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This report was produced as part of My Home My Community, a national initiative of the Canadian 
Association of Community Living and People First of Canada. 

The Canadian Association for Community Living (CACL) works to advance the full inclusion and human 
rights of people with an intellectual disability and their families. CACL is dedicated to attaining full 
participation in community life, ending exclusion and discrimination on the basis of intellectual 
disability, promoting respect for diversity, and advancing human rights to ensure equality for all 
Canadians. CACL’s national federation includes 13 provincial and territorial associations, over 400 local 
associations and more than 40,000 individual members.  

www.cacl.ca 

People First of Canada is the national voice for people who have been labeled with an intellectual 
disability. We believe in the right to freedom, choice, and equality for all. We support each other to 
reclaim our right to be recognized as full citizens through peer support, sharing our stories, developing 
leadership skills, advocating for our right to choose where and with whom we live, and by ensuring 
that our voices are heard and respected. We work together to educate and influence communities and 
government to ensure that all persons with intellectual disabilities are fully included and supported to 
live as equal citizens in Canada. 

www.peoplefirstofcanada.ca 

My Home My Community is a national partnership initiative that is opening doors to inclusive 
affordable housing for people with developmental disabilities. We are driving innovation in housing 
development and community supports to ensure all Canadians with developmental disabilities have a 
home that offers choice and affordability, recognizes rights, addresses support needs, and fosters 
social inclusion in the community. Ultimately, My Home My Community works to give Canadians with 
developmental disabilities the same housing choice as everyone else.  

www.myhomemycommunity.ca 

How to reference this report: 
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Executive Summary 
Through My Home My Community, the Canadian Association for Community Living (CACL) is developing a 
framework and development trajectory. This trajectory aims to leverage existing assets in the community 
to make the path to affordable housing and social/economic inclusion for the estimated 24,000 
individuals with a developmental disability in need of housing in Canada. Through this work, CACL plans 
to create a roadmap to develop the 2,400 new units for individuals with a developmental disability 
identified in The National Housing Strategy, launched by the Federal Government in 2018. 

This study has created an asset inventory based on data collected in six pilot areas (Toronto, Vancouver, 
Fredericton, Lloydminster, Saskatoon, and Montreal). The findings were then extrapolated to Canada as a 
whole to understand the development potential for housing solutions for individuals with a developmental 
disability. 

This study set out to answer the following three research questions: 
1. What assets exist in the six identified pilot communities that could be leveraged through one of

the three development pathways set out in the My Home My Community initiative?
2. How can those assets be used to help create more housing, and which development pathway is

best suited to the strengths on the ground?
3. Based on what we’ve learned, what is the overall potential to create more inclusive affordable

housing in each of the six identified communities?

The following data collection methodologies were used: 
• An online questionnaire of Association for Community Living (ACL) member families which

resulted in a total of 348 responses.
• An online questionnaire of individuals with a developmental disability (self-advocates), which

resulted in a total of 58 responses.
• An online questionnaire of service providers to individuals with a developmental disability which

resulted in a total of 64 responses.
• Semi structured interviews with 24 key stakeholders including local and provincial ACLs in each

of the pilot communities, provincial housing departments or municipal planners, non-profit
housing developers/providers, and for-profit housing developers/providers.

• Publicly available statistical information from Statistics Canada obtained through the 2012
Statistics Canada’s Survey on Disabilities and 2016 census profiles for the pilot community’s
Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) and Census Agglomerate (CA).

Based on the collected information, a number of key observations were made. These are outlined below: 

Key observations on the overall development potential in the six study areas and the 
projected development potential in Canada as a whole: 

• The study identified a development potential in the six study areas of 7,400 to 8,700 units.
• The largest potential lies within Municipal land, and family member led solutions (4,400 to 4,900

units and 1,500 to 2,000 units respectively) as well as partnerships with non-profit providers
(1,400 to 1,700 units). The lowest potential was found through partnerships with for-profit
providers (100 – 130 units)

• For Canada as a whole, the study found a development potential ranging from 7,500 to 36,000
units.

• The development potential identified through this study is significantly larger than the 2,400 units
for individuals with developmental disabilities to be created through the National Housing
Strategy and might be sufficient to create housing solutions for all 24,000 individuals with a
developmental disability who are currently estimated to be in core housing need.
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Key observations on housing preferences for individuals with a developmental disability: 
• The majority of individuals with a developmental disability live at home with their parents and/or

primary caregivers.
• If individuals with a developmental disability are receiving supports to find a housing solution of

their own choosing in the community, these supports are frequently insufficient to find suitable
and affordable housing as well as the required supports to stay housed.

• Family members of individuals with a developmental disability think frequently about finding a
new housing solution for their family member.

• The predominant reasons to search for new housing solutions are (i) aging parents and/or
caregivers and (ii) family members with a developmental disability indicating they want to move
out of their parental home.

• Survey respondents to the ACL member family survey and the survey for individuals with a
developmental disability have different perspectives when it comes to housing preferences and
housing types. While member families considered group homes as one of their preferred housing
solutions, none of the self-advocate respondents to the survey for individuals with a
developmental disability indicated they preferred to live in a group home.

Key observations on the asset inventory and development potential of family members of 
individuals with a developmental disability: 

• 31.9% of respondents to the family member survey indicated they had assets they are willing to
leverage to create a housing solution for their family member with a developmental disability.

• 19.5% of survey respondents who mentioned they had assets they can leverage had a mix of
real estate and financial assets, considered the most likely to convert into a housing unit.

• A development potential of approximately 1,500 – 2,000 units was identified for the five
municipalities based on responses to the family member survey.

• The majority of potential lies in Toronto and Vancouver, while the lowest potential was identified
in Saskatoon.

Key observations on the asset inventory and development potential of service providers to 
individuals with a developmental disability: 

• A minority of 36.4% of service providers thinks frequently about creating new housing units.
• There is limited capacity among service providers to develop new housing units. 39.4% of

survey respondents indicated they are not sure how they can create additional units and 60.6%
mentioned don’t have assets they can leverage.

• A majority of 55.3% of surveyed service providers had partners they feel could help to develop
new housing units.

• 73.7% of survey respondents felt these partners would not be able to contribute their assets to
develop new housing solutions for individuals with a developmental disability.

