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A. QUALIFICATIONS

1. | am the Associate Director for Research at theée€iCentre, University of Toronto
(since 2006) and a tenured full professor in theuFg of Social Work (since 1991) where | hold
the Dr. Chow Yei Ching Endowed Chair in Housingn¢g 1997). | am also cross-appointed to
the Graduate Program in Planning in the DepartnoérGeography (since 1991). | am the
former director of the Centre for Urban and CommuiStudies at the University of Toronto
(2000-2006). My teaching and research focus orsingy homelessness, social policy and
human rights, discrimination in housing markets &dhan rights issues in relation to social
welfare and land use planning. | teach graduateses and supervise dissertation research in
housing policy and programs, homelessness, conngainaternational housing systems, social
planning, neighbourhoods, and community developmédhe of my graduate courses, Social

Housing and Homelessness (SWK 4422) is offered atynu

2. | received my Masters and Ph.D. in Urban and RegiBtanning from the University of
Toronto in 1974 and 1981, respectively. | havenbaeRegistered Professional Planner, RPP,
with the Ontario Professional Planners Institutel @ member of the Canadian Institute of
Planners. Prior to my appointment to the UnivgrsitToronto (1991), | was a professor in the
School of Community and Regional Planning at thevehsity of British Columbia (1983-1991)
and served as Director of the UBC Centre for HurBattlements (1987-1991). During that
period | was a member of the Planning InstituteBatish Columbia and was elected to its

executive council (1986-1991).

3. | served as the convener and co-chair of the J@@d Mternational housing research

conference in Toronto on behalf of the InternatioBaciological Association’s Research
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Committee on Housing and the Built Environment, asdthe North American editor of the

international research journdbusing Studie§1993-2001).

4. Between 1995 and 1997 | was a member of the Bo&rDirectors of the Ontario
Housing Corporation, which is responsible for the I6cal housing authorities that manage

Ontario's 84,000 public housing units.

5. | am also a member of a variety of community orgatons which focus on the needs of
lower income Canadians and promote access to aedwausing, including the Rupert
Community Residential Services of Toronto Inc. (rbemof the Board of Directors), the
National Housing and Homelessness Network (steexamgmittee, co-founder) and the Toronto
Disaster Relief Committee (steering committee, manfler). | am affiliated with the Canadian
Housing and Renewal Association, the American 3ogiocal Association’s Housing Research
Committee, the Urban Affairs Association, and the&rdpean and Asia-Pacific networks for

housing research.

6. I have written extensively about public policy amimelessness, and have co-edited two
books on this topicFinding Room: Policy Options for a Canadian Rentidusing Strategy
(University of Toronto, 2004) andinding Home: Policy Options for Addressing Homsitesss

in Canada(2009) (www.homelesshub.ca/FindingHome). BothKspavith about 30 chapters

each, compile some of the best Canadian researtiiedopics.

7. A copy of my CV is attached &x«hibit A.

8. This affidavit presents my observations, expertispinions and research findings

regarding the definition, evolution, and demograplof homelessness in Canada, the role of the
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governments of Canada and Ontario in creating amgegpuating this crisis, and the measures
necessary to adequately address the problem oflessness in Canada. It is based on my own
research, and the research of others in relatts fiMy affidavit is organized into four principle

sections:

* What is homelessness?
» The demographics of the homeless population
» Government policy and homelessness in Canada

e Solutions to homelessness

B. WHAT ISHOMEL ESSNESS?

9. Although the term “homeless” has been used throughistory, “homelessness” did not
come into widespread use as the name for a setcedl problems in developed countries until
the early to mid-1980s. The usage arose becaiesemavas needed to define an emerging social
phenomenon: the fact that in wealthy countriesinareasing number of people who were once

housed were no longer housed.

10. There is no single definition of homelessness, foutpolicy and program purposes,
homelessness is generally understood to mean semed of a safe, secure and adequate place to

live.

11.  Experts concerned with homelessness have dividegribblem into three categories of
persons affected: (1) those who suffer from “abwdluhomelessness, (2) those whose
homelessness is “concealed” (hidden homelessrass)(3) those who are precariously housed

(at risk of becoming homeless).
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12. “Absolute” homelessness refers to people sleepmtie street, in public places or in any
other place not meant for human habitation or wie laving in temporary shelters for the

homeless. ‘Concealed’ homelessness refers to pedpdeare not absolutely homeless, but do
not have adequate housing such as those who apetanfy living with friends (often referred

to as “couch surfing”), living in unsafe or violearcumstances, or institutionalized because of
lack of housing or support services in the communithose who are precariously housed are
living in such insecure circumstances that theyeaqgeriencing serious hardship, struggling to

maintain their housing and are at serious rislosing their housing.
C. THE DEMOGRAPHICSOF THE HOMELESS POPULATION

13. The Government of Canada estimates that there %0¢000 homeless people while
others have estimated there are 300,000. In myiapi there are serious methodological
problems in reaching such estimates given that lesseess is often concealed. These estimates
are generally extrapolated from local shelter-wet@ dr are based on a snapshot of the number of
homeless people sleeping rough and using sheleasgozen night. Such counts invariably miss

some of those who are absolutely homeless and irstade any of the concealed homeléss.

14.  While we cannot determine a precise number of hessepeople, researchers can detect
general trends. For example, researchers can deteemihether homelessness is increasing or

decreasing, and they can undertake an analysieafdmographics of the homeless population.

! City of Toronto, Shelter, Support and Housing Adisiration,2009 Street Needs Assessment: Results and
Observatios (Toronto: Shelter, Support and Housing Admint&irg 2010) (The City of Toronto engages in a
periodic one night count of homeless people. Adogrtb the 2009 count: “there were a minimum &8s,
homeless people staying outdoors, in sheltersgatti care and treatment facilities, incarceratetigronto-area
detention centres from a Toronto court, and in &igle Against Women shelters” at 5).
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15. Itis certainly the case that the number of honsefe=ople has generally increased across
Canada since the 1980s in all three categoriesolibs concealed, and those who are

precariously housed.

16.  Until the 1980s, people in Canada who were refeiweas being homeless were generally
middle aged men who were not part of a traditidaalily, drifted from job-to-job, and lived in
rooming houses and flop houses. Some would occalframse the services of charities, such as
the Salvation Army. They were “homeless” because they were transiedtunattached to a
traditional family home. This one demographic grasinow a small part of a much larger and

diverse group of those who are homeless in Canada.

17. Homelessness is directly linked to prevalent systgmatterns of social and economic
disadvantage. Several groups are disproportionafiédgted amongst the homeless population.
These include: youth, families with children, elgigueople, aboriginal people, and people with

disabilities.

18.  Youth. There is no data on youth that fall into the @aied or precariously housed
categories. The federal governments E-SYS datdbasevides the following socio-

demographic summary of Canada’s “street youthherabsolute homeless:

* About two-thirds male, one-third female in all seywears.

» The age of street youth ranged from 15 to 24 yewdtk,an average of 19 years.

2 See Social Planning Council of Metropolitan TomReport of Committee on Homeless and Transient Men
(Toronto: Social Planning Council of Metropolitanrénto, 1960); Canadian Welfare CounkEigmeless Transient
Men (Ottawa: Canadian Welfare Council, 1961).

% The Enhanced Surveillance of Canadian Street YautB-SYS, initiated in 1998, is a health moningri
collaboration between the Public Health Agency ah@da, Health Canada, the participating surveidlaites and
the youth who provide the data and samples collecte
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» The vast majority of street youth were born in Gknpdess than 10 percent were born
outside of the country.

* Homeless youth are of varied ethnic background#) albout 60% reporting Caucasian
ethnicity. About 12% of homeless youth reportedngedf African, Asian, Middle
Eastern or other ethnicities.

* Aboriginal people are over-represented among styeetth. Although Aboriginals
represent only 3% of the Canadian population, apprately 33% of the street youth
self- identified as Aboriginal.

