc. (C'i teci
in Meyerson, M. & Banfield, E., Pol'itics, Planning and the Public
Interest, New York: Free Press,-î9tt). -
For exanrple, l'1.H.R.C. commissioned an independent appraìser (T.
Mostolay) to jnvest'igate the inrpact and influence of pub'lic hous'ing
on the neighborhood, with particular reference to tlie effect on real
estate values of the prìvate sector of the resiciential housjng market.
Areas adjacent to three public housing projects were studied (i.e.,
Carrjage [ìd. , Keenleysìde and Hartford). The concl usion was that.
pubì i c housi ng had no ef fect on the val ue o'1" properti es ì n the erea .

70.

tl



ll4.

Three Case Studies of Public Opposjtion to Public Housing

1 " He,ri tage Pa rk

In the summer of 1970, the residents of Heritage Park formed a

Homeowners'Association to fight M.H.R.C.'s plans to build 75 units of

public housing in their area on Carriage Road. The St. James-Assiniboina

Council had already g'iven approval-in-principle to the project in May.

The site seemed to be ideai - close to shopping, schools, transportation,

recreatjon, etc. The newìy formed Homeolners' Assocjation appeared before

City Counc'i1 (150 strong) on trvo occasions to protest Counc'il's approval of

the proiect, chargìng that such a development vlould devalue their property

and severely overcrowd exjstíng facjljtjes. In the face of such strong

oppositìon, Councjl decided to rescind their orig'inaì decision approv'ino

the irroiect and to recomnrend to the Provinc'ial Government that the project

be cancel I ed.

Uitimate'ly, the Province dìd proceed with the project, but such a shovr

of strength in the face of this kind of opposition r^ras not to be w'itnessed

again. 0ne might argue that in this instance the po'ìiticaì rjsks jnvoived

for the Provjnce ivere not that high, sjnce the ìnc'ident occurred at the

beginning of the'ir term of office.

2. Charl eslvood

In late 1971, M.H.R.C. had put forward six different proposals for

pub'l'ic housing ìn Charlestvood. Area residents I iving close to the proposed

sites appeared l¡efore Counci I in early Decenrber to f i ght M. H. R. C. 's pì ans,

agaìn chargìng that the developnrents would increase the traffic to

dangerous levels, cause devaluat'ions in adjacent properties andi overcrow,j

the scirools" Council ciecided to opp0se t'l.H.R.C.'s request for rezoníng
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before l'letro's Board of Adjustment, because it was felt "it v¡as too qood

a property for that type of constructjon,,T2.

The Mayor advised area residents to pet'itjon the zoning board as weì'l ,

sugqest'ing that "a ìarge number of people protesting carries a lot of
14T<

weight"'".

In the end, only tlo sites received rezoning approvals, prov'idìng for
the construction of l5l elcjerly persons housing unjts on one and 53 tow¡

housing unjts for famjlies on another.

3. Cres.tvierv

in the summer of 1972 a bitter conflict again arose over an þi.H.R.C.

proposaì to bujìd pubììc housing on a piece of property bordered by Hamjlton

Avenue, Redfern Road and Kay Cresent in St. James-Assiniboia. The sìte
v¡as already proper'ly zoned RM 3 allowjng the construction of up to 54 units,
as opposed to the 38 M.H.R.C. haci proposed. At a publjc meeting ìn August,
.|75 persons came out, advancing the same oìd arguments of lower property

values, crolded schools and non-existent recreational facilities. The

superintendent of the School Djvisjon was there, hourever, and suggested

that at least one of their arguments was false. He indjcated that the

three school s jn the area tvere not, in fact, ful I and coul cl acconimorlate

many more students.

72. Ihn t,l]-L-UlLlSs_ f ree Press , "l'{ous i ng Sparks charl eswoocj Objecti ons "
Decenlber, I 971 .

73, IBID
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The Lakeridge ù'itizens Committee later appeared be'tore the St. James

Assin'iboia Community Committee with a 500 name pet'ition request'ing that the

property be downzoned for park purposes or a'lternate'ly, s'ing'le famjly

dwell'ings. þJh ile their request was not met' they were successful in

stall'ing the project for a period of time. However, at a later Commun'ity

Committee nleetÍng, the residents were told that nothing could legaìly be

done to hold the development up any further. The proiect compìied with

existing zoning by-ì.aws and a development agreement, so there was no basis

on which to refuse M.H.R.C. a building perm'it.

Despite the fact that the matter,llas outside theìr iurÍsdiction,

councillors decided to protest the Provincial government's handlìng of the

affair, specifically their "lack of pìanning or liaision wÍth the Community

Comm'ittee, fajlure to listen to residents'complaints and fa'ilure to provide

for adequate recreation facjlities in the ur.u'/4.

Ultimatejy the project r,tas never built" In the end the deveiopment

was cancel I ed.

In summary, then, an examination of iust three case stu,lies indicates

quire c'learly the extent of the resistance and preiudice surroundìng the

pubìic housjng program and even further, the degree to vrhich political

sensitivity to thjs public opposition, has obstructed the successful pro-

vision of publjc housing over the years

Project Likely to Proceed Desp'iteThe tli nn ì pç_g__Iri Þ-q!_q-, '' l'lous'i ng
Protests " . Novemlrer' 22, 1972

74.



CONCLUS ION

Earl'ier Chapters have docunlented the cjrcumstances which gave rise

to the development of pub'ljc housìng as a vehjcle for hcusjng low income

householcls and subseciuently, to the rap'id expansìon of the program during

the late 60's and early 70's. 0n the other hand, this Chapter has attenped

to exp'lore those factors wh'ich have somehot^l contr j buted to the "fal I " of

the program in the eyes of the policy nlakers.

Many criticisnls have been ascrjbed to the program over the years and

it was the intention of this Chapter to examine some of the maior ones more

carefully, to deternline whether they fit with the realit'ies of the program

as it ex'ists today.

The rev'iew suggests that existing perceptions of the program are,'in

large part, merely carry-overs from sonre of the first proiects built under

the initjal cost-sharing arrangements. f4any 'improvements have been made

since then. In fact, apart from some adjustrnents reqLtired in the rent. scale,

the ev'idence indjcaies thai pub'ljc housìng is generally quite an acceptabìe

housjng soìu'ujon for the poor (at least in the eyes of the progr arn recipìents).

orri l-o clp¡rl r,. the factors which har¿e overshadowed the program's effective-vu¡vL v¡uu|,Jt u¡¡v

ness to date are not jnherent to the structure of the program at all, but

rather external , often pol itical consjderations.

Comrnunity opposjtion and the po'lìtìcaì sensitivìty of the governments

responsjble for inrpìement'ing the program seem to have been the program's

ma jor stunlbl i ng bì ocks. Parl i anrentary scrut'iny and the ever present

concern about rising costs and the grovlth of governnrent expenditures have

also contrìbuted .l-o the precar^ious posit,'ion the program fjnds itself in

to day.
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INTRODUCTION

The last chapter illustrated hour today's Public Housing measures up

against the large body of crjtjcjsm which has surrounded the program

for the last number of years. It also rev'iewed sonle of the factors

which have affected the program'S ovêral1 performance. As a log'ical

follow-up, this Chapter now goes on to consjder the relat'ive effectiveness

of the program alternatìves that have been advanceC by government to

replace the assis.tance provided to low income famil'ies through the veh'icle

of publ 'ic hous i ng.

gnly tvro programs are discussed 'in this context: the Rent Supple-

ment Program and the Non-Profjt Program. Essentially, these are the

onìy two programs in existence, after the rnaior realìgnment of Federal

programs a¡nounced'last year, whìch are capable of serving the housìng

needs of lou income Canadians.

For the most part the assistance provided under other programs such

as the old Non-Profit and Co-operative arrangements, the Assisteci Rental

Prograrn, ttle Assjsted Home Ownersh'ip Prograni and its nost recent vet'sion

called the Graduated Payment Þ{ortgage P'lan, while termed low and moderate

inconle housìng, qu'ite sìmp'ly cannot penetrate dolrn to the lovl income

househol ds curr'ent'ly being served by Pub'l 'ic Housi ng. in fact these

programs vJere never really designed to cater to low income households.

Sonle lvere i ntended nrereìy to i ncrease the supply of rental acconlinodati on

generaì'ly.. Others ylere ainled at faci.ijtat'ing home olnership. 'In any event
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this argument has been fairly well documented by others75, so no

attempt is bejng made here to debate the point.

Since the question is essential'ly whether the Rent Supplement

Program and the new Non-Profit Prograrn can properìy be cajled alter-

natives to public housing, the focus of this chapter has been limited

to an assessmet-lt of their relative effectiveness in channel ì'ing assistance

to those fanljljes who need it the most. For the sake of comparabr"lity,

an attempt is made'to examine each of the programs in relation to the

nature and extent of the subsidy, the characteristics of the program

recipìents and the overall impact of the program in meetjng the lrousìng

needs of the lower income groups. In the section on the Non-Profjt

package, since the program js not yet operatìonaf in provid'ing hous'ing to

fanlilies in l,linnipeg, the jnvestjgation is unfcrttinate'ly I irnì.ted to

rajsing conjecture and questions regard.ing the likely impact of the

ne\c program structure on the housi ng rreeds of I or¿¡ j ncome fami I i es .

See L'itht'rick, I., An Ev.rluatjon of ttte Feder.al AssìsteC Rent.al
Progi"anl, (CMHC, Febi"uar^y, T97B-J. -fìTfwi¡E--T., ?n EvãluaIî-on-
of the Fecleral Ass'isted f1onre 0wnershf¿_?fpg¡4, (IM,HC, OctoUer,
l-glf].-Tñ 0r'rrr s ofil:- a n d]'{ce[]-äil1-Þ;-S u r v ey o f C I j e n t s a n d

!l_a¡-qs çtL.i n _lt_o¡..!fqtl!_qld_ ! g q p e r " a t i v g_llo mMHe
Septorrrber, l97B),



l¿l

PUBLIC HOUS]NG

eProgranr Components: In the past, the National Housing

Act offered tr'ro forms of fecier'al ajd for the development of pub'lic

hous'ing. Under a Federal/Provinc'ial partnershìp arrangement (Sec. 40),

cap'ital costs and operat'ing subsid'ies were shared on a 75/25 basis, w'ith

each provìnce passing on a varyìng share of their costs to the municì*

palìties involved. The other vehjcle consisted of'ìong-term loans.

