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iong_term and permanent housing due to the risks & affordable hOUSIng. Racialized communities are often engaged Government has made housing . o e p . . 8 Development
liabilities associated with becoming a landlord. at a program level, rather than a conceptual level. When and/or land available for sale. _ - . o @ 2.3b: Absence of equitable processes to acquire land for housing, don't fit into the eligibility criteria. | . .
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ave many rules and/or restrictions around what non-profits . . : . .
: g it : _orofi . unding programs
can do on their land, making it impossible for non-profits to 3.3 Funding prog be avallable .and this could Jead to a gap In service provision.
' for both non-profit "Staff are taking on so much...How do you pay for the transitional
and for-profit process of running existing programs and now new programming...
move forward. _ , ot d :
@ 2.4d: A majority of faith-based groups offering to sell land Programs designed for both . . . . i : :
. S ) ) . ! - 3.3a: Lack of affordable housing requirements for for-profit 3.3c: Non-profits must own land in order to access - :
are Christian: There is limited representation of different faith- non-profit and for-profit @ , greq _ = P o funding: P 4.3 Approvals and Confirmation
) organizations to apply for. developers: For-profit developers are often incentivized to unding: They need to own and control the land you need to that Land is Readv to b
based groups across the housing Spectrum. _ _ o T at Land is Ready to be
build "affordable" units, yet they often capitalise on this without have enough money to buy the land. Built On
the delivery of deeply affordable rental, or do not earmark Non-profits cannot apply to CMHC funding without owning
s ) . . Development approvals encompass
enough units to meet the demand of affordable housing. land or in the process of owning the land. Needs a contract approval from the Committee of
that is legally binding. "When they say shovel ready they mean Adjustment, Community Planning Council,
@ 3.3b: Non-profits do not have the financial capacity to shovel ready. and/or tribunals, as well as issued building
ke fit d | o T t t ith f permits. Building permits can be issued
outbid for profit developers: They cannot compete with for- . . . without approval from Council if the
profit developers. & 3.3d: For profit developers lack community consultation proposed development is within the
and do not meet community needs: Communities are not permissions of the existing zoning by-law.

sufficiently involved in the design phase of a project, leading
to new development designs that are culturally

inappropriate, insufficient, and unable to house those most 4.4 Pre-Construction Financing

in need of housing in the communities where these projects Project financing options are created to . . . .
. . 5 Prel . &op @ 4.4a: Accessing private dollars to build affordable housing
are being built. secure funds to cover the upfront costs o . ] o
of constructing housing facilities. Capital can be difficult for non-profits: Only registered charities can
financing can be sourced from various access certain grant streams and programs. Secondly, non-profits

channels including banks, credit unions

may struggle to to demonstrate their ability to manage large-scale
and/or government programs such as

housing projects effectively, and thirdly, competing priorities

3.4 Funding Awarded

Contract secured. the Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation (CMHC) or Ontario's around profit and financial returns may deter private investors.
@ 3.4a:Success to the big and successful: When funding @ 3.4d: Non-profits must own land in order to access . 3.4h: Incongruence between government and community g\zf\zlii)?r';':?;:ﬁ :rzgt;agr;'c;?]addition’
opportunities arise for affordable housing projects, it's usually funding: They need to own and control the land you need to members on what is meaningful: The measures of success are supplement these financing avenues.
the larger non-profits that are "project ready" that most often have enough money to buy the land. not in tandem with what success means to community members.
get to apply and achieve success. For smaller non-profits Non-profits cannot apply to CMHC funding without owning
working in underserved communities, grant and other funding land or in the process of owning the land. Needs a contract % 3.4i: Funding release dates: Sometimes funding is only released
instruments can be very inaccessible. Firstly due to the lack of that is legally binding. "When they say shovel ready they mean per reporting cycle and lack of access to funding can lead to
capacity within orgs to apply, and secondly, due to all the costs shovel ready. projects ending. 4.5 Operating Financing
associated with applying. Financial models are created to assess
€ 3.4e: Success to the successful: With numerous non- 3.4j: Government funding restrictions are not responsive to the viability of the proposed housing.
@ 3.4b: Knowledge gap in what is required for a successful profits competing for the same funding, it is usually the *4" what black communities need for housing: Government Operating finance models help to
application: Funding applications are a hinderance--with same community organizations that have been successful funding programs only see that affordable housing as shelter. tejtrllTnariientghteh;etizLg?nggizgﬁi?szsnrceelitt?:
unfamiliar language, and expectations beyond the scope of what prior. The criteria and marking system governments use lead Yet, when black-led organizations are building affordable housing operational. These expenseS};re project
community organizations are able to provide. to groups winning that are more established.Newer they are also considering farming, childcare, community centre. dependant, and may include
organizations often have a higher threshold to apply. Many government programs don't allow for that. maintenance, staff salaries, utilities,
.. . . property management, insurance, etc...
& 3.4c: Reporting is onerous and expensive: Reporting uses up a
significant amount of resources and cuts into time and budgets. @ 3.4f: Lack of communication from government of when « 3.4k: Black community is approached about helping them,
funding will become available again: There's a constant but not about their assets: Funding and consultations are
search for how you can fund these earlier stages of provided to identify deficits rather than what they offer.

development.

&9 3.4g: Cumbersome reporting requirements: Upon
receiving funding, nonprofits are encumbered with extensive
and cumbersome reporting requirements at every phase.

This added administrative load consumes valuable time and
M ay 2 0 2 4 resources, diverting them from the primary goal of

developing affordable housing.

Thank you to Charles Sutherland (Creative Home Solutions), Graeme Hussey (Cahdco), Alix Aylen and Helen Ketema (Infrastrcuture Institute), Renée Wetselaar
(St. Matthew's House) for your feedback in the development of this journey map; as well as Fran Rawlings and Calla Lee (Method Collective) for leading

the production of this Map in collaboration with Diavin Miller, Cheryll Case, and Madeline Chambers from the CP Planning team. The development process
included workshops with the CP Planning team, key subject matter exprt feedback and interviews, and then a final review and publication of the journeymap.

Contact: Diavin.Miller@CPplanning.ca