« Approximately 15% of street youth reported theinities had been homele$s.

19. The Public Health Agency of Canada reports that“tdree constant found among all
street youth is their precarious living conditiomf)ich include poverty, residential instability
and emotional and psychological vulnerabilityThere is general agreement on the measures
required to address youth homelessness. “Straghye@quire both basic care and ongoing
support if they are to set their lives towards aeimg productive, self-enhancing goals and a

useful place within their community.”

20. In a recent study of policies for Canadian homelgssith, it was found that
federal/provincial programs addressing homelessfadst® adequately address the needs of this
population. Many programs cover children and astm®ats as long as they remain attached to

their families, “[bJut once young people step odésthe structures designed to keep them inside

* Public Health Agency of Canadgtreet Youth in Canada: Findings from Enhanced/@llance of Canadian
Street Youth, 1999-20(®ttawa: Public Health Agency of Canada, 2006).

® Ibid at 1.

® Ibid at 37.
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their homes, there are few courses available tonfdeA copy of Shirley Chau & Mike

Gawliuk’s chapter “Social Housing Policy for Homete Canadian Youth” (Toronto: Cities

Centre Press, University of Toronto, 2009) is ditatca=xhibit B to this Affidavit.

21. Chau and Gawliuk note that effective public polimy homeless youth requires the

implementation of a new policy to address the haysieeds of youth, including:

a supply of affordable, safe and stable housinggdated specifically for the youth

population;

* income supports that provide young people withfih@ncial resources to pay their rent

and meet basic needs; and

» social supports that assist young people in deusjpoine skills, knowledge and abilities

to achieve selufficiency®

22. Itis my opinion that such measures would be effedh addressing youth homelessness.

23. Families with Children A significant and growing segment of Canada’s al@ss
population is families with children. Within thisaup are many immigrant and refugee families.
Living in a homeless shelter imposes significargsst on parents and their children: schooling is
disrupted, shared space causes tension within yfaraelbtionships, families have increased
exposure to illness and violence, ties to suppmtt@mmunity networks are severed and parents
experience loss of self-esteem. In their studyashifies in Toronto’s shelters, Paradis al.

report that “family shelters — intended as a cnissource of last resort — are instead functioning

’ Shirley Chau & Mike Gawliuk, “Social Housing Palitor Homeless Canadian Youth” in J David Hulcharesk
al, edsFinding Home: Policy Options for Addressing Homsfesss in Canadge-book) (Toronto: Cities Centre
Press, University of Toronto, 2009) at 17.

® Ibid at 18.
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as transitional and supportive housing for certgpes of families for whom dedicated housing
programs are needed This is because adequate housing is not avail@hky note that: “[e]ach
time a family becomes homeless represents a fadtirgervices and supports to keep them

housed, and suggests a gap which must be fitfed.”

24.  Elderly People Recent increases in the number of homeless sauléts aged 50 to 64
suggest an emerging housing crisis for elderly [eeapless action is takéh. Elderly people
are particularly vulnerable to the effects of hoesshess. A recent study of formerly homeless
older adults in Toronto and Calgary, found thangdiomeless rapidly affects health and well-
being. Adequate and appropriate housing with preppport services is essential to addressing
homelessness among older adults. The study asodfthat “this population can be
appropriately and stably housed in a number o&tbffit forms of housing. Clearly, investment in
age-appropriate, affordable housing and supporishedp formerly homeless older adults find

their way ‘in from the streets*?

25.  Aboriginal people Aboriginal people are disturbingly overrepresdné&nong Canada’s
homeless population. In Toronto, Aboriginal peopdenprise 0.5 percent of the population but

15 percent of Toronto’s homeless population angé&@ent of homeless people sleeping on the

° Emily Paradis et al, “Better Off in a Shelter? &af of Homelessness & Housing among Status Immntigkiom-
Status Migrant & Canadian-Born Families” in J Dakidichanski et al, ed§;inding Home: Policy Options for
Addressing Homelessness in Canéeldbook) (Toronto: Cities Centre Press, Universityforonto, 2009) at 13.

10 pid at 14.

1 ynn McDonald et al, “Understanding the Health usimg, and Social Inclusion of Formerly Homelesde®l
Adults” in J David Hulchanski et al, edsinding Home: Policy Options for Addressing Homshesss in Canadge-
book) (Toronto: Cities Centre Press, Universityrofonto, 2009) at 16.

12 |pid at 2.
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street®  Attached asExhibit C to this Affidavit, the December 2009 Standing Sena
Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technologport,In From the Margins: A Call to

Action in Poverty, Housing and Homelessnasies that:

urban Aboriginal peoples are also among thoseéndadhe greatest housing
affordability and security challenges, and are @asingly concentrated in large urban
areas — particularly Vancouver, Winnipeg, Toroi@algary and Edmonton. The barriers
that exclude low-income Canadians from adequatesihguare compounded for
Aboriginal peoples by racism, high mobility ratemd inexperience in navigating the
complexities of urban life. The combined effect these factors makes housing for
Aboriginal peoples a top priority".

26. Persons with DisabilitiesMental disabilities, both intellectual and psy«uzial, are
correlated with extreme vulnerability to homelessnerhen programs are not put in place to
meet the needs of this group for housing and sumgeovices. The Mental Health Commission
of Canada reports that between “a quarter and faohahe absolutely homeless suffer from
mental illness.*® The government policy shift toward out-patientveses with fewer patients
kept in hospital was not backed up with the prarnspof enough community-based support

services, including supportive housing.

13 Erika Khandor & Kate Masorgtreet Health Report 20QToronto: Street Health, 2007).

14 Senate, Subcommittee on Cities of the Standing®eDommittee on Social Affairs, Science and Teldgy In
from the Margins: A Call to Action on Poverty, Howgand HomelessnegBecember 2009) (Chair: Honourable
Art Eggleton, PC) [Senate].

15 Michael Kirby, “The Homeless and Mental llinessifing the Challenge” (Speech delivered at the &miration
for Change Forum, Mental Health Commission of Canathncouver, 28 April 2008) [unpublished, archiwedine
at www.mentalhealthcommission.ca] at 4.
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D. GOVERNMENT POLICY AND HOMELESSNESSIN CANADA

Overview

27. It is important when considering housing policy &hd jurisdictional role of the three
levels of government, to place the policy discussiocontext. Canada has a "housing system,"
not just particular housing policies and prograorspioor people. While it is common to refer to
the healthcarsystemor the social welfaresystemijt is rare to refer to the housirgystem.n
most housing discussions in Canada, people reféhedhousingmarket which suggests the
private sector rather than governmental activityt Bie housing market, in the ownership and
the rental sectors, exists in its present form bgeaf public policies and programs. Canada’s
current housing system is the result of a longonysbf government activity and the ongoing role

of all levels of government.

28. Homelessness in Canada as we know it today emargbd early 1980s as a result of a
shift in housing and related social policy by teddral and provincial governments. This opinion
was developed through my research and is suppbstetie research of others. An increasing
mismatch between incomes (employment structure)tlaadost of living, especially the cost of

housing, which developed during these years wasaddtessed by government policy and
indeed was exacerbated by policy changes. As arbhedncreasingly difficult in the 1980s for

lower income and vulnerable groups to obtain andhtam adequate housing, governments
adopted policies and programs that made the stua&ven more difficult: decreasing housing

and income supports, as well as other servicethése most in need.
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29. Housing policy in Canada, as in most other cousitias always involved an active role
for the federal government as well as provincial arunicipal levels of governmetft Over the
decades, no matter how the constitutional jurigaticover housing has been understood, it was
the federal government that played the major mlshaping how Canada's housing stock was
financed and allocated, and the degree to whidlcarisocial needs for adequate housing were
met!’ Provincial and municipal levels of government haso played important roles in the
shaping and administering of housing and sociafjaims, often supplementing or cost sharing

federal programs.