Under this provision (Sec.43), C.M.H.C. could provide loans for up to

90% of the capital cost of a pub'ljc housing deveiopment, leaving the

prov'inces to put up the remaining ì0%. Sec.44 (l) (a) also provided

for 50-50 cost sharing Ín the annual operating losses of these proiects.

Most pubì ic housing deve'lopments in l,iinn'ipeg have been f inanced

under Sec. 43. In fact, Sec. 40 vias only utilìzed back in the 60's

in the construction of 463 fam'ily unjts jn Lord Selkirk Park and Burrols-

Keewatin. The balance of the existìng stock, some 2 B5l units has been

built since 1970 utif iz'ing Sec. 43 funding.

el¡-oS3m iÞjgSlvgå: Publ'ic housing was offered as a

progranr "to provide appropriate, tveì1 managed economical housìng ìn a

sat'isfyjng communìty environment, for fanl'il ìes unable to obtain

such acconmodatjon at prices they could afford"76.

76. C.l'1.H.C., A CataloçJue of llousinçi Programs, October, 1976.
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@Program Recip'ients: The target popu'lation was described

as families v¡jth low income. An issue of paramount importance then is

c'learly the extent to v¡hich the program has been successful in channelììng

such assistance to the intended target group. This 'issue js exanlined

both from the perspectjve of the tenants occupying the units and from

the perspective of the unjts themselves or rather the questjon of

program supply. To a ìarge degree, other measures of program perfornlance

were discussed ìn previous chapters, so the focus of thìs section has

been I ìmited to this orre aspect"

In terms of who is served by the progrants as expected, the maiority

of recipìents are 'in the lorv inconle range and a relativeìy snal ì per-

centage are found in the h'igher income brackets. Table V.l provides

the exact djstrjbution of program recjpìents by income in 1978.

This jnformatjon jndjcates that approx'imately 88% of the fanlilies

in Public Hous'ing could be termed lov¡ income, falììng be'lorv $10 000

income p.¡^ y.ur77. Alnrost 45% f a1l 'into the I oivest i ncone category

( i .e. , I ess than $5 000/year) .

77. Famjl jes I Ìving on some fornr of soc'ial ass jstance have been 'incl ucied
in this calculation, since for all intents and purposes, the nrinimum
budget Ievels provided tlirough the welfare systetn render these
farn'il ies I or,r inconle reqardl ess of the actual dol I ar anlount of thei r
assist.ance.
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124.

l,/hen incorne cjstribution is examined jn conjunctjon with unjt

size, r¡¡h'ich can be used as a proxy for famjly size because of the way

units are allocatedo the results are even nore revea'ling. As the

following table jllustrates, stricily speak'ing, income penetrat.ion is

deepest jn the smaller unjts.

TABLE V.2

INCOI"ïE DISTRIBUTION BY BEDROOI4 SIZE--]-tlrT'NlÞ-rG)---

2 Bedroom 3 Beciroorn 4 Bedroon 5 Beclroom

Social Assistance

s 000 .- 9 999

l0 000 +

39

a

+o

6

?R

5

c+

l3

40

+

.T

21

+¿

JJ

25

sou¡^ce: conrpiled from l^linnipeg Reg'ionai Housjng Authorit¡, Tununt Files.

conversely, w'ith the ìarger unìts, there ìs a sl ight upviard sh jft
in the inconre distribution of prograrn benefits. This does not imp'ly

holvevei', that th'is portion of the program Ís not as effect'ive in reaching

those households nrost in need. Rather, jt is on'ly a. reflectjon of the

fact that jncome levels as indicators of housing neeci are not reacliìy

comparable across household -sizes. For exanrple, the affordab-il ity
probìems of a fanli]y of l0 wìth an inconle of $'l0 0C0 are much nlore

severe than for a fanlily of 2 with the same incone. Thìs argumenl- gets

sÕìlle support fronl an exanrjnation of the jncone distrjbutjon vrithjn the

5 bedroonl units. No famjlies rvere recorcled with an incone of less than



| ¿5.

$5 000. Qujte clearly, such a large family could not afford to live on

that kind of income and in all likelihood would be forced onto welfare.

l,Jhen comparing the income penetratìon of public hous'ing to other

programs then, sonìe recognit'ion should be g'iven to the fact that publ ic

housing caters to all household s-izes, and as a result, could sholv a

correspondìng upviarC shift ìn the income levels of program rec'ipients.

Again though, this is not a reflectjon of the progranr's ability to reach

down to those house.holds most in need.

Class.ify'ing program recipients by source of income has some

interesting resuìts as rvell. From Table V.j, it can be seen that 39% of

tenants recejve the majority of thejr income from some form of welfare,

while the rernaìnìng 6l% are termed as self supportingTB. From this table,

we can also jnfer tirat approximate'ly 66% of householcls tenanted at the

time were sìng'le parent famiìies, the majorìty of v¡hich undoubtedly were

female-headecl. The ntore recent survey done in July of thjs year, which

shovred that 65% of the f ami l y tenants 'were s ì ng1 e parent househol ds and

39% derived their income from social assistance tends to corroborate t.hese

70
1a t J

f l nol n0S aS l\re I I

78. By clefinjtion seìf supporting includes
income from earnings or tlo-thirds of
plus jnconìe supp'lenient or their total
schol arsh j ps , etc.

See Table IV"B.

persorìs who derive their toial
t.hejr income from earnìngs
jncome ft'om pens'ion, bursaries,



t¿6.

The program's tenant profile appears to be a close match to the

high need groups identified in Chapter II (see Tables II.5 and iI.6).

This demonstrates that Public Housing has indeed been very successful

in channeììing program benefits to those households most'in need of

publ ic sector assistance (ì.e., s'ingìe parent famil jes and households

earnjng less than $10 000/year).

oPrograin Impact: Another ìnrportant measure of program

performance relates to the number of un'its that have been made ava'ilable

to low inconle fam'iljes as a resnlt of the progranr. l'o a certain extent

this reflects the degree to which the program has had an inrpact on the

housing probìems of the poor.

Activjty under both Sec.40 and 43 in terms of capìtal fundìng and

units commjtted for family Publjc Housing has been discussed elsewhere

and will be ampìjfjed here only where necessary to make a poìnt. To

QN
date,3 314"" units have been built for lol,',r jncone famil'ies in lJìnn'ipeg.

In the last l0 years, an average of almost 300 unìts per year have been

built in the City.

Avai I abi I i ty of un'its by ì r;se1 f though, does not necessari 1y

indicate that pub'lic housing is meeting its obiective of provìding

"approprìate housing", to needy low ìncome famil'ies. In Chapter IV the

apLrropriateness of Public Housing vlas rev'ielved from the cl ien',-'s per-

spect.ive. Here appropriate vriìì be discussed jn terms of the element of

chojce. In this context, choice can be looked at in three ways:

all units available for
1979 under both Sec. 40

80. Incl udes
Decenrber

occupancy up to and inc'luding
and 43.



'in tenns of locat'ion, unit type and unit sjze. Variety respect'ing the

actual phys i ca'l un'its al I ocated under the program i s a usef ul cri teri a

in ¡neasuring the success of Public Housing in meetjng the many and

varjed hous'ing needs of the poor.

Tlie d'istríbution of existing fanrily units as to locat'ion is provided

below. Units r¿¡ere categorìzed accordìng to l4 different areas in the

cìty and as the jnfornlation inC'icates, there js a fairly broad range of

choice in terms of .project location.

TABLE V.3

uI¡j-qu_qL_qI_FAi'irLY PUBLIC H0usING BY AREA
-IçTNNTPEC)--

Fort Rouge-0sborne Area l4B St. Vital 399

Downtorvn 285 St. Boniface 49

l,,lest End, North Encl,
Brookl ands 5l 6 Transcona I 65

St. James ?57 East Kildonan 278

Charl esurood 53 North Ki I clonan 239

Tuxedo 147 West Kildonan 258

Fort Garry and
Fort Richmond 334 MaPles 186

Source: Conrpìled fronl hJinnipeg Regìonaì Houts'ing Authority and l,Jirrnìpeg
Housirrç¡ ALrthority Proiect Fi les.

The range of un'i t types ex'isti ng i n the publ i c hous'ing stock 'is

also an inlirortant indjcal-or of prograni perfoinìance. As a famìì-v

progiesses ihrough its I ife cyc'le, the appropriateness of one un.it type



over another r¡ríll change. For exanrp'le, a small family wìth an infant

would probably fÍnd that an appartment adequately meets their housìng

needs, whereas a larger fanrììy with older children would not. The

element of cho'ice in thìs respect then ìs qu'ite crucial . As the

follovling tabìe illustrates, the publìc housjng program here jn l{jnn'ipeg

appears to meet this criteria of choice as v¡ell.

. TABLT V. 4

DISTRIBUTION OF FI\MILY PUBLIC HOUSING BY UNIT TYPE AND SIZE
l^ll NN I PEG

(PERCENTAGTS rN BRACKETS)

Unit Type 2 Bedroo! 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom 5 Bedroorn Total

_ Bta (zs%)Apa rtnre n t

Totr,nhouse

637 l8l

37s 1 272 367 I 03 2 117 (64%)

S'ing'le Fami ly 106 217 44 12 37e (11%)

lllS i670 4ll ll5 3314
(34%) (50%) (12.5%) (3.5%)

Source: Compjled frcm the I,{innipeg Regìonal l.lousjng Authority Files
as of Decenrber . 1979.