• There was insufficient data to make an estimation of the development potential among service
providers.

Key observations on the asset inventory and development potential through partnerships 
with Municipalities: 

• A total of 207.4 acres of surplus land has been identified.
• It is estimated the surplus land could generate approximately 24,000 units of which an

estimated 17,000 units will be affordable and around 4,000 accessible.
• Municipalities in general, and Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver in particular, have implemented

a number of planning policies to support the development of affordable and accessible housing.
• Municipalities in general, and Toronto as in particular, have implemented a number of financial

incentives to support the development of affordable and accessible housing.
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Key observations on the asset inventory and development potential through partnerships 
with non-profit and private developers: 

• A total of 150,459 units currently managed by non-profit providers were identified, of which
121,648 were RGI, 4,372 were accessible and/or supportive and 45 designated to individuals with
a developmental disability.

• An approximate of 11,400 units in development potential was identified among non-profit
providers of which and estimated 8,500 will be RGI, 1,500 accessible/supportive and
approximately 175 designated to individuals with a developmental disability.

• Conversations with for profit developers identified three partnership structures and a
development potential of approximately 1,000 units, of which an estimated 150 units will be
supportive/accessible.

• Developers might be overwhelmed with the complexity of the developmental service world.
• Developers do not seem to be aware of the potential benefits of partnering with service providers

for individuals with a developmental disability as a result of the National Housing Strategy,
indicating an opportunity for closer collaboration in the future.

Based on the key observations, a number of next steps were identified to ensure the development 
potential identified in this report can be achieved. These are: 

• Investigate the potential roadblocks for partnerships with for-profit providers and identify
opportunities to overcome these. The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) Co-
Investment Fund has opened up new opportunities to develop units with this non-traditional
partner who might be overwhelmed by the complexity of serving individuals with a
developmental disability.

• Build capacity among service providers to leverage financial and real estate assets to better
enable them to identify and pursue development opportunities and partnerships with developers
and housing providers. This could be achieved through discussions with local ACLs and potentially
a second survey.

• Advocate to federal and provincial levels of government for more funding commitments on top of
the 2,400 units provided through the National Housing Strategy so the development potential of
7,500 to 35,000 units found in this study can be achieved.

Study Background 
This section provides an overview of the study background, including the project context, the purpose of 
the study, and the approach that was used.  

Project Context 

Developmental disabilities represent one of many sub-categories of disabilities experienced by a wide 
range of Canadians. Statistics Canada, in the 2012 survey on disabilities, found that 13.7% of the 
Canadian population has a disability. Of this group, 4% had a developmental disability or delay. This 
would amount to 160,500 individuals in Canada1.  

The Canadian government does not have a general definition of developmental disability and follows the 
general definition of disabilities established by the United Nations in the UN Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities2 (CRPD). In general, a developmental disability is defined as: 

1 Statistics Canada. (2013). Developmental Disabilities Among Canadians Aged 15 and Older. Retrieved from: 
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-654-x/89-654-x2015003-eng.htm 
2 Government of Canada. (2018). Federal Disability Reference Guide. Retrieved from: 
https://www.canada.ca/en/employment-social-development/programs/disability/arc/reference-guide.html#h2.10-
h3.1 
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A diagnosed condition that is permanent and present at birth 
or developed before the age of 18 which affects a person’s 
ability to learn3 

The Canadian Association for Community Living estimates that of the 160,500 individuals with a 
developmental disability in Canada, 24,000 are in core housing need, indicating their housing is currently 
not suitable, in good repair, or affordable, and they are not able to find an alternative in their 
community4.  

In addition, many individuals with developmental disabilities live in their ancestral home with direct family 
as their primary caregivers, who, frequently, are unable to provide adequate care. This causes 
unsustainable or unsafe situations for both the family and the individual. A shortage of adequate housing 
and supports results in many individuals ending up institutionalized in the shelter system, long term care 
facilities, or hospitals.  

The National Housing Strategy, launched by the Federal Government in 2018, identified a goal to develop 
a minimum of 2,400 new housing units for individuals with a developmental disability over the next ten 
years5.  

Through My Home My Community, the Canadian Association for Community Living and People First of 
Canada aim to develop a pathway to provide “a local-to-national program framework and development 
trajectory to tap current assets and make the path to affordable housing and social and economic 
inclusion a reality.”6  

To understand the potential to create new housing for individuals with a developmental disability, an 
exploratory study was conducted to estimate the development potential of existing assets. 

Development Pathways 

My Home My Community has identified three pathways of development for inclusive housing options for 
individuals with a developmental disability. These are: 

1. Individual and/or family-led housing solutions
Many families have ideas or are successfully developing their own housing solutions. With
adequate support, knowledge sharing, and financial tools, more caregivers can take action in
their communities.

2. Local ACL-led partner solutions
Local and provincial/territorial Associations for Community Living can partner with families and
the private sector to develop new models.

3. New Development and Regeneration
Increasingly, non-profit congregate housing providers are seeing a mismatch between
inclusive principles and their current provision of residential services. To address this, local
and territorial ACLs can leverage their assets and invest in affordable housing development

3 Developmental Services Ontario. (2018). What is a Developmental Disability. Retrieved from: 
http://www.dsontario.ca/whats-a-developmental-disability 
4 Canadian Association for Community Living (2019. My Home My Community – The Issue. Retrieved from: 
http://www.myhomemycommunity.ca/issue/ 
5 Government of Canada (2018). National Housing Strategy - A Place to Call Home. Retrieved from: 
https://www.placetocallhome.ca/pdfs/Canada-National-Housing-Strategy.pdf 
6 Canadian Association for Community Living (2019. My Home My Community – The Issue. Retrieved from: 
http://www.myhomemycommunity.ca/issue/ 
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for the community, while ensuring that people with developmental disabilities will have 
access to a protected number of units. 

Purpose of this project 

The primary goal of this project is to catalogue individual and organizational assets in six pilot 
communities along the three My Home My Community development pathways and propose strategies for 
how the portfolio could be leveraged, developed, or redeveloped. The study aims to understand what 
resources – both financial and relational – might be available to make inclusive affordable housing a 
reality. 