30. Intergovernmental arrangements concerning housavg lbeen primarily determined by
policy decisions of the governments of the day.e Téderal and provincial governments have
historically engaged in many different programsthbenilateral and joint. There have been no
apparent legal or constitutional impediments taefatlor provincial governments engaging in a

wide variety of housing policies and progratfis.

31. At times, provincial governments in wealthier prses have become more active in
social housing and urban initiatives in responseigbt housing markets. Between 1985 and
1995, for example, Ontario produced about 50,0@akbousing units unilaterally, with its own

funds. In addition, prior to the 1995 change invyimoial government and the termination of the

16 See Kathleen Scanlon & Christine Whitehdatkrnational Trends in Housing Tenure and Mortgé&geance
(London: Council of Mortgage Lenders, 2004); Willeam Vliet, ednternational Handbook of Housing Policy
and PracticegNew York: Greenwood Press, 1990).

7 See JC BacheKeeping to the Marketplace: The Evolution of Caaadiousing Polic{Montreal: McGill-
Queen's University Press, 1993); KG Banting, "Sddiausing in a Divided State" in G Fallis & A Murgraeds,
Housing the Homeless and Poor: New Partnershipsrantioe Private, Public, and Third Sectdf®oronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1990) 115.

18 See generally JD Hulchanski, “What Factors Shagea@ian Housing Policy? The Intergovernmental Role
Canada’s Housing System” in R Young & C Leupreels,Canada: The State of the Federation 2004: Municipal
Federal-Provincial Relations in Canad&ingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 20@2)1.
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Ontario housing program, Ontario also used its éwrds to supplement the federal-provincial
social housing program to eliminate what it consdeto be several regressive regulations

imposed by the federal government in the 1980seanly 1990s.

Historical Commitment to the Right to Adequate Hang: World War Il — 1970s

32.  From the end of the Second World War until the ehthe 1970s, the housing policy of
the Government of Canada was committed to ensdhni@gvailability of adequate housing for
everyone. The federal government played the lekdin re-establishing the house building and
residential rental sectors following the Great [@sgion and World War 1. It was this
commitment that resulted in there being little tohomelessness in Canada during the post-war
period prior to the 1980s. If the commitment te tight to adequate housing for everyone had
continued into the 1980s and 1990s, homelessnestédwmt be nearly as severe as it is
presently. Homelessness is not a “natural” phemamgit is a by-product of public policies and

a result of governments’ role within the currentsiog system.

33. In the period between the end of the Second Worlak Whtil the late 1970s, the
explicitly stated policy objective of the federabvggrnment was to adequately house everyone.
Even people living in poverty during this periochgeally had housing. As a result, the federal
government engaged in a variety of programs. Gowents were committed to addressing the
basic needs of Canadians who required supportdimgé or because of economic difficulties, or
ill health. After the War, the federal governmeetived the housing market, created a
functioning mortgage system with government morggaggurance (introduced in 1954), began
to build a significant number of social housing tarannually (via major amendments to the

National Housing Acin 1949, 1964, and 1973), and subsidized privattes rental housing
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construction (a series of programs with the finak derminated in 1984). Universal health
insurance, Unemployment Insurance, Old Age Pensams the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP)
were all introduced or improved at this time asaratl cost-shared programs. Under the terms
of CAP, from 1966 until March 1996, the federal govnent paid a share of the cost of welfare
and social services. These social programs weaddition to the federal housing programs that
sought to create a complete housing system — céenplethe sense that it sought to meet the
basic needs of all households. The federal govemhrdal so by recognizing and actively
addressing problems in each component of the hgustctor: homeownership, private rental

housing, and non-market social housing.

34. The following chronology lists some of the key iafives that formed the basis of the

national housing strategy during the post-war gepioor to the 1980s:

Federal Housing and Social Welfare I nitiatives, mid-1960sto late-1970s

1966 Canada Assistance Plan adopted, providing for pareded federal role in financing
social assistance through conditional cost-shagqgiring that provincial social
assistance programs cover the cost of basic neigssgecluding shelter.

1967 The first Federal-Provincial Conference on Housind Urban Development.

The Federal Cabinet establishes a Task Force ogifitpli.. to report on ways in
1968 . . .
which the federal government, in company with otbeels of government and the
private sector, can help meet the housing needl Ganadians..."

1969 TheReport of the Federal Task Force on Housing andadrbevelopmeris pub-
lished, recommending an expanded federal rolea¢htd as Exhibit D of this
Affidavit)

The federal government announces a target for hgysbdduction: one million units
over the next five years, with an emphasis on dels of low-income people.

1970 A special $200 million Low Cost Housing Program isadiuced, and the largest
housing budget ever is approved as part of theyfrae target of a million housing
starts.
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1971 Established a Federal Minister of State for Urb#airs
The Assisted Home Ownership Program is initiatetth %100 million funding.

Federal white papeimcome Security for CanadianReform of unemployment
insurance is implemented.

o

1972 The first national Tri-level Conference on urbasuiss and housing problems is hel
in Toronto.

1973 A federal/provincial conference on housing is hiel®@ttawa.

The second national tri-level conference on urlfeaira is held in Edmonton.

The National Housing Act is amended, to implemenbmmendations of the
previous studies through the following new houginggrams: Assisted Home
Ownership (AHOP) to assist moderate income houdsholbecome homeowners;
Non-Profit Housing to develop other forms of sotialising in addition to public
housing; Neighbourhood Improvement (NIP) to proVideds to municipalities to
improve the physical quality of low income neightdmods; Residential
Rehabilitation Assistance (RRAP) to provide asaistato landlords in renovating
older rental housing; and On-reserve Housing.

1974 CMHC establishes regional offices in each of tineevinces.

The Registered Home Ownership Savings Plan (RH@SiRjroduced to “ease the
formidable difficulty facing young people” in accutating a down payment.

Multiple Unit Residential Building (MURB) tax prasion is introduced “to provide a
guick and strong incentive to the constructionef/mental housing units.”

The Rural and Native Housing Program (RNH) is distiaed.

The Assisted Rental Program (ARP) is introduceghimurage the development of
modest rental housing.

The June 1975 federal budget increases fundingH®@P and ARP to “stimulate
demand and help make adequate housing more adedesitanadians of moderate
means.” A total of 122,647 units are subsidized\By? between 1975 and 1980. A
total of 94,205 ownership units are subsidized b{O® between 1975 and 1979.

1975

1976 United Nations Conference on Human Settlementsliih Vancouver (an initiative
promoted and financed by the federal government).

1977 Additional funding for ARP is provided.

The Urban Native Housing Program and the On-Reddousing Program are
1978 )
established.

35. The social insurance and income support prograruslalged in the 1960s and 1970s

were all associated with the federal governmendimmitment to adequately house everyone in
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Canada. This commitment to adequate housing amurdwide essential support services for
everyone is reflected, for example, in the wordtgheh Prime Minister Lester Pearson in a 1965
speech to the Ontario Association of Housing Autles, where he noted “the necessity for
everybody to have a decent dwelling; not to makbahes mansions, but to ensure that none of
them will be hovels... This objective of decent hogsisimply has to be achieved in our
democratic society*® A copy of Lester B Pearson’s speech “Public HogssirBuilding Toward

a Great New CanaddSeptember 1965) is attachedeaghibit E.

36. The 1964 amendments to tNational Housing Actreated a large-scale federally-funded
public housing program. The amendments provided fdirect relationship between the federal
government and provinces or municipalities in thevfsion of subsidized housing. That new
commitment to public housing resulted in 164,00Qi#ahal public housing units between 1964

and 1978 (an annual average of 11,680 units).

37. Introducing housing legislation in 1973, Ron Badfothe Minister of State for Urban
Affairs, a federal ministry that no longer existiearly asserted that our society has an obligation

to see that all people are adequately housed.aide s

When we talk about people’s basic needs — the memaints for survival — society and
the government obviously have an obligation to mssoat these basic needs of shelter
are met. | have already acknowledged this obligatio stating that good housing at
reasonable cost is a social right of every citipéithis country. ... [T]his must be our
objective, our obligation, and our goal. The l&gisn which | am proposing to the
House today is an expression of the governmentisypgart of a broad plan, to try to
make this right and this objective a reafily.