There i s a cl ear bì as (i .e. , 64/") torvards townhous'ing, whi ch i s not

all that surprìs'ing, gìven the cost consjderatjorrs inrposed on the progranl

and the intended cl ientele. Al so, in terms of "appropnìateness", for

obvious reasons a tolnhouse unit is generally preferabìe to an apartment

un i t rvhen hous i nq fanri I 'ies 
.



A statist'ical re,riew of the applications received for subsidized

housing r'n l,linnipeg durìng ì 978 denronstrates the need for a good cross-

section of unjt sjzes. Despite the obvious l'imitatìons in using house-

hold size to clerive requirements for specific unit sizes, the inference

can be draln from the fol'lor,ring ta.ble that the greatest demand is

ev'idenced in the two and three bedroom category and to a lesser extent

i n the four and f i ve bedroom un'it si zes .

TABLE V.5

DISTR]BUTION OF APPLICATIONS FOR

PUBLIC HOUSING BY I]OUSEHOLD S]ZE - t,JiNNiPEG
(PERCENTAGE IN BRACKETÐ

Persons/Household No. of Appl icatìq¡q

4

6+

Source : I'1. H. R. C.

f^1 òt\xot \Jtk )

614 (34%)

f 
^^òt 

\JÐO \¿Uk )

r58 ( e%)

loe ( 6%)

The unit s jze djstrjbution of existing pub'ì'ic housìng (see Tabìe

V.4), rvhjle not a prec.ise fìt, does for the most part, reflect the

apparent denrand for the program.

etfg$q_ll_!qq!s.; Any evaluation of the Publ'ic llousìng

Proçlrant t,;ould be incomplete rvjthout sonìe consjdera'cjon being given to

the cost of providìng this form of assistance to lot'¡'itrconle fanliljes'



Essentjally, the development of pubìjc housing ìnvolves two fornls of

government assi stance : the 'in j tl'al capi taì f i nanci ng and the ongoi ng

operatìng sLtbsiclies. The capìta1 costs, though, cannot properly be

regarded as a cost to government since the mortgage i s ul t'irnateìy re-

paìd and the cariying costs are reflected in the annual operat'ing costs

of the project. in other words, the true cost to governnlent jn the

provision of pubìic hcusìng ìs the ongoing operating subsidies, whìch

result from the annual shortfall bettveen ren[al revenue and the total

operatìng costs of the unìts

There are two ways of examinìng these annual subsìdy- costs: on

a per unit basjs or on ô. per rentable roorì basis. As can be seen from

the Table V.6, both show a simjlar uplvard trend
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Rising operatìng costs, the rapid escalation in development costs

ancl the lack of gror,rth potentìal on the revenue side explajn these trends.

l^Jhile average subsidies per unit and per rentable room (i.e., RRA factor)

have gone up ll% and l4% respectìveìy since 1975, the dranratic increases

show up when you compare per unít costs of olden units to ones recently

constructed. l978 subs'idy costs for units committed ìn 1976 average

$3 000/unìt cornpared to $l 559/ un'it for housing commìtted in 1970, an

increase of over 90%. 0n the other hand, subsidy costs/RRA have gone

up 107% whìch reflects the fact that r-rnit size has also changed over thjs

period. This should not be all that alarming though gìven what has

happenecf to construct'ion and developmetrt costs genera'ìly over this period.

In any event, average sutlsjdy costs seem to have maintained a fairly

reasonable level overall.

In summary, it appears that the publjc hous'ing program has been

work'ing weìl towarcls satisfyìng the shelter neecls of the lorv income

populatjon. Since the program's ìnceptjon 3 314 farnily units have been

provided. Thìs conrpares to a shelter need popu'ìation of some 42 000 house-

holds, of v¿hich almost 30 000 can be estimated to be families. (Refer

to Tabl e i I . 6) . A'lso, vrhen contrasted, to the number and rel at j ve

d'istribution of househoìd gr^oups jdentified in Chapter II as having the

most serious affordabil'ìty problems (j.e., sing'le parent fanljlies, tv¡o

perscn househol ds and I arger fanri 1y rental househo'ì ds ) , the i n formatj on

illustrates quìte clearly that public housing has nrade consìderable in-

roads jn adclressing the probiem, at an average cost of $l 930 per famjly

per year.
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Rent Supplement Proqram

Si nce the prograln' s j ncept'ion , a subs tantì al and growì ng body of

support has evolved for the concept of rent supplements. This popuìarity

undoubted'ly reflects the perceptìon that rent supplement offers an

alternative to "tradjtional" pub'lic housing to both suppl.iers and con-

sumers of su[.rs Í dì zed I ov'l rentaì hous ì ng.

oPr-ogram Compo : Under Section 44(l)(a) of the

Nat'ional Housìng Aðt, C.M.H.C. can subsidize up to 50% of the operating

losses incurred by any provincjal or mun'icipaì authority oper"atìng a

publ ic housing project. Init ja'11y, this was ìntended to cover on'ly those

units built under Section 43 of the Act (j.e., "traditjonal pub'lic

housjng"). Hourever, in the earìy 70's the 'interpretation was broadened

to include unjts leased by provÍnces from private lancllords for use as

rent-geared-to-'inconre uni ts .

The operating franlework of the progt"am essentially involves a

federal-prov.incjal agreement which in turn enables the provinces to

enter into lease agreenlents r,¡jth indiv'idual landlords for a specifìed

number of units 'in designated developments. In theory, these units are

then rented to low income fam'ilies who othervrise would be elìgìbìe for

publ j c l"rous i ng. The tenant pays rent to the I andl ord accord j ng to the

publìc housing rent-to-incoile scale and the province reimburses the

landloi'cl for the dìfference.

In l''ianitoba, most of the rent supplement units have been obtained

as a spinoff of other socjal hcLtsing progrants such as the Ljnl-ited

Divjdend Program. In 1973, the Province started pìcking up units under

the 25% option clause included in all nel projects financed under the



Limjted Dividend provisions of the Act. A faìr number'of units were

also leased jn older Limjted Dívidend developments where the landlords

þJere experienc'ing rent up problenls. For the most part, then, bhe un j ts

subsjdized under the program are si¡njlar to publjc housing'in that they

represent addjtions to the stock through nerv construction and generaìì¡'

can be descrjbeC as "modest ltousing".

The rent supplerne¡it progranì extends to non-profit and co-operative

housing as well. Begìnn'ing 'in 1973, under Sect'ion 44(l )(b), un'its

within non-profÍt or co-operative housing becanre eligible for equìvalent

subsiciìes. Essentially, this has resulted in two distlnct programs

emerg'ing from rent supplement provìsions.

eProgranr 0biectivæ: Accordìng to C.M.tl:C.'s Gujclelines

Procedures Manual, the obiectives of the rent supplement progrêm

as fol I ows:

e. To provìde an alternative to regular public housìng financed
under Section 40 or 43

@ To provide accomnlodation that wi I I mos'i: effectively 'integrate
pub'lìc housìng occupants into a comnuttìty.

c To íncrease the housing stock avail able to lolv 'income. . . famil ies. .

by i ncreas i ng private rrrarket accommodat'ion ( rel ated to 44 (l ) (a )
only).

e To reduce provì nci al demañds on the Corporat.ion ' s capi ta'l budget
fund ancl to prov'ide the private sector rvith the means or'com-
petjng in the pubì ic housirrg f ield (re'lated to 44(l )(a) only).

ePrograin Recipients: in order to assess lvheLher or not the

rent suppl enlent p-.ogram ì s i ndeed provi cl'ing an al 'Lernati ve to pubì ì c

hous'ing, jt is ìnrportant to deternrine the extent to whìch tire program

has been able to reach down and pror¡ide assistance to the lotv income

'tanr j I j es needi ng 'i t the nnst. In theory, uni ts are to be al I ocated on

the basis of need, in the same r{ay that publjc housing unjts are tenanted.

and

are



However, in practice the evidence'indicates that this may not always be

the case. It may be somev¡hat naive to assume that a private landlord

wjll accord secondary cons'ideration to profìts and the smooth runn'ing of

his project, to tenant a potentìally problem family because that household

has exhibited the greatest need for the unjt.

An exanlinat'ion of the income characteristics of tenants in the

famjly units (j.e.j mcrre than I bedroorn) under the rent supplement program

in the city in 1978 yjelded some interestjng results (see Table V.7).

Whereas 45% of the tenants in pub'lic housÍng dur.ing that period were from

the lou¡est income categories, with 'incomes below $5 000/year8l , only

39% of those jn rental supplement unjts had incomes that lo'r'r. Publ jc

housjng aìso shor,red a slightly higher proportion of welfäre recipient,s

(i.e. , 39% vs 33%).

At first g'lance, ìt may appear that the trvo programs generally

serve the sanle clientele, with pubìic housing achìev'ing a sl ightly

deeper inconle penetrat'ion; however, these cotnparisons can be somel'lhat

misleading. !,,Ihìle the prìvate rent supplement program caters prìmarily

to smaller and often younger faniiljes, due to the fact that almost 807á

of the portfo'l'io js made ttp of two l¡edroom units, publ'ic housìng

For the purposes of def ì n.ing 'low 'inconie,

sociai assistance t{ere'included'in this
budget aì ì ocatì ons, regardì ess of actual
income for all intents and purposes.

all tenants receit,ing
cal cul at'ion. Thei r nli n'imum
anrounts render theni I oiv

ô'ì()I



caters to alI household sìzes. As it was po'inted out during the dis-

cussjon on the public hous'ing program, this can reflect a seemìngly

higher income djstribution than would normally be the case if the

comparison was made on a unit size basjs. When inconre penetrat'ion is

conpared on this basts, 48%82 of public housing tenants fell into the

lowest income categories, a d'ifference of alnost l0% in relation to the

rent supplement program. These findings could be intet'preted as

suggestìng that a certajn amount of "creamìng" or "h'igh-gradìng"83 does

in fact go on in the selection of tenants for the rent suppìement program.