Research Approach 

This study was conducted in two phases. The first phase of work involved an assessment of the inventory 
of assets in the six identified study communities through surveys and key stakeholder interviews. These 
engagement activities are described in more detail below. The second phase involved combining the 
identified assets in a single database and estimating the number of housing units that could be created if 
the identified assets were leveraged.  

 Research Questions 

To guide the project, the following research questions were developed: 

1. What assets exist in the six identified pilot communities that could be leveraged through one of
the three development pathways set out in My Home My Community?

2. How can those assets be used to help create more housing, and which development pathway is
best suited to the strengths on the ground?

3. Based on what we’ve learned, what is the overall potential to create more inclusive affordable
housing in each of the six identified communities?

Study Area 

Six cities and their surrounding areas were identified to function as pilot areas for the three development 
pathways described in section 2.2 of this report. This study will focus on these six communities. To be 
able to draw comparisons and create an equal level of analysis, the census CMA or CA of each area was 
used as the geographical level of analysis7. The pilot areas are: 

1. Toronto, ON
2. Vancouver, BC
3. Fredericton, NB
4. Lloydminster, AB/SK
5. Saskatoon, SK
6. Montreal, QC8

7 Note: Statistics Canada defines a census metropolitan area (CMA) or a census agglomeration (CA) as one or more 
adjacent municipalities centered around a population center (known as the core). A CMA must have a total 
population of at least 100,000 of which at least 50,000 must live in the core. A CA must have a core population of at 
least 10,000. 
8 Note: Results for Montreal are omitted in certain sections of this report as the surveys of families and individuals 
were not administered in this area and only a limited number of interviews could be conducted.  
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Figure 1: Map of Study Areas: My Home My Community - Canada; 2018 

Sources of Information 

This study relies primarily on information gathered from primary sources. These sources were accessed 
through several engagement activities conducted over the course of this study. These engagement 
activities helped the research team to access information from individuals with developmental disabilities 
and their families, local Associations for Community Living, and key stakeholders in each of the six study 
areas. Key stakeholders included staff and volunteers of local and provincial Associations for Community 
Living, municipal planners, non-profit and for-profit housing providers, and/or developers.  

The following engagement activities were undertaken as part of this study. 
1. An online questionnaire of ACL Member Families was conducted from October 10th to November

19th, 2018 which resulted in a total of 348 responses, of which 263 were from the six study
areas and 85 came from outside these communities. For an overview of the questions of this
survey and the geographical distribution of responses see Appendix A.

2. An online questionnaire of individuals with a developmental disability (self-advocates) was
conducted from October 10th to November 19th, 2018 which resulted in a total of 58 responses.
All responses were from the six study areas. For an overview of the questions of this survey and
the geographical distribution of responses see Appendix B.

3. An online questionnaire of service providers to individuals with a developmental disability was
conducted from October 10th to November 19th, 2018 which resulted in a total of 64 responses,
of which 38 were from the six study areas. For an overview of the questions of this survey and
the geographical distribution of responses see Appendix C.

4. A total of 24 semi-structured interviews were conducted with key stakeholders including 6
interviews with local ACLs in each of the pilot communities, 7 interviews with provincial housing
departments or municipal planners, 8 interviews with non-profit housing developers/providers,
and 3 interviews with for-profit housing developers/providers. For an overview of the names and
organizations of the individuals who were interviewed as part of this study and the questions
asked during the interview session, see Appendix D.

No surveys were conducted with member families and individuals with a developmental disability in 
Montreal because the Montreal team was not involved early enough in the research process to engage 
the community they support. However, some interviews were conducted in the Montreal area. Where 
possible, the data collected from these interviews have been incorporated into the report. 

In addition to primary sources, the study used information from the 2012 Statistics Canada’s Survey on 
Disabilities and readily available 2016 census profiles for the pilot community’s CMAs and CAs.  
Data for the survey among ACL family members and individuals with a developmental disability was 
collected with assistance from local ACLs in each of the study areas via email request to their members. 
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Inclusion Lloydminster deviated from this approach. They first organized a housing forum, open to all its 
member families. During the forum, experts such as the City of Lloydminster staff and developers were 
brought in to educate participants on their options and the programs available to support them. 
Afterwards, Inclusion Lloydminster staff called study participants individually to conduct the survey over 
the phone and answered any questions respondents had after the forum. 

Housing Preferences 
This section summarizes the key findings from the survey questions on housing preferences from the ACL 
family member survey and the survey for individuals with a developmental disability. Understanding 
housing preferences will provide insight into the housing solutions families and individuals might be 
willing to explore if they were to leverage their own assets. 

General Characteristics and Current Housing Situation 

Age 

Data obtained from the ACL family member survey shows that survey respondents predominantly have 
family members with a developmental disability aged 20 to 35 years (56.0%). A total of 12.6% have a 
family member aged 19 years or younger and 27.5% of respondents have a family member aged 35 to 
64 years. Only 2.3% of respondents have a family member with a developmental disability aged 65 years 
or older. This could indicate survey respondents are predominantly searching for new housing solutions 
when their family members with a developmental disability are coming of age and when they themselves 
as primary caregivers are approaching retirement. 

When compared by study area, the data show respondents in Vancouver had family members with a 
developmental disability that were significantly older compared to other study areas. In Vancouver only 
38.2% of respondents had a family member with a developmental disability under the age of 35, while in 
Toronto (77.1%), Fredericton (75.6%), Lloydminster (93.3%) and Saskatoon (66.7%) this percentage 
was significantly higher. This can be explained by how the survey was distributed by ACLs in each study 
area but could also indicate there is a proportionally higher need in Vancouver for supportive housing for 
seniors with a developmental disability. 

Figure 2: Age Distribution of Family Members with a Developmental Disability: ACL Member Family Survey; 2018 
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Source: ACL Member Family Survey 2018 

Current Housing Situation 

Survey respondents to the ACL family member survey were asked to describe the current housing 
situation of their family member with a developmental disability. A majority (53.5%) of survey 
respondents indicated their family member with a developmental disability lives with them in their family 
home. A total of 14.2% of survey respondents reported their family member lives in a group home and 
only 12.5% of survey respondents had a family member who lives in a rental apartment or house in the 
community. A total of 12.3% of survey respondents indicated their family member lives in another 
housing arrangement. This confirms anecdotal information and reports on the housing situation of 
individuals with a developmental disability who frequently live in the homes of direct or other family 
members9 10 11.  