19 |ester B Pearson, “Public Housing — Building TowarGreat New Canadé3peech delivered at the Ontario
Association of Housing Authorities, September 1968)published, archived at University of Toront@nadian
Urban Policy Archive].

2 House of Commons Debat@9th Parl, 1st Sess (15 March 1973) at 2257 (Riom Basford).
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A complete copy of Minister Basford’s commentarythie House of Commons (15 March 1973)

is attached aBxhibit F.

38. In the late 1970s, the federally-funded public hogiprogram was phased out in most
parts of the country and replaced by the more sxtenuse of municipal, private, and co-op
housing programs. This shift from public housingteially mixed non-profit housing programs

resulted from dissatisfaction with large-scale pubbusing projects built for only the very poor.

39. The commitment to implementing the right to adequadusing in domestic policy from
the Second World War through the 1970s was aldectefl in Canada’s involvement in the
drafting of the Universal Declaration of Human Rign 1948, the adoption of the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rightd @66 and Canada’s ratification of this
treaty in 1976. Both of these international hunmgyhts instruments recognize the right of

everyone to an adequate standard of living, inag@idequate housing.

The Eroding Commitment.: 1980s — Present

40.  Since the mid-1980s, the federal and provincialegoments have made housing policy
decisions that have reversed the history of enguatequate housing for everyone, resulting in
ever-rising homelessness. Governments have madey mioices to diminish their role with

respect to housing, income, and support programeeisely those programs that help prevent
people from becoming homeless and facilitate acmeadequate housing. Both the governments
of Canada and Ontario have cut back in housinglgwpm income support programs, resulting
in burgeoning homelessness. These changes in pregvare not preceded by studies indicating
that they were no longer needed nor were they ceglavith a different set of polices and

programs to achieve similar results. Programs tsgipeople in need of certain basic services,
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including adequate housing at a price householdklafford to pay, were simply decreased in

scale (humber of people assisted) or eliminated.

i. Decreasing Affordable Rental Housing Supply

41. In comparison to other Western countries, Canatlaissing policy is biased toward
benefitting homeowners rather than renférsLow-income households in Canada are
predominantly renters. Since it is low-income rentgho are primarily vulnerable to becoming
homeless, housing policy biased toward homeowneits&s contributed significantly to the rise
of homelessness in Canada. Housing policies taefii lower-income Canadians would have
to focus on the rental housing sector, both prigaior and non-profit sector rentals, as well as

programs that assist with rent payment such asstgaglement and housing allowance programs.

42. A bias in a housing system in favour of one paldiciorm of housing tenure (freehold
ownership, condominium ownership private rentalciaorental, etc.) is referred to in the
housing literature as a lack of tenure neutralitgovernment policy discriminates in favour of
one housing tenure over others, or certain soam@nic and/or ethno-cultural groups over
others in providing housing support, there needbea rationale. The policy issue is that all
households ought to have access to adequate ardadife housing. There are many ways of
achieving that and, in democratic societies, hooisishought to be treated fairly — rather than
face a discriminatory bias on the basis of whictt pathe housing system they happen to be in

(owning, renting, or unhoused).

% Hulchanski supranote 18.
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43.  As | documented irHousing Policy for Tomorrow's Citi¢g two-thirds of Canadians
own their own homes and one-third of Canadians iliveental accommodation. In the late
1960s, when a great deal of private rental housigg built, the income gap between
homeowners and renters was about 20 percent. dgHmishas been increasing ever since. In
1984, homeowners had almost double the income raere (192%). By 1999, the gap had
increased to more than double (208%), which is @pprately where it remains today. During
the same period, the wealth of homeowners (whahmfost people, is mainly the mortgage-free
portion of their house) increased from being 2%#8nthat of renters in 1984 to 70 times that of
renters in 1999. While owner households saw tmgiomes rise by about 6 percent during the
most recent five-year period for which numbersauailable, tenant household incomes dropped
by as much as 5 percent over the same period. Enage, tenant incomes are one-half of owner
incomes. Poverty and housing tenure are now mugcie glosely connected than in the past and
renters have become increasingly vulnerable to hesseess. This is a result of government
housing policy, both acts of commission and omissibat allowed this situation to arise. A
copy of my reportHousing Policy for Tomorrow’s Citie€anadian Policy Research Networks,

2002) is attached d&sxhibit G.

44. The systemic bias of Canadian housing policy towassistance for homeowners has
been exacerbated by progressive cutbacks to pregraned at assisting low-income households
to access affordable rental housing. Initial cakiseto social housing programs began modestly

in 1978% became much more significant after 1984, and themame even more dramatic in

22 3. David HulchanskiHousing Policy for Tomorrow’s Citig®ttawa: Canadian Policy Research Networks, 2002).
% National Housing Acprogram changes in 1978: The Assisted Rental BrogARP) and the Assisted Home
Ownership Program (AHOP) are terminated. The puimigsing program is discontinued in much of thentigu—
though the non-profit and co-op housing progranticoes. The Urban Native Housing Program and the On
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1993%* when all federal support for housing was termidate The supply of social housing fell
from an annual level of 25,000 new units in 198%&co new social housing unit allocations in

the 1993 budget.

45.  The federal government further removed itself fiom-income housing programs in its
March 1996 federal budget, when it announced thabuld transfer administration of federal
social housing programs to provinces and terrigoriending fifty years of direct federal
involvement in the provision and management ofadoousing. As stated in the 1986idget

Plan:

CMHC will phase out its remaining role in socialusing, except for housing on Indian
reserves. The first step has already been takbare has been no funding for new social
housing units since 1993. To further clarify juictgbn in the social housing field, the
federal government is now prepared to offer praginand territorial governments the
opportunity to take over the management of existiogial housing resources, provided
that the federal subsidies on existing housinginaetto be used for housing assistance
for low-income households. This should result im@er administration and improved
service to Canadians. The issue of the role fadtparties in the administration of the
social housing stock will be discussed with thevjprees and territorie®.

46.  This was aunilateral federal policy decision implemented by then FireaNtnister, Paul
Martin, adopted in the context of cutbacks to fatlsupport for these programs. It was a means

of saving money at the federal level. It was natdahon research indicating that the problems

Reserve Housing Program are established. The Noaeh®Y8 federal budget extends the MURB program for
another year (tax incentives for building privagdatal housing).

24 The November 1984 Economic Statement permaneediyaed annual funding for the non-profit housing
programs and the Rural and Native Housing progthe11989 budget terminated the RRAP program; ti9 19
budget terminated the co-op housing supply progthe1993 budget terminated all further social mysupply
programs except for the native on-reserve program.

% Tom Carter, “Current Practices for Procuring Affable Housing: The Canadian Context” (1997) 8:3 dituy
Policy Debate 593.

%6 Canada, Department of FinanBeidget Plan(Ottawa: Communication Group, 1996) at 43-44.
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these programs addressed were no longer neededsIhot based on a decision to tackle the
problems with different policies and programs. Newnpolicies or programs were announced.
The March 1996 unilateral federal policy decisiatused on one part of Canada’s housing
system — the part that assisted those in needenfuate housing. It greatly exacerbated the lack
of tenure neutrality in Canada’s housing systeme fuderal government maintained its role in
the ownership sector and continued to play a m@jler in the housing market through CMHC
(e.g. CMHC’s Mortgage Insurance Fund) and by intdg CMHC’s mortgage backed
securities program. The March 1996 decision mehat the federal government would not
provide any new money for meeting the housing nedd®w-income renters who have no
possibility of buying a house or addressing honseless. The decision further meant that the
federal government would not be responsible for smgial housing subsidies once the initial
funding packages for the approximately 500,000 fa@tlesubsidized social housing units in the

country expired.