A clearer case can be made'in support of thìs argument'in a com-

parison of jnconle characteristjcs of tenants'in rent supplemetri units

owned by private landlords to those tenants jn rent supp'lement uniLs owned

by M.H.R.C. The only variable in this coniparison is the element of olner-

ship. Essentially, all other factors are the same (i.e., most of the

units are , apar"tments, ntost are two bedroonis, etc) . One v;oul d expect

that the lovrest jncorne need group shouid be sìnriìarly representeci in

ejther s'iiuation. As the follourjng tabìe illustrates, holever, this is

clearly not the case.

)</

ô1o.).

See Table V.2.

Creanring or hìglr-gracling refers to the process
and trsual ly hi gherinconte tenants are "crear,led
ren L suppl ernent. uni ts, I eav'ing regu'lar publ i c
the poorer, often harder to house tenants.

whereby probl em-free
off" and placed ìn

housing to cope vrith



TABLE V.7

INCOME DiSTRIBUTION BY

(wt ruru I prc )
PROGRAM

Private RS Prjvate RS Co =op
RS

1

40

T'

I'1HRC

RS

Social Assistance

5000-9999

l0 000 {-

33

6

52

9

40

l?tt

37

6

(l'lon Fanrily) (Family)

37

17

42

5

RS: Rent Supplement Progrant

Source: I,linn'ipeg Regìona'ì Housing Authority Tenant Files

57% of the tenants in 14.H.R.C.'s rent supp'lement prograrn fel1 into

the I orr,est i ncome categori es , shovli ng a deeper i ncome penetrati on than the

private rent suppìement program by aìmost 20îá. l^lhile only 33% of tenants

in the private rent supplement un'its were on welfare, 40% of those in

lvl.H.R.C.'s units were on social assistance.

l,lhat these find'ings begin to suggest'is that for some reason the

private la¡ldlord is nct as wilfing as the pubììc landlord to house fanljlies

soì ely orr the bas i s of need.

The infornlation is even more revealing in the case of rent suppìement

units pfo,,¡jded under Sectjon 44(l )(b). As l-able V.7 jnd'icated, only three

households or 7% of the tenants in rent suppìenrent urtjts in housìng co-

operati ves coul d be ternled as I olv j ncorre . 40% had i ncomes beti,;een $Z OOO

and $10 000/year and t-he renrajning 53% showeC incontes in excess of

$10 000/year". Quìte c'learly, thìs portìon of the program has fa'iled in

ìts bicÍ to provide an altenrative to publ ic hous'ing. Folbhe niost

part, the pnogranl benefits are channelled to a completely different need

group.

IJl.

Farn'i1y
Public l-lousing

39

6

À-+J

a^
IL



e lfçSfgLlm_p3$.- Ava'il abi I i ty of unì ts i s another

important consjderatjon in judging rvhether the rent supplenient program

can properly be consjdered an alternat.ive to public hous'ing. Three

aspects of thjs shall be examined: the overall size of the program,

the location of the proiect.s, ancl the unit types and s'izes genera'l'ly

available.

As the following tab'le indicates, ìn reìative scale alone, the

program can hardly.be vìeled as an alternative to public hous'ing.

TABLE V. B

UNiT SITE DTSTRIBUTION BY PROGIìAM
(IJiNNIPEG) _

Unit Size

Brss-re¡L

Co-op

3 4 5 Total

27 94 12 3 136
(20%) (6e%) (e%) (2%)

PrivateRS l0B ll9 34
(41 .5%) ( 45.5%) (r 3i¿)

M.H.R.C. RS l5 99 22
(11%) (73%) (16%)

Family Public l0l I ll8 1 670 4ll ll5
Housins (3%) (33%) (4e%) (12%) (3/g)' 

,

Source: I,l.R.H.A., November, 1979

261

I -10

-ai
3 415

l.lìth only 533 unjts (less than I /6 the size of the reguìar public

housjng stock), thc program has hardly nrade a dent jn the housjng problerns

of low jncome households here in t.ljnnipeg. It is unljkely too. whether



the program can be expandecì in any reaì way 'in order to more adequately

address these needs.

This argument is certainly supported by the fjndings of a research

report conrniss'ioned by C.M.H.C. earl jer this year regarding prívate

lancllord particìpation jn the progru, 84. They found that vacancy rates

were the main Ímpetus behjnd landlords enterìng the program and converse'ly,

the critjcal factor in the decision to withdraw un'its from the program.

Quite cìearly, there is no obv'ious incentive for a landlord to enter

into this kind of arrangement unless he is having trouble renting his

units. This situation not on'ly affords I ittle continu'ity to the supply

of loyr income housing but essentially only serves as a potentjal addition

to the supply when the market is very nsoft". Thjs knotvledge, together

wì th the al i^eady apparent sìow growth in the progr'arn seems to suggest that

the program cannot seriously be consjdered as an alternatíve to the

pubì'ic housing program. Because of the way the program'is delivered, ìt
sinrply cannot be expected to have the same ìmpact as the pubììc housìng

program in addr"ess'ing the needs of low inconre fanrjl ies.

Essentially, the private Rent Supp'lenrent Program is of only ma.rginaì

interest to many landlords. As a result, it has been sLrggested that unless

units are acquìred under optìon, the program ultjnlately gets used as a

Ruston/Tomany and Assoc'iates, The Role of Landlords84.
Suppl enrent Proqran, l'Íarch , 1979.

i n the Rent



t.tu.

sort of dumpìng ground for unìts. It seems obvious that if a large

nunlber of units leased under the progranr are ones that would otherurjse

be vacanl there is a greater possibil'ity that they may be unsuitable

ìn terrns of space, unìt type, location or even amenities.

Froni a locatjon perspective, the Rent Suppìement Program does not

offer any area choices nnavajlable through the regLrlar Publ'ic Housing

Program. In fact, again because of sheer numbers, the Public l{ousing

Program offers a great deal more cho'ice in terms of neighborhoods and

communities than is possible through the Rent Supplement Program. The

followjng tabìe illustrates that the program is also unable to provicle

the range of unil- types and sizes nol available under the Public Housìng

Program. 40% of the unìts leased under the program are not even avajlable

to famjlies (i.e., 'l bedroom unìts).

TABLE V.9

DiSÏRIBUT]ON OF RENT SUPPLEÞfTNT

UNITS BY TYPE AND SIZE
(tllt'tt'tIPEG)

Type\S j ze

Apa rtmen t

Townlrouse

Total s

I

l58

r 58 (4or¿ )

L

't1^tt+

1-71 | At:o/\tt I \IJlo,/

a

50

12

c,t l1c,o/\vL \ rv/o/

Iqtel
382 (e67;)

rs ( 4%)

3e7 (r oo% )

* Fì gures clo not j ncl ucie un j ts under 44 (l ) (b ) "

Source. Comp'iled from !{'innjpeg Regjonal llousìng Authority Proiect Files.



The large majority of the unjts are trr,o bedroom apartments which

limjts the target populaticn to essentially small e one-chjld households,

who in all Iikel ihood are also quite young. Quìte clear'ly, the prìvate

Rent Supplenlent Program is not actìng as an alternat'ive to Publjc Housing

at all, but rather as a complementary program, essent'iaì1y servìng

d'ifferent types of households at different stages jn thejr life cycìes.

For the most part, units leased ìn co-operative housjng projects

under Section 44(l)(b) provjde similar unìt types and s'izes to the

public housìng program, but unfortunately as it was indicated earlier,

they do not serve the same need group ìn ternls of income.

Some of the other ascribed advantages of the program have not

nlaterialized either^. For example, despìte the intentjon to conceal the

identity of rent sLrpplement tenants, their presence is well know'n.

Evidence gained fronr the Landlor'd SurveyS5 rrpports this po'irrt. Also,

since the program has not been extensively used as an alternative to

pubìic housing, it'is difficult to evaluate the'impact it has had on the

capital denrands of the Corporation.

The niajor issue, holvever, is clear'ìy whether the program coul d

serve as at1 alternat'ive to publ ìc lrousing. Two conclusions can be clrawn

from the above djscussjon: Lhe prograrn operates on too small a scale

to be called an alternative and for the nrost part, serves a djfferent

clientele.

85. See Rustorr/Tonrany and Assoc jates, op. cit.



ølfg9_tg¡¡!g_:!f: As the fol 'low'ing tabl e i I I ustrates , the

costs involved in the rent supplement program are not substantia'lìy

d'ifferent from those involved jn publìc housing.

TABLE V. I O

SUBSIDIIS BY PROGRAM AND UNIT TYPE

Total Subsidy Per Unit Per R. R.A.

77 78 787B1-l

Private Rent
Supplement i,
(apartnrent)
Private RS

( Townhous e )

Co-op

404 529

2? 978

N/A

393 I 79

21 llr
I 34 845

1 605

1 532

I 560

1 407

I 532

432 420

¿YJ 269

¿ó+

Source: i,Jinnipeg Regional Housing Authority Tenancy Agreernents

in all cases, the per un'it costs noted for the rent supplernent pro-

gram were loy¡er than those jncurred jn .ì977 
and l97B for public housing.

This undoubtedìy reflects the fact that the units are much snraller under

the rent supplenrent program, rvith the exception of those units ìn co-

operat'ive housìng, l-,,here per unit costs are lorver because the program

caters to a higher inconre group. I'Jhen costs/R.RA are exanlined (which

equa-ìizes cìjfferent unit size composjtions), the subs'icljes involved in

housing fanrìl ies in the private rent supplenrent pì ogram appear sonreurliat

hìgher than jn pubìic housÌng. In part this reflects the fact that a

good nunrber of the publ 'i c hous'ing unì ts are sonrewhat ol cler than the

average rent supplenrent un'it, resultrng ìn loh,er break-erien rents. In

any event, thc important pojnt to be noied here is that suh¡siCy costs are
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general'ly on the sane scale, whìch refutes the age-old argument that some-

how using the vehícle of pub'lìc housìng is aìways more expensive.

Nev¡ Non-Profit Program

Earljer this year the Federal Government enacted ìegislation which

introcluced a nevr vehjcle for financing low and noderate income housing.