Certain study areas had a higher proportion of survey respondents with a family member living in the 
family home compared to others. Lloydminster had the highest proportion (66.7%), followed by 
Saskatoon (63.1%) and Toronto (61.7%), while Fredericton (57.9%) and Vancouver (14.9%) had the 
lowest. Fredericton had the highest proportion of survey respondents with a family member with a 
disability who lived in an apartment in the community (26.3%) while Vancouver had the highest 
proportion of survey respondents with a family member living in a group home (53.7%).  

Figure 3: Housing Situation of Individuals with a Developmental Disability: ACL Member Family Survey; 2018 

Source: ACL Member Family Survey 2018 

Residential Supports 

The previous section illustrates that the majority of individuals with a developmental disability live in the 
home of a family member. However, all provinces in which the study areas are located offer supports to 
individuals with a developmental disability to help find a suitable home in the community. To understand 

9 Baldwin and Greason (2017). The Housing Needs and Preferences of Adults with Intellectual Disabilities in New 
Brunswick.   
10 Ontario Ombudsman. (2016). Nowhere to Turn. Retrieved from: 
https://www.ombudsman.on.ca/resources/reports-and-case-summaries/reports-on-investigations/2016/nowhere- to-
turn 
11 Community Living British Columbia and Inclusion BC (2018). Home is Where Our Story Begins – A Report by 
Community Living BC and the Inclusion BC Inclusive Housing Taskforce. Retrieved from: https://inclusionbc.org/our-
resources/home-is-where-our-story-begins/ 
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if these supports are sufficient, survey respondents to the family survey were asked if their family 
member with a developmental disability receives supports to find a suitable home in the community. If 
they do receive supports, a follow-up question regarding if the supports are sufficient for their family 
member to find and sustain a home of their own choosing.  

The data shows 46.6% of respondents to the ACL member family survey have a family member who 
receives supports to live in a home of their own choosing. However, of these 46.6%, only 34.9% 
indicated the supports were sufficient for their family member to find and maintain a home. This, in 
combination with long waitlists for housing, explains why so many individuals with a developmental 
disability live at home as reported in section 3.1.2 of this report. The data also suggests additional efforts 
are required from all stakeholders to make housing more accessible to individuals with a developmental 
disability.  

The proportions were too small to conduct a study area specific analysis for this section. 

Figure 4: Is the Level of Residential Support Sufficient to Allow for Housing Choice: ACL Member Family Survey; 2018 

Source: ACL Member Family Survey 2018 

Satisfaction with the Current Housing Situation 

Frequency of Thinking About New Housing Solutions 

To understand how important the question of suitable housing is to families with a member with a 
developmental disability, survey respondents to the family survey were asked how frequently they think 
about finding a new housing solution for their family member. The data show that a majority of 55.8% of 
survey respondents think frequently or daily about finding a new housing solution for their family 
member with a developmental disability.   

This aligns with trends described in earlier sections of this report indicating a majority of individuals with 
a developmental disability live in their family home and supports are generally not sufficient for these 
individuals to find a home in the community of their own choosing.  

In certain study areas survey respondents think more frequently about finding a new housing solution 
than in others. In Saskatoon survey respondents thought most regularly about finding a new housing 
solution for their family member with a developmental disability (94.1%), followed by Lloydminster 
(86.7%), Fredericton (80.8%) and Toronto (80.2%). The City of Vancouver had the lowest proportion of 
survey respondents who regularly think about finding a housing solution for their family member with a 
developmental disability (28.3%). This could be explained by the low proportion of survey respondents to 
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the family member survey in Vancouver who had a family member with a developmental disability who 
lives at home.    

Figure 5: Frequency of Survey Respondents Thinking About Finding a New Housing Solution: ACL Member Family Survey; 2018 

Source: ACL Member Family Survey 2018 

Motivations to Find New Housing Solutions 

The findings in the previous section demonstrate respondents to the ACL family member survey 
frequently think about finding a new housing solution for their family member with a developmental 
disability. To understand their motivations, survey respondents were asked why they are thinking 
frequently about finding a new housing solution. Survey respondents most frequently mentioned health 
decline or aging of the primary caregivers (29.0%) as a reason to search for a new housing solution. 
Other motivations include family members indicating they wanted to move out of their family home 
(5.7%) and a loss of support funding (4.9%). The proportions were too small to conduct a study area 
specific analysis for this section. 

These results are in line with some of the findings of reports on housing for individuals with a 
developmental disability. Aging and health decline of primary caregivers can lead to unsustainable and 
unsafe situations in the family home for both the individual with a developmental disability and their 
family members who act as primary caregivers. If no suitable housing alternatives can be found, parents 
are in many cases forced to release their family members from their care. This can lead to individuals 
with a developmental disability becoming homeless or housed in unsuitable or institutional conditions. 
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12 Ontario Ombudsman. (2016). Nowhere to Turn. Retrieved from: 
https://www.ombudsman.on.ca/resources/reports-and-case-summaries/reports-on-investigations/2016/nowhere- to-
turn 
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Housing Preferences 

What is Important in a New Housing Solution 

To understand what survey respondents to the ACL member family survey found most important when 
they think about finding a new housing solution for their family member with a developmental disability, 
they were asked to rank seven pre-selected values from most important to least important. The seven 
values were: 

1. Safety
2. Long-term stability
3. Choice
4. Connection with the community
5. Independence
6. More space to live comfortably
7. Living closer to friends

A weighted average for each value was created by assigning a score to each value. If a value was 
selected as most important it received a score of 7 and if it was selected as least important it received a 
score of 1. Calculating the average score provided an overview of which value, on average, was most 
important to survey respondents. The data show safety, long-term stability, and connection with the 
community were values that resonated most with respondents to the ACL member family survey. Living 
closer to friends, additional space, and independence were considered the least important.  

That safety and long-term stability were considered most important among survey respondents to the 
ACL member family survey could partly be explained by the results presented in section 3.1.2 on current 
housing situations and section 3.2.2 on motivations to find new housing solutions. These sections show 
most family members with a developmental disability currently live at home and survey respondents are 
frequently concerned with what will happen to their family member when they age or pass away and can 
no longer perform the task of primary caregiver. 