47. The decision to download responsibility for soctausing to the provinces and
municipalities was in sharp contrast to what Pawartivi, as opposition housing critic, had

recommended a few years earlier in his 1990 taslefeeport on housing:

The federal government has abandoned its resptitistbiwith regards to housing

problems ... The housing crisis is growing at arraing rate and the government sits
there and does nothing ... The federal governmeaks would be that of a partner
working with other levels of government, and préevand public housing groups. But
leadership must come from one source; and a natidsi@n requires some national

direction?’

2" National Liberal Caucus Task Force on Housing, PRsease, “The Government Has Given Up On Housing”
(14 May 1990); See also: Paul Martin & Joe Font&irading Room: Housing Solutions for the Fut€ttawa:
National Liberal Caucus Task Force on Housing, 1990
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A copy of the press release and full report ofNlagional Liberal Caucus Task Force on Housing

(14 May 1990) is attached Bxhibit H to this Affidavit.

48.  While Martin was responding to a perceived needigmal reform in the mid 1990s, it is

significant that the cutbacks in housing targeteogpmms for low-income renters rather than
higher income homeowners and that there was nasavef these cutbacks once the fiscal
situation improved in subsequent years. If thevigion of new social housing had been
maintained at the same level as the early 198Qgrogimately 20,000 to 25,000 new units per
year — there would be about 400,000 more sociakihguunits today. Thus, there would be
significantly fewer homeless families and indivitu# the federal government had continued
this one rather modest social housing supply pragoa even if it had been restored once the

fiscal situation improved.

49. The federal government resisted the many recomniendato address the growing
housing and homelessness problem from a rangevefigmental and non-governmental bodies,
including the Federation of Canadian Municipalitiegislative and parliamentary committees,
international bodies, academic researchers, anerows social service agencies. The worsening
situation and the very strong financial positiontlodé federal government (relative to the other

levels of government) resulted in a few one-timby @nograms.

50. In 2001, the federal government established theorA&ble Housing Program (AHP)

through which the federal/provincial/territorial fafdable Housing Framework Agreement was
reached. Under this agreement, each province aritbitg signed a bilateral housing deal with
the federal government. In January 2005, the fédgneernment revealed that of the $1 billion

promised through the AHP only $200 million had beemmitted to new housing. Only 10,500
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homes were funded through this program, constgujust 10 percent of what the federal

government had promised and far short of what wdscantinues to be needed nationally.

51. The recession of 2009 presented a significantaiskcreased homelessness. In its 2009
“stimulus” budget, the federal government annour®2dillion in spending on social housing
through a cost-shared program with the provincegtiges: $1 billion for the construction of
new units and $1 billion for the refurbishment gfsting units. $200 million over two years was
to be dedicated to funding renovation and congtincof social housing in Canada’s three
northern territories and $75 million was allocatiedt supportive housing for people with

physical or mental health concerns.

52.  While this spending on social housing was needeslrésponse to the recession has not
adequately addressed the needs of those who areldgsnAs a result of long-term cutbacks to
social housing programs, social housing makes Up ®ipercent of overall housing in Canada.
Increasing funding for social housing constructadone during a recession does not address the
needs of most disadvantaged households. Most pespte are insecurely housed live in
privately owned rental housing, and the 2009 fddewaget did not include any assistance to
help these individuals maintain their housing. Tederal budget was also silent on housing

dollars for Aboriginal people living in urban, rliend remote parts of Canada.

53.  The funding for social housing in the 2009 fedstahulus package has been inadequate
to meet the increased need for subsidized housimggl the recession. For example, at the
beginning of 2010, a survey conducted on behalfi@Ontario Non-Profit Housing Association,
found there were 141,635 households on Ontario’sicipal waiting lists for assisted housing.

This is a significant increase in the number of deholds looking for assisted housing across
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Ontario — an increase of 12,382 households fromJ#meiary 2009 survey and of 20,000 since
2004. Housing managers also report that a growunmgher of inadequately housed households
have simply given up and are no longer on the ngitist. Wait times of over 20 years in

regions such as Peel discourage many families frotinering to apply for subsidized housffig.

54.  The following chronology provides a succinct sumynair the policy decisions made by
the federal government between 1984 — 1999 to deerthe affordable rental housing supply

and then the stop-gap measures implemented fro® 19® the present tinfe

1984 The federal government announces a reduction indheprofit and rural and
Native Housing subsidy units, and eliminates thsiRantial Rehabilitation
Assistance Program (RRAP) in relation to non-psofithe impact over the seven-
year period from 1985-86 to 1991-92 was a decrigafsmding for affordable
rental housing by $217.8 million.

1986 The federal government reduces rental RRAP asasdilinds for research and
communications.

1989 The federal government announces that the rentAlFRitogram would be
discontinued as of 1992.

1990-1992 | Between 1990 — 1992 the federal government recumescommitments for
social housing by 15% in each year.

1992 The federal government terminates the Co-op ILMypam and imposes limits o
new social housing commitments, limiting new deiw® a $70 million cap in
1992 and $45 million thereafter.

=]

Federal government puts a cap on new social hogsimgnitments, limiting new
delivery to $41 million in 1993 and $37.0 millioarf1994 onward; The impact
over the five-year period is included in the A@993 budget (see below).

28 Ontario Non-Profit Housing Associatiowaiting Lists Survey 201 oronto: Ontario Non-Profit Housing
Association, 2010) at 5.
29 Carter supranote 25 at 604.
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1993

All new social housing commitments for 1994 onward eliminated, except for
native on-reserve programs.

1996

The federal government transfers the administraifdiederal social housing
programs to provinces and territories, ending Hryef federal involvement in
the administration of social housing programs.

1998

Bill C-66 (amendments to National Housing Act) &sped. The new law contair]
measures that analysts fear will further erodefdteral role in low-income
housing.

1999

At the National Summit on Homelessness in Tororfegeral governmen
announces that there is no funding for homelesglpe@ junior minister is
appointed to look into better co-ordination of ¢xig federal spending o
programs that serve lower income people.

A few months later, the federal government makpslizy change and announce

a new 3 year national program to help localitiesvjute services to homeless
people. It is called the Supporting Community Renships Initiative. In addition
enhancements were made to the federal ResidemtedRitation Assistance
Program (RRAP), extending housing repair prograindtude renovation of
substandard buildings for conversion to housing fEderal homelessness
funding was initially restricted to nine major maipialities, then a tenth
municipality was added. After protests, the fedgmlernment decided to alloca
80% of the funding to the ten large urban aread, 2896 to an additional 51
communities (though the size of the budget allocatvas not increased). The rg
of the country was not eligible to receive any fungd

—

=

S

te

2001

The federal government signs the Affordable Housiramework Agreement
with all the provinces and territories to flow $68lion in new federal housing
funding, which is supposed to be matched by $68omiamong the provinces
and territories. Separate bilateral housing agreésrae eventually signed
between the federal government and every provinddexritory. The funding is
supposed to be rolled out over a five-year petod the second federal-Ontario
deal is not signed until May 2005. Thisista new national housing program. I
provides a per unit small capital subsidy. The paogis revised eventually so th
the modest (and inadequate) capital subsidy groems bout $25,000 to as mug
as $75,000 per unit, which still only covers abloaif the cost of a new unitin a
major urban area. There is no development assi&tancent-geared-to-income
subsidy, associated with this program, althougtssgbent changes provide
CMHC mortgage insurance for affordable housingqutsj.