The new technique utiljzes a modified non-profit housing approach,

Essentiaì 1y, the new non-prof it program (Sec. 56..l of the I'lational Housìng

Act) represents the central elernent in the Federal Government's rev'ised

social hous'ing package, replacìng not only the old Non-Profit and Co-

op provìsions, but the federal assistance to the old public housing

program as wel I .

ølfpSrgm_çg¡pglgl!:: Under this nel arr"angement, a non-

prof it corporat'ion, whether it be a prov'incial , munic'ipai or private

corporation, secures loans frorn private lenders, and the Federal Government

in turn provìdes annual contributions, which at the maxinrum level of
^aassistance"" would bring the effective interest rate dovrn to as jow as 1%

on a 90% loan wjth a 35 year amortization. Where a N.H.A. loan of 100%

'is obtaì ned, r'.he grants coul cl br j ng the I oan repayrnents clolvn to the

equivalent of those when a 2% interest rate 'is charged.

These Federal sLrbsidies are unjlateral in the sense that they are

not condiijonal on specified contrjbutions being made by other levels of

goverrrnrent. It should be recognìzed however that the provinces are, of

course, free ancl jndeed encouraged to add their own contribuiions to

86. The aniount
deternri ned
of interest

of Federal ass'istance provì ded
by the agreed upon costs of the
and the target cl ì entel e.

to a Non-Profjt project is
project, t.he market rate



achieve deep enough income penetration to reach lower income house-

hol ds.

Non-profit, co-operatjve and pubìjc housing agencies will offer all

units frrnded uncler tlrìs progranr to tenants on the basis of a 25% rent-

to-jncome ratjo or market rent, whichever is less. The intent is that

through such a rental policy an jncome mìx of fanlilies will be achieved.

In fact, an "incorne mix" is necessary to achieve project vìability.

l'Jithout substantial provincial stacking, loler income households can on'ly

be accommodated to the extent that higher income people are taken into

the project. Under th'is arrangemerrt, Federal assistance then goes to

help those fanlilies in the housing project rvjth the lorvest inconles.

eProgranr 0bieciives: According to C.M.H.C.'s Informational

bulletin on Non-Profits, tire prograln is intended tc:

e ensure that an adequate number of low-inconle housjng unìts are
created annual lyl

e nrake possible the delegation of responsìbí1ity to the province
fcr ihe project revjew and approval process;

e provide for the fulìest pcssible use of private sector capital
to reduce the denland on government funds;

e encourage the applìcation of provìncial assistance ìn order to
penetrate dovln the ìncome range and provìde rental assjstance
to those j ndi vì dual s and fanl'il i es who need i t most, and,

@ Stive prov'inces greater flexjbil jty in plann'ing ancl administering
pr"ojects v;hi ch best f il I the needs of each conrmitni',-¡r.



, eProqram Reci p j ents : þlhi'l e there have l¡een no non-prof ì t

fam'ily projects bujlt in the Cìty to date, it'is possible to estimate tlre

potential inconle penetrat'ion of the progranr, on the basis of the Federal

intei est r¡rite doivn subs'idy.

The applicatjon of Federal assistance to an average 100 unit faniily

public housr'ng project built in I,Jinnìpeg ìn 1977 is described jn

Appendjx B. As the example illustrates, the break even rent, even with

the generous Federal interest write down grant is $233lmonth, which

means that the min'imum income level that can be reached r,r'ithout add'itional

subsid'ies is $ll 280. This assumes that 100% of the tenants ivould be

subsjdjzed, which is a reasonable scenario in a program comparjson in-

vol vj ng Publ ì c Hous i ng.

Thìs jllustration indjcates qujte cìea11y that.'if these unij:s are to

be allocated to lovrer income fami'lies, the provìnce vlill have to stack

additjonal subsidjes onto the initial Federal grant. In fact, even

under the nrost cost effective scenario tvhereby only 25% of tenants

received subs'idies, while 75% pa jd firl I econonrjc rents, some provincial

assistance was proiected as beìng necessary ìf the 25% receiving sub-

sidies were paying average Publ ic t'lousing rents (a reflect jon of the average

income of the Public Housìng tenant).

l,Jhat th j s suggests i s that even usì ng the economi c ì ntegration

approach, the new Ncn Profìt. Progranr is unab.le to serve the income

groups nour being served by Pubììc Housing. Lower jnconle households

stiII experìence an "affordabiIity gap".



l¿+o .

This jllustratjon also understates the problem somewhat. It

assumes that under the econonlic ìntegraticn approach, some tenants

would be paying full economic rents, vlhjch accordìng to the progranr

definjtion ìs not the case. Tenants pay ?5% of income or riarl<et rent,

whichever ìs less. If, as is presently the case, the full recovery rent

is greater than the nlarket rent, then some portjon of the Federal

assistance goes to benefjt h'igher income householcls, clearìy at the

expense of the poof.

Also, if the experience of the Rent Supplement Prograrn can be appì'ied

here, the econolnic integration approach will merely tettd to frustrate

the housing needs of the poor. Unless the unìts are provided through a

pub'lic sector non-profit corporatjon, the practise of "creaming" or

"high-grading" vri1l mean needy families rvilI often be by-passed Ín favour

of highelincome households"

One of the major factors which renclers the program unattractive as

a veh jcle for low 'income housing ìn cornparíson to Publ'ic Hous'ing ìs the

program financìng. Federal assjstance alone is not sufficient to reach

down to the lolvest income groups, yet program funding Ís not condjtjonal

rupon contributions being made by other levels of government" For family

housing, there has been no comnrjtnrent from the Province to clate, to stack

addjtional subsidies onto the initjal Federal grant so that low inconte

fanl j I ìes coul d be served by the progranr (not even on un'its i tl'itiated by

the provìncial non-profit corporatìon). 0n the other hand, the provìnce

early th'is year announceci a rent subsi dy program as wel I as a cap'ital

assistance program (j.e. , a 5% capital grant) in support of the pr ìvate



non-profit program for the elderly. It is hjghly unlikeìy however, that

sinljlar assistance v¡ould be extended to non-profits buj'lcling hous'ing

for famjlìes, s'ince the freeze on Famjly Public l-lousing was pred'icated

on the basis of an apparent slow dovrn jn demand and /or need for subsid'ized

87ranìl tv unlrs

øProgranr Imp_¿c-t

It js qujte clear that the level of activity under thjs program ìs

intended to be much iess than under the previous federa'ì pubì'ic housing

program. In fact, gìven that Maniioba's total allocation for 1980 is 493

unjts, doln even from the 616 and 600 unjt allocatjons jn 1979 and 
.l978,

'it is obvious that the port'ion ultjmately to be djrectecl to non-profìt

fanlily housjng in the City viì1ì be mjn'imal . Under these arrangemetits,

faririly housing wÍì'l undcubted'ly tose out jn favor of housìng for the

el derly

The effect'iveness of the private non-profìtB8 technìque ìn the

deiivery of lor.^l income family hous'ing vrâs allurdec! to in previous chapters.

I,Jith olle exception, 'it has proven to be comp'letely unsuccessful es a

vehicle for providing lovi income housing to fam'ilies. This suggests

87. Thìs js not supported by ejther the djsciission of housing needs'in
tr,Jjnnipeg presented jn Chapter II or a revjevr of Publ ic Housìng waiting
I ists since 1975. Overal I , total appl icai;'ìon intake over the years has

beenfairly steacly (.l695 in 1975, ?069 in 1976,2727 tn 1977,2475 in
l97B and 2450 jn 1979).

BB. For the purposes of this progratn, a private non-profìt'is a cor-
poratìon constjtuted excl usjvely for charitable purposes.



quite c'learly, that jf the Non-Profit Program is to produce any family

units at all, jt must be dependent on the commitment of provincial and

municipaì non-profit corporatjons rather than prìvate'in'itiat'ives.

Given the current polìcy environment in the public sector, thjS seems

remote as tvel I .

gveraì'l , the program is un'likely to measure up to the impact of the

Publjc Housjng Program jn addressìng the ltousing problems of the poor.

Gi ven the program' s structure and fund j ng, the Non-Prof i t Program l^r'i'l ì

undoubtecl'ly make i.ts greatest contrjbution ìn the provÍsion of rnoderate

inconle housjng and hoursing for the elderly. The program as we know it

today then, can not accurately be vìewed as a substitute to Famjly

Public Housìttg.

eProgram Costs- The St. Anne and ï¡loodydel I exampl e

illustrated what 'income penetration was possìble wjth a given arnount of

federal assjstance. The example u¡ifortrrnately cioes not g'ive an accurate

perspect'ive of r,vhat ìs possìble at what costs since it merely represents

a "snap Shot" at a sìngle poìnt in tjme. As the proiect gets older and

operating costs rise, incorne penetrat'ion would clearly have to be

sacrificed rvithout additional subs'idization.

Given the fixed contributjon of the Federal Government, the program's

performance or vi abi'li ty over the I ong ter:rr i s cl early the perspecti ve

of greatest concern. If operating costs escalated sharply, for example,

then the provìncial govet'nnter'rt might. find itself forcecl to assume res-

ponsjbjl ity for al I the adclj bional subsidization that woul d be requì red

to nlaintain even the same level of incolre penetratjon. The al t'er¡rative

would be an erosion of inconle penetratioll over t'inle.



It is obv'iously not possible to deterrnine with any a¡rount of

certa jnty prec'ise'ly r^rhat the jmpì ìcatìons of this new fund'ing arrange-

rnent will be over the longer term, but some comparat.ive forecasts are

possibìe.

Essentjaì'ly, there are four major varìables v¡hich lvill affect proiect

viab'il ity and /or project costs overtjme: the growth of household 'incomes,

the growth of operating costs, 'lhe distribution or "mix',' of household

incones and the level and groivth of nlarket rents.

Based on u nurber of assumptions about future events, Tab'le V.ll out-

I ines nine scenarios which were v¡orked out for the St. Anne and l'/oodydel I

project us'ing three sets of poss'ible ìnflatìon rates and three types of

possible tenancy characteristics.