Self-advocates in the survey for individuals with a developmental disability were also asked which values 
they found most important in a new housing solution. Based on their responses a similar weighted 
average was created. Self-advocates also mark safety as the most important value. However, in contrast 
to respondents to the ACL member family survey, self-advocates are less concerned with long-term 
stability and connection with the community, valuing independence and choice as more important 
instead.  

This indicates why it is important to include the vision of individuals themselves and not just their family 
members and caregivers when designing housing solutions for individuals with a developmental disability. 

Table 1: Values of Importance for Creating New Housing Solutions: ACL Member Family Survey and Survey for Individuals with a Developmental 
Disability; 2018 
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Source: ACL Member Family Survey 2018 and Survey for Individuals with a Developmental Disability 2018 

Preferred Housing Solutions 

While the findings in the previous section showed what values survey respondents to both the ACL 
member family survey and the individuals with developmental disabilities survey look for in a new 
housing solution, respondents were also asked to indicate what housing type they prefer in their ideal 
scenario. Here the data shows there are differences between respondents to the family survey and the 
survey for individuals with a developmental disability. While both groups agree by similar proportions 
(32.8% and 36.4% respectively) that a rental apartment in the community is the preferred option, 21.6% 
of respondents to the family survey list a group home as their second preference. In contrast, no 
respondent to the survey for individuals with a developmental disability indicated they preferred to live in 
a group home.   

“While families members indicate group homes as one 
of their preferred housing solutions, none of the 
respondents to the survey for individuals with a 
developmental disability indicated they would prefer to 
live in a group home”  

This disparity can be explained in part when analyzing the data by study geography. This shows 42.6% 
of the family survey respondents who indicated they preferred a group home came from Vancouver, 
where the majority of the of respondents had a family member with a developmental disability living in a 
group home (53.7%). This shows the results should be read with caution. However, the data also shows, 
similar to the previous section (section 3.3.2) that individuals with developmental disabilities should be 
consulted and included when designing new housing solutions as they have different preferences and 
desires than their parents and/or primary care givers. 

Table 2: Preferred Housing Types: ACL Member Family Survey and Survey for Individuals with a Developmental Disability; 2018 

Source: ACL Member Family Survey 2018 and Survey for Individuals with a Developmental Disability 2018 
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Key Findings 

The following is a summary of the key findings from the research on housing preferences. 

• Survey data indicates the majority of individuals with a developmental disability live at home with
their parents and/or primary caregivers.

• If individuals with a developmental disability are receiving supports to find a housing solution of
their own choosing in the community, these supports are frequently insufficient to find suitable
and affordable housing as well as the required supports to stay housed.

• Survey respondents on average think daily or frequently about finding a new housing solution for
their family member with a developmental disability.

• The predominant reason to search for a new housing solution are aging parents and/or
caregivers as well as family members with a developmental disability indicating they want to
move out of their parental home.

• Survey respondents to the family survey and the survey for individuals with a developmental
disability have different perspectives when it comes to housing preferences and housing types.
While families considered group homes as one of their preferred housing solutions, none of the
self-advocate respondent to the survey for individuals with a developmental disability indicated
they preferred to live in a group home.
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Asset Inventory – Families and Individuals 

This section summarizes the key findings from the survey questions on available assets families are 
willing to leverage from the ACL member family survey. The findings are used to estimate how many 
housing units can be created by leveraging these assets. 

Households with a Member with a Developmental Disability 
To estimate how many units could be created by leveraging the assets of family members of individuals 
with a developmental disability across the six study areas, it is important to know how many households 
with a member with a developmental disability live in these six study areas. Unfortunately, the latest 
available data is from the 2012 survey, which estimated 0.6% of households in Canada have a member 
with a developmental disability13. The results of the 2017 Statistics Canada Survey on Disabilities is 
expected to be released sometime in 2019. My Home My Community may consider updating this report 
once up-to-date data is released. 

By multiplying this percentage with the number of households in the CMA or CA of each study area, an 
estimate can be made of the number of households14  with a member with a developmental disability that 
live in each study area. This analysis shows there are an estimated 20,693 households with a member 
with a developmental disability throughout all six study areas. The majority (13,411 households) are 
estimated to live in the Toronto CMA, followed by the Vancouver CMA (6,166 households), the Saskatoon 
CMA (749 households) and the Fredericton CA (279 households). The fewest households with a member 
with a developmental disability were estimated to live in the Lloydminster CA (88) as it is the smallest 
study area when looking at number of households. 

Table 3: Estimated Number of Households with a Member with a Developmental Disability: All Study Areas; 2016 

Geography 

Estimated Number of 
Households with a 

member with a 
developmental disability 

Toronto CMA 13,411 
Vancouver CMA 6,166 
Fredericton CA 279 
Lloydminster CA 88 
Saskatoon CMA 749 

Total 20,693 
 

13 Statistics Canada. (2013). Developmental Disabilities Among Canadians Aged 15 and Older. Retrieved from: 
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-654-x/89-654-x2015003-eng.htm 
14 A household is defined by Statistics Canada as a person or group of persons who occupy the same dwelling and do 
not have a usual place of residence elsewhere in Canada or abroad 

Source: Statistics Canada Survey of Households with A 
Disability 2012 and Statistics Canada Community 
Profiles 2016 
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Leveraging Assets 

In addition to knowing the number of families with a developmental disability, it is also important to 
estimate how many families have assets that they are willing to share to create a new housing solution 
for their family member with a developmental disability, what the value of these assets are, and what the 
asset mix is (e.g. real estate or financial). This section estimates what these are in the six area 
geographies. 

Proportion of Households with Assets 

One of the questions in the ACL member family survey asked respondents to indicate if they had assets 
they would be willing to leverage to create a new housing solution for their family member. The data 
show an average of 31.9% of respondents to this survey indicated they have assets they were willing to 
leverage.  

Respondents in certain areas were more likely to indicate they have assets to leverage. The highest 
proportion of survey respondents with assets to leverage were in Lloydminster (73.3%), followed by 
Toronto (37.3%) and Saskatoon (23.8%). The lowest proportion of survey respondents with assets to 
leverage were found in Fredericton (22.0%) and Vancouver (22.1%).  