2003

The 2003 federal budget adds an additional $32@omifor phase two of the
Affordable Housing Framework Agreement of 2001. Aiddal changes are mad
to the program, but the main features remain theesd he program is mainly
provides capital subsidies. It is not a comprehensational housing program, b
a limited-time capital subsidy. The 2003 federaldpt also renews the funding
for the national homelessness strategy (for anatitee years) and the national

housing repair program (RRAP).
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2005

Parliament authorizes Bill C44 — which allocatess4dillion from federal
budgetary surpluses to flow to new affordable hgrmesuding off-reserve
Aboriginal housing. However, the federal governmsmefeated in the winter of
2005/06 before the government flows the housintadol

In response to the continuing need for a comprébhemstional housing plan, the

provincial and territorial housing ministers mee¥\hite Point, Nova Scotia, ang
set out the so-called White Point principles faraéional housing plan. The
federal housing minister joins with the provinaiaihister and welcomes the
principles, but no comprehensive plan is agreedltbough the practice from
2001 to 2005 was for annual national housing susymit new national meeting
for federal, provincial and territorial housing nsiters is scheduled.

2006

The newly-elected federal government allocates Billidn of the $1.6 billion
from Bill C-44 to a series of housing trust fundse administered by the
provinces and territories, including specific furidsAboriginal housing. As with
the 2001 Affordable Housing Framework Agreemerdretis a significant delay
as individual arrangements are negotiated with @aatince and territory. Once
again, Ontario is the last to sign more than a isar. As with AHFA, the Bill
C44 funding is not a national housing program,ablitnited-time capital subsidy
Federal government once again renews the fundinigsfoational homelessness
program (changing the name to the Homelessnesseiag Strategy) and the
national housing repair program. The level of fmgdiemains the same as the
original announcements in 1999. A slight modifioatto the funding formula
allows municipalities other than the ten large camities, and 51 others, to app
for funding. However, no new money is allocatedasyg funding to other
communities comes from cuts to allocations to éxgstommunities.

ly

2008

The federal government refuses to accept an imitditom provincial and
territorial housing ministers to attend a natidmalising summit in Vancouver.

The federal government announces cuts to the ratimmelessness program, b
after political protests, reverses the decisionmathtains the funding at the san
level as back to 1999.

The federal government announces that it will extiemding for the national
homelessness program, and the national housing pepgram, for five years.
The first two years are to be under the same pomssas the 2006 extension, ar
the funding allocation for the remaining three geiarto be negotiated. The
overall funding envelope is the same as the amguing back to 1999.

ne

d

2009

Federal ‘stimulus’ budget announces affordable imgufsinding of $2 billion,
including $1 billion for social housing repairsdabl billion for new housing for
Aboriginal people, seniors and people with diséb#i The other housing needs
of Canadians are not funded.
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As part of its formal response to the United Natiddniversal Periodic Review g
Canada’s compliance with its international rigtakligations (including the right
to housing), the federal government promises tdkwore closely with the
provinces and territories on housing and homelesssigategies.

Federal government refuses to accept an invitdt@n provincial and territorial
housing ministers to attend a national housing siifmnvancouver.

Bill C-304, a private member’s bill that would tece the federal government to
consult widely and create a comprehensive natiooasing plan within 180 days
passes second reading with the support of a mamfriembers of Parliament.
The bill is amended in committee, and is schedfdethird reading debate in
June of 2010. The Standing Committee on Human RessuSkills and Social
Development and the Status of Persons with Didigsilpresented its report to th
House of Commons on March 21, 2011 before disswiwf Parliament on Marc
26, 2011.]

Ontario auditor-general devotes an entire chagtkiscannual report to
scrutinizing housing spending. Among his findinip® auditor-general notes tha
the province cannot properly account for hundrddsitions of dollars in federal
housing dollars transferred to the province. Thidarlines a concern from
housing advocates that the lack of public accoulittaln the federal-provincial
and federal-territorial housing agreements of 2@003, 2006 and 2009 mean
that it is difficult to assess exactly how much mphas actually been spent on
housing. The Ontario auditor-general also notesstieaaffordability guidelines in
the federal-Ontario program are so weak that tlsé @iothe homes created unde
this program are twice the cost that householdfhemprovince’s affordable
housing waiting lists can afford to pay. The audgeneral’s report underlines a
concern from housing advocates that there is recfe way to measure the
affordability of any of the homes created with taderal dollars going back to
2001.

Federal housing minister accepts invitation to jeith provincial and territorial
colleagues for a national housing summit, but ih&l tommuniqué makes no
reference to progress towards a federal-provimgaking plan.

2010

Federal budget commits no new funding for affordatdusing.

55.  These decisions have further solidified and exatertbthe housing tenure discrimination
(the lack of neutrality) in Canada’s housing systémrecent study of housing subsidies for

homeowners and private sector renters by housiogogaist Frank Clayton for the Federation of
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Rental-Housing Providers of Ontario and the Camadiaderation of Apartment Associations

found that:

* For the federal government: Total federal spendamghomeowners and private renters
in Canada was $17.1 billion in 2008/09; 92.6% (45.8 billion) of total spending

assisted homeowners while the remaining 7.4% (&8 Billion) went to private renters.

* For the Ontario government: Total Ontario spendarghomeowners and private renters
in 2008/09 amounted to $8.9 billion, reflecting siglies provided by all three levels of
government to Ontario. 93.7% (or $8.4 billion) daftal spending went towards

homeowners while the remaining 6.3% (or $562 nmiliassisted private rentefS.

Many Canadians are not aware of the direct andrandi(tax system) subsidies that exist
particularly for homeowners. In periods that netete fiscal restraint there is a range of
options open to a finance minister who might seskporary or permanent savings from the
existing range of housing subsidies. Startindnenrnid-1980s the focus of fiscal restraint within
the housing system has been on vulnerable indilscarad households who are either homeless,

at risk of homelessness, or renters who are pacsyi housed.

ii. Insufficient Income Supports

56.  With public and non-profit housing representingyo&l percent of the national housing
stock, low-income households must rely on the peivaarket for housing. This means, they

must either have an adequate and secure inconamstoeaccess private market rental housing

% Frank A. ClaytonGovernment Subsidies to Homeowners versus Renténstario and
Canada Toronto: Federation of Rental-Housing Provider®ntario and Canadian Federation
of Apartment Associations, August 2010.
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or they must be able to meet the financial critewigualify for a mortgage to purchase a house.
When individuals and families do not have the resesito meet their needs they turn to social

assistance.

57.  Social assistance is a program of last resort ima@a. There are 13 welfare systems in
Canada — one in each province and territory. Adiogrto the National Council of Welfare, a
federal government appointed advisory and resegnalip that reports to the Minister of Human
Resources, most people who currently receive sasisistance are poorer in inflation-adjusted
terms than those who received welfare in the 19B@sple in receipt of social assistance are
invariably poor, but their depth of poverty is wemgng. The incomes of all households receiving
social assistance are well below the poverty l@semeasured by Statistics Canada’s low-income
cut-offs3* Single employable people who receive social asist fare the worst, with incomes

as low as one-fifth of the poverty line.

58. The very low social assistance rates can be trhee#, at least in part, to the federal
government’s decision in the mid-1990s to cut iéhsfer payments to the provinces for social
assistance. On April 1, 1996, the federal goverrimeplaced CAP with the Canada Health and
Social Transfer (CHST). The CHST is a "block furmdvering healthcare and post-secondary
education as well as welfare and social servicdslike its predecessor, the CHST does not
require the provinces to set social assistancs edte level that covers average housing costs and

other basic necessities. Along with the removathid requirement, the federal government

31 canada, National Council of Welfafegverty Profile 2007Ottawa: National Council of Welfare, 2009).
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decreased its contribution to the CHST by 16 pdrbetween 1996 and 1998 — a cut that some

provinces simply passed on to low-income houseHhmjdswering social assistance ratés.

59.  For example, the Ontario government cut socialstmste payments by 21.6 percent in
October 1995, constituting one of the more dramdécreases in social assistance across the
country. This, combined with other cuts to soess$istance by the province, resulted in a net
decrease of nearly 24 percent between 1994 andfb®@tario’s social assistance recipients or

a 40 percent decrease when cost of living increaseaccounted for.