TABLE V. I I

COST IMPLICATIONS OF NON_PROFiT FUNDING ARRANGEMENÏ
(sT. ANNE ANp I{00pYpELt")

TURNOVER YEARI

.\^,Inï lati on.% or I enanIS
Rate \Sunsi dized 25% 50% 100%

Low

Medi unt

ne ver

24

?o

ll

1')
,L

ñHigh l3

l. Turnover year: The year^ in r,vhich the subsidy required under the net¡¡

fundjng errangenlents exceeds the provìncial subsidy under the originaì
Sec. 43 financ'ing or converseìy, the pojnt at. which federal subsidies
drop beì orv exi stì ng subs ì dy I evel s uncier the ol d progrant fornlul a .

Source: Manj Loba l1ousìng Renewaì Corpoi^atìon (See Appendix B).
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The informatjon presented in the scenarios where 100% of the

tenants were subs'idized, illustrates quite clearly that over the long

term Federal assistance available under the net^r llon-Profit progranr is

not comparable wìth the benefits under ùhe existing Public Housing

Program. Under the old funding formula, the Federal Government provìded

50% cost sharìng of operating'losses for 50 years into the future.

Applying any one of the inflation scenarios, federal contribu'bions under

the new Non-Profit.Program riere projected to drop below current federal

subsidies anywhere from 5 to l2 years into the future.

Not unexpectedly then, the program has nlet with a great cleaì of

resistance from provincial go.vernments since its introduction, in particular

those still interested in provid'ing housing for the poor.

Annual funding agreements must be signed in sLrpport of these nev¡

federal housing 'initiatives and negotiations are now taking place for

the 1979 g'lobal and operating agreements " Over the bargain'ing table, the

Federal Government has now indicated a willinqness to perhaps cost-share

any operating losses on those projects the provinces agy'ee to subsidize,

after the po'int at wh'ich the Provinces have at least matched federal

assistanceS9.

89. Si nce th'i s document
has been final ìzed.
did consent to cost
the provi nce has at
si gned tov¡ards the
agreement is beìng

was origìna11y dratted, the 1979 global agreement
Through the agreement the Feder"al Government

slrare operat'ing'losses on those prcjects where
least matched their grant. The agreement vras

end of 1979; ìt has no!^/ lapsed. Another fundìng
negotiated for 1980.



Despíte the possìbility of a revjsed funding formu'la, in all likeli-

hood the prograrn wì11 renlain relatjvely ineffectjve in comparison to

Pub j ic Housing in provìding hous'ing assistance to low jncome fanl'il ies,

largely because of some of the ìmpedìng factors discussed earlier, not

the least of whìch is the system of delìvery.

Concl usions

Th'is Chapter has examined the relatjve effectjveness of the publ.ic

housitìg program in'meeting the hous jng needs of the lov¡est jnconle famil'ies

here i n þii nn j peg, lvì th the pr0granl al ternat j ves and d j rect'ions no\^r bei ng

emplras-ized by the Government.

An examinatjon of the ren'u supplement program indicated that rent

supp'lement tenants are cl early di fferent from those in regul ar pub'l'ic

hous'ing, sugEesting that the prcgram is not an alternative at all, but

rather a complementary progran serving quite different needs. The small

scale of the program and the nature of the program take-up, indjcated that

rent suppìenients jn their exist'irrg form could never be considered as a

serì ous al ternat j ve to Publ i c Hous'ing.

The new Non-Profit program, w'ithout a conimjtment frol¡ the Province for

sul-'sì dy parti c'ipati on at I east match'ing the federal i nterest write down

grants, wìll clearly be urrable to reach dor,vn to the lowest income fami l'ies

in the sanle t{ay the old pub'lic housing prograrn did. Even then, there ìs

sonre uncertainty as to tvhether the subsjdies would be deep enough to

se rve this sanre cl'ie¡ltele rv'ithout some income mìxing in proiects. Given

the current scal e of the progran'ì, though, such a nrove lvoul cl cl early be

at the expe¡lse of households nrore needy. The structure and del'ivery of the

prograil also appear to work agajnsù the objectìve of providìng housing for
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low income fanlilies. Qver the years, private non profits have never demon-

strated potentjal for deljvering housìng for families, only the elderly.

At the same time, gìven the popuìarìty of the concept of "privatisation"

wjthin government, the publ'ic sector is showing an increasing tendency

to defer to private jnitiatives. Overall, the Non-Profit Program does

not appear to be able to effectively replace Publ'ic Housìng wìthout sub-

stantial program mod'ificatjoils. Instead, it may only serve to mask the true

need for and extent of government assistance to low income families.

For the most part, pubìic hous'ing appears to represent the on'ly true

fornl of jorv income housing beìng provided today. Essent'ia'lìy, 'it'is the

on'ly program launchecl to clate v¿hich appears capable of seriously addressìng

the housing neecis of the lowest income familjes. Other programs, despìte

the j r ascribed successes are effectì ve at provi d'ing hoLrsing f<-rr only a

limjted group lvjthin the low income ranks or in a sonlev¡hat restricted

fashio¡. Because of the program scale ancl the system of delìvery neither

Rent Supplements nor Non-Profìts, a'lone,are ljkely to emerge as a v'iable

force jn meeting the housjng needs of our low income famjlÍes now or ìn

the future.



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION AND POLICY RTCOTI}4ENDATIONS

lAbstract: This Chapter synthesizes the conc-l
lìusions of the previous Chapters and offers I

lsome directìon for future po1 icy development 
I

fin the area of low income housing 
-J

I
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SYNTHES I S

Public housing to date represents the only nrajor housing initiative

which serious'ly addresses the needs of low income fam'il ies. Clearly,

then, rather than el'im'inating pub'lìc housìng government should be expandìng

the program, while at the same time enhancing and strengthening it from

the perspective of making the program more acceptable to consumers, tax-

payers and polícy makers alike.

The overall intent of this thesis was to review the pubìic housing

program, particularly in the t^linnipeg context,'in an effort to assìgn

the program'its propär pìace in housing policy for the poor.

The housing problems of the poor do not, howevers espouse a simple

solutíon. Inadequate housing is merely one component of the all encompass'ing

prob'lems of poverty, the root cause of which relates direct'ly to insufficient

income" Thìs does not mean to suggest, hor¿¡ever, that more progressive

income red'istribution pol'icies or income transfers on thejr or^/rr would ever

compìeteìy resolve the housing problems of the poor. One need only examine

the structure and rig'idìty of the country's income d'istribution system and

its apparent resll'i.ance over t'i.me to soc'i.al poli.cy intervention to recog-

ni.ze the importance of ai I ocati.on strategies such qs publ i.c housing in

easing the effects of these. poverty-'induced problems. Furthermore, gì.ven

the complex realities of Canadian housing markets, even the most enlightened

income red jsiribution po'licies would never comp'lete'ly remove the need for

specìf ic hous'íng strateg'ies and programs, targeted at certain need groups.

Certainly, thjs rev'iew suggests that while no singìe social policy or

pr'ogram can ever hcpe to meet the many and d'iverse housing needs of the

poor, pubììc hcusing c'learìy has a significant contribution to make,
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pal"ticularly as part of a larger more comprehensive strategy.

This proposition is reflected throughout this investigat'ion. In

fact, the find'ings comìng out of the rev'iew specifically highl ìght the

important role Publìc Housing has played in housing poìicy for lov¡ income

families in the past and the need for a similar, if not expanded, role

in the future. Publìc Housìng is the on'ly government housing initiative to

date that can be said to have targeted its benefits to those households

most in need of public sector assìstance. Almost all tenants'in Publjc

Housing have low incomes"

Despite thjs fact and in spìte of the apparent need for such inter-

vent'ion, the Public Housing Program finds itself be'ing disregarded as a

viable progranr opt'Íon for meetìng the housing needs of the lor,r income and

most recent'ly, beì ng di sconti nued al together .

0f even greater concern, this revìew suggests that the assistance tc

low income famìljes now available through the Public Housing program is

unlikely to be replaced ìn any real way. The evidence ìndicates that the

program options nol being emphasìzed by Government, in the form of Rent

Suppìements and Non-Profits, cannot effectively "substitute!' or "rcp1ace"

the assistance to low íncome fam'ilies nol pt^ovided under the Public Housing

Program. Thìs suggests even further that government housi.ng poì i,cy is

increas'ingly fail'ing to meet the needs of 1ow income families. In fact,

the revìew argues that without a conscious change in government poììcy, the

hous'ing needs of low jncome familìes will indeed be sacrifìced in the

pursuì t of the more genera'l pri nc.ipl es of government i n vogue today, such

as "restraint" and "privati sation".
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Finally, while this is by no means intended as a complete solut'ion,

this investigation imp'lies quite c'learìy that'if the housing needs of low

income families are to be adequately addressed, the path of change lies

in more, not iess, government intervention and certa'inìy, in more not

iess, Public Housing.

Each chapter within the body of this thesis was structured to provide

the reader wjth an overview of the findings as tlre review evolved in the

form of a section entitled "conclusions". To avoîd repetitìon, while at

the sanre time ach'ieving some refinement of the more general'ized synthesis

provided above, the specific findings of the review have been summarized

and organized below around the objectives as outlíned at the beginnìng of

this investigatìon

Objective I - To examine the nature and extent of the housing prob'lems
facing 'low income fam'il ies general'ly, together with a
t'eview of the specific nlarket situation faci'ng these house-
hol ds here i n l.Ji nni peg ; the i ntent bei ng to pñovide a
broad perspective on the appropriateness of supply-side
strategies, such as Publ ic Housing.

e Public sector intervention ìn the housing market on behalf of low

income households is deemed necessary if thejr hous'ing probìems are

to be seniousìy addressed. Hou'si.ng pressl¡res are most severe i.n the

rental market and more particuì.ar1y for certaîn consumer groups such

as st'ng1e-parent households,'large families and the sîngle elderly,

e In l{ìnnipeg, the suppìy of lov¡ cost rental housing appears to be

under tremendous pressure, due in part to the large quant'itìes of poor

quaìity housing, the increasìng rate of demolibion and abandonmeni and

the government freeze on Fam j ìy Publ ic Hous jng, whìch i s essent'ia1'ly

the only reaì source of repìacement housing in this low income sub-nlarket.