The high proportion of survey respondents with assets to leverage in Lloydminster can be partly 
attributed to the efforts of Inclusion Lloydminster who organized a housing forum prior to distributing the 
survey providing details to families on how they could leverage their own assets to create new housing 
solutions. The relatively low proportion of survey respondents in Vancouver with assets they are willing to 
leverage could be explained by the low proportion of survey respondents who frequently think about 
creating a new housing solution for their family member and the low proportion of survey respondents in 
Vancouver with a family member with a developmental disability living at home as was explained in 
section 3.2.1 and 3.1.2. 

Promising Practice: Inclusion Lloydminster Member Family Engagement 
All ACLs put in significant efforts to collect responses from family members to the member 
family survey. However, Inclusion Lloydminster was unsure respondents would understand 
their own capacity to develop a housing solution for their family member. To ensure family 
members were aware of the opportunities available to them, Inclusion Lloydminster 
organized a housing forum on November 3rd 2018 prior to distributing the survey. During 
the forum, Inclusion Lloydminster invited member families, planners from the City of 
Lloydminster and for-profit developers. Over the course of the forum, families were provided 
an overview of the options available to them and how they themselves could contribute. 

After the survey was distributed, 73.3% of respondents indicated they had assets they 
would be able to leverage, almost double the percentage of the study area with the second 
highest percentage of respondents indicating they had assets they could leverage. This 
indicates family member capacity building could further increase the development potential 
of member family led initiatives. 

Asset Types 

Respondents to the ACL member family survey who indicated they had assets they could leverage were 
also asked to indicate the type of assets they think they could leverage. The majority of respondents 
(61.5%) indicated they had financial assets (e.g. family savings, etc.) while a smaller group (34.8%) 
mentioned they had real estate assets (e.g land, family home etc.).  
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To better understand the asset mix, the responses were cross tabulated. This allowed for an analysis of 
the asset mix by asset type. Certain asset mixes are more likely to produce a new housing solution than 
others. In particular, a combination of real estate assets and financial assets is seen as beneficial. A 
household with both financial and real estate assets would be able to use the value of the real estate 
asset and the liquidity of the financial asset to create new housing. In contrast, a family with only a real 
estate asset would need financing to transform the asset or dispose of the asset to acquire another one. 
An asset mix of solely financial assets would be the least likely to produce a new housing solution as 
these assets are likely to be insufficient in value (see section 4.2.3). 

The data show 19.8% of survey respondents had a combination of real estate and financial assets while 
23.5% only had financial assets and 9.6% only had real estate assets. Respondents from Lloydminster 
(33.3%) and Toronto (27.3%) were most likely to have a combination of financial and real estate assets 
while respondents from Saskatoon were the least likely (6.3%) to have such an asset mix.  

Figure 6: Asset Mix of ACL Member Family Survey Respondents: All Study Areas; 2018 

Source: ACL Member Family Survey 2018 

Asset Value 

Lastly, survey respondents who indicated they had assets they could leverage were asked to estimate the 
value of these assets. The data indicates the largest proportion of survey respondents (15.6%) have 
assets valued at $100,000 or less, while 14.5% indicated their assets are valued at $200,000 or more. 
When looking at asset value by asset mix, a correlation can be found between asset value and asset 
type. Assets valued at $200,000 or more were frequently real estate assets (e.g. land or family homes), 
whereas assets valued at $100,000 or less were predominantly financial assets (e.g. Hanson trusts, 
family savings etc.). 

It is important to mention that the proportions in this section do not add up to 100.0% because many 
survey respondents (63.4%) indicated they did not wish to fill out this question for privacy reasons. 
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Figure 7: Estimated Asset Value: All Study Areas: 2018 

Source: ACL Member Family Survey 2018 

Estimating Development Potential 

Based on the information in the previous section of this report, a formula was developed to estimate the 
number of units that can be developed by leveraging assets from family members of households with a 
member with a disability. 

Formula 

The formula takes the estimated number of households with a developmental disability in a given 
geography and multiplies it by the proportion of survey respondents to the ACL member family survey 
who indicated they have assets they are willing to leverage to create a new housing solution for their 
family member with a developmental disability. The total of this multiplication was then multiplied by the 
different asset mixes identified in the community (e.g.: financial assets, real estate assets, etc.) multiplied 
by the estimation by which each asset mix can convert into a housing unit. 

Figure 8: Formula to Estimate the Development Potential by Leveraging Assets of Households with a Member with a Developmental Disability 

Likelihood of Asset Mix Conversion 

A complete analysis of the likelihood of an asset mix conversion into a housing solution for an individual 
with a developmental disability was not possible with the available data collected as part of this study. In 
addition, no previous efforts to develop these estimations have been found in the literature consulted 
during the course of the research process. Based on the consulting team’s 30 plus years of experience 
with housing developments, rough assumptions were created to predict the likelihood of the conversion 
of an asset mix into a housing solution. It is estimated a combination of real estate and financial assets 
has a 75.0% likelihood of conversion into a housing unit, while an asset mix with only real estate assets 
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is estimated to have a 50.0% likelihood of conversion into a housing unit. Households with only financial 
assets are estimated to have a 10.0% likelihood of conversion into a housing unit.  

Figure 9: Asset Mix Conversion Assumptions; 2018 

Development Potential 
By applying the learnings from section 4.2 to the formula and assumptions in section 4.3, an estimate of 
the development potential for housing units developed by leveraging the assets of households with a 
member with a developmental disability was calculated. Based on the information presented above it is 
estimated there is a development potential of approximately 1,500 – 2,000 units in the five 
municipalities15 combined. The majority of these units are estimated to be in Toronto, followed by 
Vancouver and Lloydminster. The lowest potential was estimated to be in Saskatoon and Fredericton.  

The estimate for Vancouver is likely lower than the actual development potential due to a low proportion 
of survey respondents to the ACL member family survey in Vancouver with their family members with a 
developmental disability living in their family home, and an equally low proportion of respondents in 
Vancouver who frequently think about creating a new housing solution for their family member with a 
developmental disability. This likely caused a low proportion of survey respondents in Vancouver to 
indicate they currently possess assets they are willing to leverage, which in turn underestimates the 
development potential in Vancouver. 