60. At the present time, the shelter component of $@ssistance payments in Ontario and
other provinces falls below the actual cost of remtadequate housing. Rents in Ontario are
increasing faster than the rate of inflation. Ewvesommunities with higher rental vacancy rates
(primarily Northern Ontario), where traditional @wonics would suggest that rents would
moderate as demand for rental units drops, rents hecreased faster than inflation. In some
communities, such as Sudbury and Toronto, rentea@sed by about double the rate of inflation.
Since rent controls were abolished on vacant unit$998, rents have increased even more

rapidly

61. The combination of very low social assistance rataescalating rents means that many
households do not have enough money to pay the Admtost half of all Ontario tenant
households are paying 30 percent or more of thewme on housing. About one-in-four tenant

households are paying 50 percent or more of theomme on housing. The increase in economic

32 Michael J Prince, “Holes in the Safety Net, Leakshie Roof: Changes in Canadian Welfare Policytapd
Implications for Social Housing Programs” (1998} $tousing Policy Debate 825.

% For a survey of rent levels and vacancy rates,Lsgminte ConsultingWhere’s Home? 2008 oronto: Ontario
Non-Profit Housing Association, 2009).
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evictions as tenant households face the squeatsngf rents and dropping incomes is the single

most important factor in filling homeless shelté&ts.

E. SOLUTIONSTO HOMELESSNESS

62.

Compared to other Western nations, Canada’s culreasing system and the federal

government’s role in it is unique in two particutespects:

Lack of support for rental housing. A 1996 Cambridge University study comparing the
housing systems and housing policies in 12 Westations found that, compared to all
the other countries, “Canada has an essentiakyrfrarket approach to housing finance.
Owner-occupation has the advantage of not payipgatagains tax whilst there is very
little support for investment in the private rensactor and tenants receive very little
support in paying rents® The Cambridge University study notes that the igoental
sector is minimal nationally” and that “the acteapenditure costs of private renting are
more expensive than owner-occupation so that tisegeliite a significant advantage in

owner-occupation.®®

Absence of national and provincial strategies to addr ess homelessness. Canada is the
only major Western nation with a homelessness prolthat has no national housing
strategy aimed at reducing and eliminating homakess Provincially, Ontario passed
into law Bill 140,Strong Communities through Affordable Housing 26t,1on May 4,

2011, which is the legislation that implementsLi;ig Term Affordable Housing

* Ibid.

% AJM Freeman, AE Holmans & CME Whitehedslthe UK Different? International Comparisons @filire
Patterns(London: Council of Mortgage Lenders, 1996).
% Ibid at 78-79.
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Strategy, a plank in its Poverty Reduction StrategyJnlike those of most other
jurisdictions, Ontario’s strategy fails to includay commitments or timelines to reduce

or eliminate homelessness.

63. A vitally important question about the housing systin any country is the degree to
which resources are provided towards the provisibhousing assistance for those who cannot
afford market housing (market rents or homeownejshrhis is the primary homelessness
prevention mechanism. Housing assistance genecaliyes in two forms: the provision of
subsidized social housing and/or the provisionasfhcassistance (rent supplements or housing

allowance). Most major Western nations similar em&da provide both forms of assistance.

64. A recent Statistics Canada study notes: “In gendinal lower one’s income, the more
likely one is to be a rentef” Even though Canada’s rental sector is so thodgumttupied by
low and very low-income households, Canada provaédesatively insignificant amount of cash
assistance (rent supplements, housing allowancaspared to other Western nations. The
U.K.’s housing benefit covers 100 percent of thp gatween the cost of housing and a defined
affordability measure. A recent study compared thK.’s shelter allowance expenditures to
those in other countries. For example, in 2006né&gaspent 84% of what the U.K. spends,
Sweden 52%, New Zealand 42%, Netherlands 32%, &lis&7%, Germany 21%, U.S. 9%, and

Canada, 298° In Canada less than 1 percent of households eceihousing allowance,

37 statistics Canada, Service Industries DivisiBhanges and Challenges for Residential Real Estassorsy
Louis-Philippe Verenka & Don Little (Ottawa: StatG®007) at 11.
3 peter A Kemp, edHousing Allowances in Comparative PerspectBgstol: The Policy Press, 2007) at 272.
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considerably lower than in countries such as Fr§a8&), Sweden (20%), New Zealand (18%),

the U.K. (16%), Australia (14%) and the Netherla(it96)>°

65.  Of all Western nations, next to the United Sta@anada has the smallest percentage of
non-market housing stock (i.e. social housing, oblig housing or non-profit housing). In
Canada it is about 5% whereas it is 35% in the &t&hds, 21% in Sweden, 20% in the U.K.,

19% in Denmark, and 17% in FrarfCe.

66. Most countries also have national programs to asdiemelessness. In the United
States, the major federal legislative responseaimdiessness was ttf&tewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Adthe Act was signed into law by Ronald Reagand871 and it has
been amended through the years to expand the suupestrengthen the provisions of the
original legislation. The McKinney amendments imduhousing assistance targeting people
with disabilities, mental illness, HIV/AIDS, and lstance addiction, and has had increased
funding over the years. It now has a focus on “maydirst.” On June 22, 2010, the United
States Interagency Council on Homelessness tabfeshing Doors: Federal Strategic Plan to
Prevent and End Homelessne3tie Council is comprised of several Cabinet gades and

agency heads. Its homelessness strategy has falst go

» finish the job of ending chronic homelessnessva fiears;
* prevent and end homelessness among Veterans ipdars;

» prevent and end homelessness for families, youathgchildren in ten years; and

39 H

Ibid.
0 Kathleen Scanlon & Christine Whiteheuternational Trends in Housing Tenure and Mortg&geance
(London: Council of Mortgage Lenders, 2004) at 10.
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« seta path to ending all types of homelessfress.

67. Much of the data used to create the plan came tltmnDepartment of Housing and

Urban Development'&nnual Homeless Assessment Repiith has been compiled for the last
several years to give American lawmakers a senskeohumber of people who are homeless
and the scope of the homelessness situation in ¢bantry. Canada has no equivalent annual

report.

68. In the United Kingdom, the 2002omelessness Aanposes a legal duty on municipal
housing authorities to develop a strategies to egtdhomelessness, and provide permanent
housing for a variety of people in need, designatedstatutorily homeless households.” Those
who are statutorily homeless, including familieshndependent children, pregnant women and
vulnerable single people, could qualify for permanee-housing in public or non-profit social
housing. The United Kingdom also has a detatednelessness Strate¢®005) that committed
the Government to reducing homelessness by hadf fime year period. One target within the
strategy was to produce 75,000 social rented holmgdementation of the strategy was through
local councils and its efficacy was to be monitol®d councils’ self-assessments, quarterly
reports on homelessness statistics and an anntiadags of rough sleepers. While there is
concern that the dramatic expenditure cuts by tiaditcon government — which came into office
in 2010 — may erode progress made under the 208tgy, the Coalition Government has
nevertheless created "The Ministerial Working Gfowith a mandate to prevent and reduce

homelessness, and improve the lives of those pedpdedo become homeless.

“1 United States Interagency Council on Homelessi@ssningDoors: Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End
Homelessnes&010(Washington, DC: United States Interagency CoumtiHomelessness, 2010) at 7.
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69. On December 21, 2008, Australia tabled the WhiteeP@n Homelessnes¥he Road
Home, A National Approach to Reducing Homelessnésis 12-year plan aims to halve
homelessness and to provide supported accommodatah’rough sleepers’ who need it by the
year 2020. Through thMational Affordable Housing Agreeméhtwhich is comprised of the
National Partnership Agreement on Homelesstemsd theNational Partnership Agreement on
Social Housing* the Commonwealth, state and territorial governméatsee committed several
billion dollars to implementing this plan. Monitag will take place by a Council on
Homelessness appointed by the Prime Minister. Auturs 2011 is National Homeless Persons’
Week in Australia. The next Australian census, Whgcarried out once every five years, will
take place on August 9, 2011 and part of the dateation will include a snapshot of

homelessness in the country on that day.