156.

These market cond'itions, coupìed with l,Jinnipeg's low income levels

suggest that the housing probìems facing 1ow income families here,

partícuìarìy over the longer term, will get even more extreme without

a conscious change in government po'licy.

ø Government housinq inìtiat'ives, and in particular, supply-side

initiatives such as Public Housing should renra'in an integral part of

government policy, at least into the foreseeable future, if the

housing probìenrs of low income families are to be adequate'ly addressed.

The structure and rigidity of our income distribution system and the

apparent failure of the'income tax system to function equitably as

an income redistribution mechanism suggest that income transfers through

housing allowances or income supp'lements may not be enough to address

the needs of this consumer group" At the local level, the specific

suppìy situation facing low income families reinforces this arqument.

Obiective 2 - To examine the relevant intergovernmental policy environment
to determine what impact thl-s haci on the development of
poìicíes and programs dì.rected at the needs of low income
families.

e Consistent with the proposition outlined in hypothesis #l (refer

Page 4), evoìvì.ng federaì-provincìai-nun'ici.pal relations i.n the f i.ejd

of housing have only served to i.mpede the developrnent and expìoitation

of programs such as Public Housing vrhi.ch target theÍr assistance to the

housing needs of the poor. Ottawa has withdrav¡n from any direct'involve-

ment in housing on the pretense of gettilng out of fields constitutìonaì1y

lvjthin the Province's jurisdiction" The Provínce is now backing away

because of fjscal constraints. And finally, the municipaiity js unable
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to get actively involved because of the limiting structure of'local

government revenue sources. This has resulted i.n a reordering of

responsibilities and priorities in the housing fie'ld, such that no level

of governnrent is now taking the lead role.

ø l^lith the exception of the Public Housìng Program, past government

intervention in the housing market has been on behalf of middle and

upper income groups and not the poor"

e Evidence suggests too, that the recent policy shift of our senior

levels of government away from the Public Housing Program i's based,

for the most part, on a desire to rationalize even existìng levels of

assistance targeted for the poor. Evolv'ing government housing policy

is, therefore, increasingly failing to meet the needs of low income

families.

fìhiacfiva ? - To examine the Fam'ily Pubf ic Housing Program ìn |l|innipeg,vvJ ss

with a view to identifying those factors which either have
contributed to the body of crit'icism now surrounding the
program,or, more specifically, have constrained the
program from meeting its obiectives.

e Existtng perceptr'.ons of Publîc Housrìng are, for the most pari,

carry-overs from sorne of the first projects built under the cost-

sharing arrangements.

e In support of hypothesi's #2 (refer Page 4), the findings indicate

that i n the l,Ji nni peg context, Publ ic Housing general ly has proven to

be an effective yehicle for providing housing assistance to iow

income families (at least Ìn the eyes of the program recipients).

e External factors, ìn particular, p01ìtical and economic considerations,

have acted as nrajor determinants in the direction of the progranr to

date and have to sonre extent, overshadowed the program's true potentjal.
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Objective 4 - To examine the effectiveness of the Family Public Hous'ing
Program in dealing w'ith the needs of low income famìlies,
relative to the progrant direct'ions nolv beìng emphasized.

e In accordance with hypothesis #3 (refer Page 5) the findings demon-

strate that Public Housíng ìs the only government housing initiative

advanced to date that can be said to have targeted its benefits to

those households nlost in need of pubìic sector ass'istance.

e The program alternat'ives and directions Írow being emphasÍzed by govern-

ment do not provide "substitutes" to the assìstance prov'ided to low

income famil'ies-through the vehícle of Publìc Housing. The Rent

Suppl ement Program, in comparison to Publ'ic Hous'ing, operates on too

small a scale to be serious'ly considered an alternative and for the

most part, also serves a d'ifferent need group. Similarly, the new

Non-Profit Program is unlìkeìy to emerge as a vìable alternative to

meeting the housing needs of our low income fam'ilies urithout some

program modifications" The chief criticisnl of the program, re'lative

to Public Housing, lies in the structure and del'ivery of the program,

i n addi ti on to i ts fundi ng .

POL]CY DIRECTIONS

It was not the intention of thjs investigation to produce new and

jnnovatjve solutjons to what is clear'ly a comp'lex and stubborn problem.

$utside the academic mjìieu, 'it is probably far more 'important and relevant

if the study sìmply provides a bas'is from r¡rhich governments can beg'in to

rexanline housìng policy and progranrming, particuìarly as it affects low

income famìlies. The following reconmendations attempt to give some

direction .in thì s regard.
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Recglmended Overall Policy Thrust

The housing problems of low income famil'ies are current'ly not be'ing

adequately addressed by either the country's housing policies, income

policies or other non-housing poìicies such as taxation. The fundamental

nature and under'lying source of some of these housing problems seem to

pose the greatest challenge for our policy makers. This 'investigation

suggested that the housing problems being faced by the poor today, in large

part reflected the ínequafity of the income dìstribution of the marke'b place

and the failure of the income tax system to function equitably as an income

redistribution tool.

What'is requìred in the iong run then js the linking of hous'ing

assistance to income ma'intenance in a manner ensuring that aì1 low income

families achieve at least a basic standard of shelter. More progressive

'income redistrìbution po'licies should be developed. The government should

maintaìn general income supp'lementation programs targeted at the poor jn the

form of tax credìts, housing aìlowances or eventuaì1y some form of guaranteed

annual 'incorne.

At the same time, because of some of the rigiCities and imperfectìons

inherent in housing markets, ìt l's inrportant for government to maìntain

effective supply-s'ide programs which would add to the supply of hous'ing in

certaìn problem areas such as the lo\4 inconle rental sub-market.

In the short-run, supply-side init'i,atives could address those dimensions

of the housing probìem not necessarjly re]ated to affordabi'lity as vreìl as

possibly ease the effects of any market dìstortìons resültìng from denland-

side'in'itiatives such as inconle supplenrents or housing allowances'
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In the ìong run, supply oriented strategies could help avoid shortages

which undoubted'ly wou'ld result in the low'income rental sub-market, given

the current rate of demol'ition and abandonment in this particular sub-

market and the fact that pubìicly assisted units are clearìy the only source

of rep'lacement uni ts here "

Central to any future pof icy developnrent, then, should be a dual po'licy

thrust emphasizing general jncome suppiementation as well as sector specific

supply-side strategies in a complementary role"

PolÍcies Specjfic to the Different Levels of Government

The roles and responsÍb'ilities of the three levels of government in the

area of housjng must be clarified and relationships worked out to ensure that

respective roles are comp'lementary. There seems to be a pronounced trend of

late toward the devolut'ion of responsibility in the field of housìng to

lower levels of government. This can and should take place but only when

the respect'ive roles are clear and adequate resources to deal with the prob'lem

have been passed a'long with the responsibilitíes from the sen'ior governments.

Qnly then wì'11 we have made any signfficant progress tolards developìng an

integrated shelter support system for low income Canadians.

(l ) Federal Government

e The Federal Government should assume responsibility for general

income support nteasures aimed at the low income, since it is the leve'l of

government in the best posìtion to finance these socìal programs, having

access to the most progressive tax base.

o Funds should also be allocated for specifìc cost-shared hous'ing and

income support programs in conjunct'ion with the other levels of government
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and for unconditional grants to provinces towards the financing of

local'ly initiated hous'ing programs"

e Section 43 (which was the old Federal Government loan program

for the financing of pub'l'ic hous'ing) should be revived. If not, the Federal

Governnlent should modify the structure and delivery of the new Non-Profit

Program to more c'loseìy proximate some of the program features of the

old Public Housing Program.

s The Federal Government should undertake to study the magn'itude

and benefit distribution of all hous'ing and housing related subsidìes now

in existence. Within that framework, such subsidies could then be priorìzed

and reallocated on a more equ'itabie basis, focusing subsidies on those

most in need of the assistance.

(2) Provincial Government

e The Province should assume the lead role in the development and

co-ordinatìon of an overall housing strategy for the Province. I'Je appear

to be in an era where strong provìncial'init'iative and control is necessary

if housing problems are to be adequately addressed.

e The Province should assume the responsibif ity for the design and

administration of sector specific programs such as housing allowances

which could be fìnanced with Federal contributions.

ø The Province should give top priority to housìng for low'incorne

famìlies, in partìcular s'ingle parent households. Resources should clearìy

be allocated to housing programs for these household groups rather than

senior c'itizens who have always recejved the lion's share of housìng assistance.
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programs such as SAFTR (Sheltèr Allowance for Elder'ly Renters), the Elder'ìy

Persons Housing Program and the Sponsored Housing Program are obvious cases

in point. Generalìy, housìng assístance for senior citizens, whether it

be'in the form of actual un'its or inconre supplements, meets wjth much less

resistance so more aìd'is directed towards these programs" However, it is

difficult to see the justification for resources continuìng to be channelled

to senior c'itizens, at the expense of needy famil'ies.

ø The Prov'ince should support the production and rehabilitat'ion of

low income housing stock through the use of public sec-uor corporations. The

concept of usìng private non-profits as a vehicle for prov'idìng housing,

for low income families should be disregarded. They have clearly never

proven successful in th'is respect" Private non-profits can be utilized jn

the production of senior citizens hous'ing, but pubfic sector corporations

must clearìy be g'iven the mandate in the area of housing for lovr income

families"

(3) Mun'icìpa'l Government

e In recognition of loca'l governments' responsibility for land use and

p'lanning, municìpa1it'ies should promote the development of soc'ial housing

wherever possible as well as support the upgrading of the exist'ing hous'ing

stock through appropriate code enforcenent, tax incentìves and partic'ipation

in rehabil'itation progranls with other levels of government.