Table 4: Estimation of the Development Potential in Units: All Study Areas: 2018 

Source: Statistics Canada Community Profiles 2016 and ACL Family Member survey 2018 

15 No surveys were distributed in Montreal. 
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Total 1,500 – 2,000
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Key Findings 

The following summarizes the key findings on the asset inventory of families and individuals. 

• 31.9% of respondents to the family member survey indicated they had assets they are willing to
leverage to create a housing solution for their family member with a developmental disability.

• 19.5% of survey respondents who mentioned they had assets they can leverage had a mix of
real estate and financial assets, considered the most likely to convert into a housing unit.

• An estimated development potential of 1,500 – 2,000 units was identified for the five
municipalities based on responses to the family member survey.

• The majority of potential lies in Toronto and Vancouver, while the lowest potential was identified
in Saskatoon.
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Asset Inventory - Service Providers 
This section summarizes the key findings from the survey for service providers to individuals with a 
developmental disability. The findings are used to estimate the capacity of service providers to contribute 
in the creation of new housing units for individuals with a developmental disability.  

Capacity 

Thinking about Creating New Housing Solutions 

Service providers were asked to indicate what they hear from their members as the main issues related 
to housing in their community. Based on this analysis the top three issues facing households with a 
member with a developmental disability are the cost of housing (42.1% of survey respondents), the 
availability of housing (31.6% of respondents) and the safety of housing (5.3% of respondents). These 
results closely align with findings presented in Section 4.0 of this report.  

Service providers were then asked how frequently they think about creating new housing solutions based 
on the concerns they hear from their family members. The data show 36.8% think a lot or a great deal 
about creating new housing solutions for individuals with a developmental disability while 34.7% indicate 
they only think a little or not at all about creating new housing solutions. This is significantly lower than 
the proportion (54.8%) of respondents to the ACL member family survey.  

Service providers in certain areas are more likely to think about creating new housing solutions for 
individuals with a developmental disability than others. Service providers in Vancouver (66.7%) and 
Toronto (33.8%) were most likely to think frequently about creating new housing solutions. This seems 
to correlate with the expensive and competitive housing market in these areas which results in a greater 
need for supportive housing which is safe and suitable for individuals with a developmental disability. In 
Lloydminster there are no organizations who think about creating new housing solutions. While this is 
partly explained by Lloydminster being the smallest and most rural area in this study, it is also related to 
the approach to housing that service providers have taken which focuses on family driven solutions and is 
based on inclusive principles. Conversations with Inclusion Lloydminster confirmed these findings and it 
was indicated the organization is not planning to create housing solutions in the near future. 

Strategies to Develop Housing Solutions 

In addition to thinking about developing housing solutions for individuals with a developmental disability, 
service providers were also asked to indicate what avenues they are exploring to develop these units. 
Most frequently mentioned were leveraging the assets of family members (18.4%) and purchasing land 
or homes in the community (13.2%). Also mentioned frequently was a desire to partner with both non-
profit and for-profit developers (10.5% of survey respondents). 

However, 39.4% of the survey respondents indicated they had no ideas regarding strategies to develop 
new housing solutions for individuals with a developmental disability. This is an indication that the 
capacity to identify and pursue development strategies for new housing solutions is limited in the sector 
and would require capacity building before it is feasible for service providers to pursue the creation of 
new housing units. 
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Figure 10: Development Avenues Pursued by Service Providers: All Study Areas: 2018 

Source: Survey for Service Providers 2018 

Assets 

Respondents to the service provider survey who indicated they were thinking about creating new housing 
solutions for individuals with a developmental disability were asked if they have considered their own 
assets to create new housing solutions.  

A total of 39.4% of survey respondents indicated they had assets they would consider leveraging. The 
most frequently mentioned asset types were existing group homes (21.1%) which could be sold or 
transformed, and land or other real estate assets (26.4%) that could be used to create new housing 
units. A total of 10.5% of respondents indicated they had access to financial assets or government 
funding they could leverage.  

However, 60.6% of service providers who responded to the survey mentioned they currently have no 
assets that could be used to create new housing units. This confirms some of the findings in section 5.1 
regarding a limited capacity among service providers to create new housing units for individuals with a 
developmental disability.  

In addition, while many service providers who provide housing services own or administer group homes, 
conversations with key stakeholders working for local ACLs indicate group homes are not easy to 
leverage. First of all, they are currently the home of a number of individuals who would need to be re-
housed during the construction process, something which, depending on the individual, could be hard to 
accomplish. In addition, key stakeholders mentioned group homes are often connected to provincial 
operating agreements. Redeveloping the home into different housing may lead to a cancellation of the 
operating agreement which could result in units no longer being financially sustainable to operate. 
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Figure 11: Assets Service Providers can Leverage: All Study Areas: 2018 

Source: Survey for Service Providers 2018 

Partnerships 

Even though service providers have limited capacity themselves to leverage their own assets or identify 
pathways to create new housing units for individuals with a developmental disability, they could also 
partner with organizations that do have these capacities.  

Service Providers with Partnerships 

A total of 55.3% of service providers who responded to the service provider survey indicated they 
currently have partnerships they can leverage to create new housing units for individuals with a 
developmental disability. Service providers in Vancouver (83.3%) and Toronto (75.0%) were most likely 
to have partnerships, likely due to the higher number of partners available in large urban centres. Service 
providers in Saskatoon (25.0%) and Fredericton (66.7%) were less likely to have partnerships. 
Lloydminster was not included in the area specific analysis due to the low response rate (1 response) to 
this question. 

Figure 12: Proportion of Service Providers with Partnerships: All Study Areas: 2018 

Source: Survey for Service Providers 2018 

Types of Partnerships 

Breaking down the potential partnerships by type indicates that service providers believe their 
partnerships with for-profit or non-profit developers are most likely to generate new housing solutions. 
Other partnerships that were mentioned frequently by survey respondents were partnerships with 
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governments (provincial and municipal), private landlords, community groups, and/or other service 
providers. Due to a limited number of responses, no breakdown by study area could be provided.  

However, when asked what assets partners could contribute to develop additional housing units, 73.7% 
indicated none or no response. This suggests a need for service providers to identify partners who could 
help in the development of housing options for individuals with a developmental disability and develop 
relationships. While no surveys were distributed in Montreal, during an interview with the local ACL, 
similar issues were pointed out where service providers, families, and individuals with a developmental 
disability in Montreal and Quebec find it difficult to develop non-profit or for-profit housing partners in the 
community. 