70.  While the legislation and programs of other co@strnay not be appropriate models for
Canada, they provide examples of the variety ofcgathoices that the federal and provincial

levels of government can implement to address aewkept the problem of homelessness.

2 See Australia, Department of Families, HousingnBuinity Services and Indigenous Affairs, “National
Affordable Housing Agreement” (17 July 2009), oelirAustralian Government Housing and Homelessness
<http://www.fahcsia.gov.au/sa/housing/progserviafibility/affordablehousing/Pages/default.aspx>.

3 See Australia, Department of Families, HousingnBuinity Services and Indigenous Affairs, “National
Partnership Agreement on Homelessness” (6 March)20hline: Australian Government Housing and
Homelessness
<http://www.fahcsia.gov.au/sa/housing/progserv/hi@essness/national_partnership_agreement/Pages/NiRéldo
ssness.aspx>.

4 See Australia, Department of Families, Housingn@uinity Services and Indigenous Affairs, “National
Partnership Agreement on Social Housing” (21 Oat@®®9), online: Australian Government Housing and
Homelessness
<http://lwww.fahcsia.gov.au/sa/housing/progserviatédility/affordablehousing/Pages/NPASocialHoushsgx>.
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i. Failing to Address Homelessness is Expensive fov&oments

71. It is well documented that homelessness itselfostlg and that solving homelessness

would result in cost savings for governments.

72. The Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairger®e and Technology concluded in
its 2009 report on homelessness that “...in Canadwgr cities, daily per-person costs for
psychiatric hospital stays and even emergencyesiselire many times more costly (in money
terms alone) than the per-day per-person costpdionanent housing, even with suppofts&
rough 2004 estimate suggested that Canadians eneisg approximately $1 billion per year in
taxes to deal with the homelessness cffsis.a 2001 study, the B.C. government compared the
costs of emergency-based residential responses otoelassness (psychiatric hospitals,
correctional facilities, drug and alcohol treatmantl recovery centres, emergency shelters, etc.)
and strategies that are part of a more comprehermigvention-based approach (residential
facilities for people with mental illness, suppeetihousing, etc). When combined, the service
and shelter costs of the homeless people in thay siiere 33 percent higher on average per
person for one year than the combined costs ofce=and housing for those who were formerly
homeless but are now housBdin 2008, the Alberta Health Secretariat for Action
Homelessness, established by the Government of ridlbeestimated that to “manage”

homelessness over the next ten years would co$b #éllion. To end homelessness by

5 Senatesupranote 14 at 110.

“6 Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, “No Way Hontee Tost of HomelessnesBifth Estate(10 March 2004),
online: CBC <http://www.cbc.ca/fifth/main_nowayhonmest.html>.

“7 British Columbia, Ministry of Social DevelopmenmtchEconomic Securitydomelessness - Causes and Effects:
The Costs of Homelessness in British Columi&3 by Margaret Eberle et al (Vancouver: Minysf Social
Development and Economic Security, 2001) at 2.
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providing adequate housing would cost half: $3.Bllon.*® Copies of the British Columbia
and Alberta costs associated with homelessnessattaehed a€Exhibit | and Exhibit J,

respectively.

ii. Solution: A national strategy focussed on adequéteusing, income support and

support services
73.  There are three possible future scenarios for hessakss in Canad:

» Homelessness becomes routine, a normal and acqaeguteof Canada’s social

and political landscape.

* Homelessness ceases to be a problem as we makegwag changing the
homeless making processes that are at work andriegsthat housing,

income and support are adequate.
* Homelessness worsens.

74. Based on my research on homelessness, housingeaiat ®licy issues and my services

to social agencies and charities that assist h@wgdeople, | have concluded that homelessness
is a problem that can be solved. People becomellessiin Canada because they cannot access
housing, income and, for some, adequate supporicesr Solving homelessness requires that

these three causes of homelessness be addressed.

“8«A Plan for Alberta: Ending Homelessness in 10 té&aThe Alberta Secretariat for Action on Hometesss,
October 2008 at 1http://www.housing.alberta.ca/documents/PlanForA&:r8tariat_final.pdf
9 See Ralph S Hambrick Jr & Gary T Johnson, “Theifauiof Homelessness” (1998) 35:6 Society 28.
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75.  Eliminating homelessness, in my opinion, requitesdevelopment of a national strategy

based on the following principles:

all homeless people in Canada require adequatedafile housing;

there must be financial assistance for low-incomeskholds with housing

affordability problems; and

some individuals need support services within theine setting (for physical
health, mental health, addictions, or simply tglrelcover from a long period of
being homeless). These can include housing supporices, job training and
search assistance, education, substance abusednéaphysical and mental

health care, and counselling.

76. There has been a steady stream of high qualityiguaipld private sector analyses of

homelessness in Canada, all of which recommendasiswlutions, emphasizing the necessity

for both provincial and federal governments to takeilar actions. These include, as but a few

examples:

Precarious Housingyellesley Institute, August 2010. (AttachedEahibit K)

Building from the Ground Up: Enhancing Affordabledsing in Canada

Conference Board of Canada, March 2010. (Attackdtkhibit L)

In from the Margins: A Call to Action on Povertyotising and Homelessness
Senate, Standing Senate Committee on Social Affaubcommittee on Cities,

December 2009. (Attached Bzhibit C)
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» Sustaining the Momentum: Recommendations for ah&tiAction Plan on
Housing and Homelessnes®deration of Canadian Municipalities, January

2008. (Attached aBxhibit M)

* Right at Home: Report on the consultation on humgints and rental housing in

Ontario, Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2008. (AttachgHxhibit N)

* Moving Forward: Refining the FCM Recommendatiomsafblational Affordable
Housing StrategyFederation of Canadian Municipalities, Octobed£20

(Attached agxhibit O)

» Affordable, Available, Achievable: Practical Sotuis to Affordable Housing

ChallengesToronto Board of Trade, April 2003. (Attachedeagibit P)

» Affordable Housing in Canada: In Search of a Newaéagm, Don Drummond,
Chief Economist, et al., TD Bank Financial Groume 2003. (Attached as

Exhibit Q)

* Toward a National Housing Strategyederation of Canadian Municipalities,

April 2000. (Attached akExhibit R)

77. In addition to these Canadian reports and recomatems, there have been a number of
similar recommendations from United Nations humghts bodies including the report of the

UN Special Rapporteur on Adequate Housing.
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78. In my opinion, a focus on the human right to adégueousing and ensuring access to
adequate, affordable housing for all in Canadaniessential foundation on which to build a

national and provincial solution to the homelessra®l housing crisis in this country.

79.  The history of housing and homelessness in Canadwiuistrates that homelessness is
primarily the result of a loss of federal and prmial governmental commitment to ensure
adequate housing as a human right. When this conenitis lost, programs and policies are
designed without enough attention to theeds of those who are homeless or at risk of
homelessness. The notion of housing as a humanhaghbecome central to evolving solutions
to homelessness in other countries. It reinstatdemocratic accountability to the rights and
needs of this vulnerable population and transfdiragprocess of program design and policy into

one which is focused on protecting human rights.

80. The precise contours of a housing strategy to emdefessness in Canada may vary.
There are different policy options and ways of desig programs and allocating

responsibilities. The critical factor, however, tlle commitment to recognizing at both the
federal and provincial levels that adequate housragright. In addition, it means committing to
eliminating homelessness within a reasonable peabdime, with measurable goals and
timetables, and an independent review and compglgrdcedure through which those affected

can bring to the attention of the public issues @mdblems that may be leading to homelessness.

81. In making this affidavit, | acknowledge my duty as expert withess. A copy of this

acknowledgement in Form 53 is attachedEakibit S.
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82. | affirm this affidavit in order to provide evidemmn the application herein and for no

other or improper purpose.
AFFIRMED BEFORE ME at )
the City of Toronto, in the Province of )

) J. DAVID HULCHANSKI
Ontario, this __ day of 2011. )
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