Recomnrendatìons Specific to the Publ jc Hous'ing Progranl

There are a nunlber of improvenlents l^rhich could be nlade to the Public

Hous'ing Progranl ìn an effort to create a public housing resource more
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cepable of meeting the housing needs of low income families.

ø In an attempt to ensure that Public Housing fits in with the

overall scale and character of a neìghborhood, emphasis must be placed

on the various aspects of project s'ize, density and des'ign. Consideration

should also be given to the ìnrpact of and on the surrounding neighborhood.

ø The Public Housing Program could be effected through new pubììc'ly

constructed un'its, rehabilitated existìng units or the purchase of new

market units. Rehabìlitation and market unit approaches should be employed

wherever possible without putting undue pressure on spec'ific markets, since

these approaches are less cost'ìy than new public constnuction. '

ø The Public Housing rent scale should be revised to refleci current

prices and past inflation rates"

e A policy of economic ìntegration in Public Housìng should be pursued.

In addìt-ion to the social policy arguments, ihis lvould resolve the prcbìem

of economic eviction of tenants once they reach a certain income level, as

occurs nou¡ under the 25% rent-to-income scale. It also allows a family to

move up and down the socio-economic ladder without having to be displaced

from their home" In implementing a policy of economic integration, some

safeguards should be built in or caution exercised. In particular, so as

to ensure the contÍnued provision of the housing to the target group, (i.e.

the low 'income), a maximum should be set on the number of units a'¡ailable

at market rent.

ø The structural participation in the management of Public Housing,

of the peopìe usìng the housing, is a desìrable objective. Initially, to

be successful any attempt at meaningful participation or true tenant
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management would require a substantial commitment of time, money and

skills. This type of investment would certain'ly pay off though in the

form of a program more attuned to the needs and desires of the target

popuì ati on.

Concl udi ng Conrments

The housìng problems facing Canada's poor w'i11 reach nothing short

of critical proportions without a fundamental change in government poìicy.

To date the apparent faìlure of public sector poìicy to deal effectively

with their s'ituatjon.un only be blamed on the inciifference of a vast

majority of Canadians and a total lack of leadership on the part of our

governments.

l{ith governments entering into what could prove to be an extended

period of restraint in government expenditures, resources for soc.ial

housing programs will undoubtedly be increasingly restricted. The first
casualties in a battle for l'imited resources are always those programs

which channel benefits to the largely silent and unorganized lower income

groups, for ìt is those progranis which have the mostlragile political

foundati on "

Under these circumstances, the odds are defÍniteiy working against

the poor. Unless this income group der,'elops sufficient politìca1 force or

fìnds a way to effect a voice in the general pnocess of reorderìng of

priorities and reallocation of resources that is occurring lvìthin govern-

ments today, not on'ly w'il ì their circumstances not inprove, but they stanci

to lose some of the ground that may have been gained 'in the last number of

years. For the poor then, th'is rnay definiiely represent "the chalìenge of

the '80's " .
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APPENDIX A
FORM 1.8

I 65.

Th.IE MANITOBA HOUSING & RENEVúAL CORPORATION

GRADUATED RENTAL SCAI.E FOR

FUTTY SERVICED ACCOMMODATION IN PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS FOR FAMITIES AND EIDERI.Y CITIZEF'¡S

(FULLY SERVICED 
- 

supplied with heat, water, hot waleç slove, refrigeralor)

The monthly renÌ shown opposite income applies until the nexl income change shown

TO CALCULATE MONTFILY REI.IT FOR UNSERVICED ACCOMMODATION, subtract from the appropriate serviced
monthly rent the estimated local cost of heat, water and hot water for the type of units in the project. Where a

stove or refrigerator is not provided subtract an additional $1.00 for each item.

DEFINITICP.I OF INCOí\4E

For the purpose of this agrcement, "Income" shall refer to the aggregate gross income, in whatever form received, of
all mcmbers of the family, or of an individual where appiicable, EXCLUDING:

1. Earnings of childlen in regular attendance at recognized institutions of learning. Funds for tuition, such as sclìolar-
ships, bursarics and contril¡utions from non-rcsident fanrily member.

2. Living out or trâ\,elling aliorvances of a family head.

3. Earnings of a rvorking spouse up to $900 pcr annum.

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

5. Earnings in excess of 975 pcr rnonth of all members of the family other than the family head or spouse. (This will
inclu¿e persons relatcd by blood, marliage or adoption or other persons who may reasonably be assumed to form
part of the family).

6. Capital gains, such as insurancc settlement, inhcrítances, disability awarcls, sale of effects.

7. Fanrily aliotvaltce.

RErdT REDUCTIO$! FúR Cl-¡l!-DREÎ\ü

Thc abovc scaìc ¡.rovitL"s 't'ì;e rcntal rate for a family or individual with no cirildrcn. A rcduction in this rent of $2

per t¡o¡th is aìlorvablr: for c¡¡cì¡ chiÌd t,'iih a minimum rent of $28 a montli rcgardless of thc ¡rumbcr of cliildren.

MONTHLY
Famlly
lncome Flent

MONTHLY
Famlly
lncome Rent

MONTHLY
Famlly
lncome Rent

MONTHLY
Famlly
lncome Rent

$$7o
up to 192 32 L6.7

195 33

198 34

$$%
266 56

269 57 21'2

272 58

$$%
340 B0 23.5

343 Bl
346 82

$$%
4L6 104

420 105

424 106 25.0

20L 35 L7.4

204 36

207 37

275 59

278 60 21.6

2Bt 61

349 83 23.9

352 84

355 85

428 107

432 108

436 109 25.0

2L0 38 18.1

213 39

2t6 40

284 62

287 63 22.0

290 64

358 B6 24.0

361 87

364 88

40 110

M4 111

48 trz 25.0

220 4L 18.6

223 42

226 43

293 65

296 66 22.3

300 67

367 B9 24.2

370 90

373 91

452 113

456 Lt4
460 115 25.0

229 44 19.2

232 45

235 46

303 68

306 69 22.5

309 70

376 92 24.5

380 93

383 94

464 116

468 L17

472 118 25.0

238 47 19.7

241 48

244 49

3t2 71,

315 72 22.9

318 73

386 95 24.6

389 96

392 97

476 119

480 120

484 lzL 25.0

247 50 20.2

250 51

253 52

32L 74

324 75 23.7

327 76

395 98 24.8

398 99

401 100

488 L22
492 L23

496 t24 25.0

256 53 20.7

260 54

263 55

330 77

333 78 23.4

336 79

4M 101 25.0

408 L02
412 103

500 t25
504 126

508 and up 25.0
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EXAMPLE OF THE COST IMPLICATIONS OF THE NON-PROFIT FUNDING

ARRANGE¡4TNTS

St. Anne and ldoodydell, a 100 unit famjly publ'ic housing proiect

whjch 14as built in 1977, was used as an example. The break-even rent under

the ner,r program (j.e. assuming 90% fecleral fìnancing at l% interest and

l0% provincial fjnancing at 10% interest) was calculated at $233, as

f ol I ol^rs :

Example: 100 Unìts

Total Project COSTS rvere $3 258 264 or 32 583/unit

Per Linit Costs*

Amorti zati cn Cost.s
Operating Costs
Taxes
Mai nienance
0ther

llrìI IU
<t¡

44
¿5
26

$?tr Break-even rent

* All costs are actuaì except amortization. Amortìzation payment was

calculatecl on the basis of 90% of $32 583 at 1% ('i.e., 29 325) and
ß% at 10% (i.e., 3 258), yieìd'ing a total monthly payment of $1.l0.00

Under the orig'inaì Sec. 43 fjnancing the full recovery rent was

determ'ined to be $428.00 and the provincjal share of the subsidy $16.l.00.

Usìng J. Isjtt's projection program, ['i.H.R.C. did nine forecasts of

fuiure subsidy costs under three possible Ínfìation rates and three poss-

ìbl e tenancy characteri stics .



167 .

Tenancy Assumpt'ions : l) 100% of the tenants receivìng subsidies

50% of the tenants receiving subsidies;
50% payì ng ful l econom'ic rents .

25i'" of the tenants rece'iving subsidies;
7 5% payi ng f u l l econo¡tì'c rent s .

2)

?\

inflat'ion Rate AssumPtions :

I ) Lor^r Inf I ati on Rate :

2) Medjum Inflaijon Rate:

3) tl'igh infiatjon Rate:

1007á of the tenants
50% of the tenants
25lL of the tenants

100?á of the tenants
50/" o'f the tenants
25% of the tettants

100% of the ienants
50?á of tire tenants
?5i of tlre tenant.s

Revenues increase Siályear
0peratìng Expenses increase 7%/year
Tax Expense increases 6%/Year
Î'laintenance txpense increases S%/year
0ther Expenses increase 5%/Year

Revenues increase B%/Year
0peratÌng Expenses increase l2%/year
Tax Expense jncreases l0%/Year
t{aintenance Expense increases 9iályear
0ther txpenses increase l0%/Year

Revenues 'i ncrea se 917á/Year

0perati ng Expenses i ncrea se I I %/ year
Tax Expense i ncr'eases l0%/ Year
lrlaintenance Expenses increase 20%/year
0ther Expenses increase 17%/Year

l)
¿)
3)
¡\'tl
r\

6)

7)
s)
a)

The cost projections appended here resulted front the folìowìng scenarios:

subsidjzed along lvith high infìation rates
subsiclized along r,v'ith high ìnfìabion rates
sutrsid'ized along rvith high ittflation rates

subsidized aìong with r¡ed'iuln inflat'ion rates
subsidized along with medium ínfla tion rates
subsiclized along rvith mec.ljum'inflation rates

subsidjzed along ruith lovr inflation rates
subsidized a'long with lor^r inflatjon rates
subsi di z-ecj al ong rv'ith I ow i nfl at'ion rates

Source: itlani toba l-lous j ng & Renewal CorPoratìon
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