Table 5: Potential Partners Identified by Respondents to the Service Provider Survey: All Study Areas: 2018 

% 

1. Private/Non-Profit Developers 36.8% 
2. Governments (Provincial/Municipal) 15.8% 
3. Private Landlords 13.2% 
4. Community Groups and/or Service Providers 13.2% 
5. Designers, Architects and/or other consultants 5.3% 
6. Real Estate Agents 2.6% 
7. Donors and Private Individuals 2.6% 
Other 47.3% 
Source: Survey for Service Providers 2018 

Estimating Development Potential 

Due to insufficient data points, it was not possible to develop an estimation of the overall development 
potential for housing units for individuals with a developmental disability by service providers. While some 
data was provided on the number of group homes, land, and other real estate or financial assets owned 
by service providers, the data lacked the required detail and consistency to create an estimation of the 
number of units that could be generated through these assets.  

In addition, survey data suggests there are limited number of assets that can be leveraged and 
insufficient internal capacity within the sector to identify and pursue new development strategies. While 
service providers indicate they have a number of partnerships that could be leveraged, they 
simultaneously estimate these partners have limited assets they can or are willing to contribute. 

Even though developing new housing units through leveraging assets and partnerships of service 
providers could become an important avenue to create housing options for individuals with a 
developmental disability in the future, it is recommended that current efforts focus on capacity building 
among service providers to make this potential a reality.  
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Key Findings: 

The following summarizes the key findings on the asset inventory of service providers. 

• A minority of 36.4% of service providers thinks frequently about creating new housing units.

• There is limited capacity among service providers to develop new housing units. 39.4% of survey
respondents indicated they are not sure how they can create additional units and 60.6%
mentioned don’t have assets they can leverage.

• A majority of 55.3% of surveyed service providers have partners they feel could help to develop
new housing units.

• 73.7% of survey respondents feel these partners would not be able to contribute their assets to
develop new housing solutions for individuals with a developmental disability.

• There is insufficient data to make an estimation of the development potential among service
providers.
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Asset Inventory – Non-Profit and For-Profit Developers 
This section provides an analysis of the development potential of non-profit and for-profit housing 
developers and providers. It summarizes key findings from desk research as well as interviews with both 
for-profit and non-profit housing providers. The findings are used to estimate the number of units that 
could be developed by partnering with these stakeholders. 

The Role of Non-Profit Providers 

Conversations with local ACLs and non-profit providers, as well as data from the service provider survey, 
show non-profit housing providers and service providers to individuals with a developmental disability are 
natural allies. A number of successful approaches of co-operation have been found throughout the 
research process. Two overarching models were identified in which co-operation between service 
providers and non-profit housing developers most frequently occurs. These are a service agreement 
model and a co-development model.  

Service Agreement Model 

A service agreement model is a model that ensures a non-profit housing provider reserves a unit or a 
number of units from their housing stock for individuals with developmental disabilities. The service 
provider in turn connects the tenant with financial and in-person supports that will allow the tenant to 
maintain the unit. The agreement is usually verified through a service agreement. A good example of this 
model can be found in Toronto, where St. Clare’s, a non-profit housing developer and provider, has an 
agreement with Community Living Toronto where 5.0% of all new units that are developed by the 
organization will be reserved for individuals with a developmental disability. Individuals are supported 
through Community Living Toronto but live in an inclusive apartment with other tenants.  

Benefits 
+ Does not require a service provider to develop housing
+ Requires comparatively little upfront investment and knowledge of housing development on

the service provider’s behalf
+ Makes use of the existing housing stock or units which are already in development
Drawbacks
- Units are not owned by the service provider which means they are only reserved for

individuals with a developmental disability as long as the service agreement is valid

Co-Development Model: 

A co-development model is a model where several parties come together and contribute according to 
their strengths. For example, a service provider has land but little development knowledge, while a non-
profit housing provider has development capacity but is in search of affordable land to build their new 
building. By transferring the land to the housing provider for development, the service provider can 
usually negotiate a number of units transferred in return upon completion of the project.  

Benefits 
+ Does not require a service provider to develop housing
+ Provides ownership over the new units to the service provider
+ Ensures units remain designated to individuals with developmental disabilities in perpetuity

Drawbacks 
- Requires an upfront investment such as land or other real estate
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To understand the potential of these partnership structures, it is important to understand the existing 
stock and the development potential of non-profit housing providers. 

Existing Stock 

Through conversations with seven non-profit housing providers and desk research, an estimation of the 
number of units managed by non-profit housing providers was made.  

The data show there were a total of 150,459 units identified that are managed by non-profit housing 
providers across all study areas. About 97.5% of these units are located in Toronto (61,320 units), 
Montreal (59,796), and Vancouver (25,643 units), followed by Saskatoon (2,761 units), Fredericton (551 
units), and Lloydminster (388 units). About 80.1% of the units (121,648 units) managed by non-profit 
providers have rent-geared-to-income operating subsidies attached to the unit, indicating tenants pay 
only 30%16 of their monthly income in rent. This makes these units particularly suitable for individuals 
with developmental disabilities who often have limited income. Furthermore, 4,372 units (5.4%) of the 
RGI units are accessible or supportive, making them suitable for individuals with a developmental 
disability, a dual diagnosis, and/or a physical disability. Only 45 units were identified that were designated 
specifically to individuals with a developmental disability.  

RGI Accessible/supportive
 Housing 

Designated to Households with 
Developmental Disabilities 

Toronto 61,320 57,470 1,938 45 
Vancouver 25,643 1,123 1,186 Unknown 
Fredericton 551 451 100 0 
Lloydminster 388 55 64 0 
Saskatoon 2,761 2,753 48 0 
Montreal 59,796 59,796 1,036 0 
Total 150,459 121,648 4,372 45 

Note: the research team did not speak with all non-profit providers/developers in each area. The units reflected in 
this table are representative of the information forwarded to us by key stakeholders in each focus area. 
Source: Key Stakeholder Interviews 2018  

Development Potential 

In addition to asking non-profit providers about their existing stock, key stakeholders were also asked 
about the number of units they are currently developing, as well as any land they own suitable for 
development or existing buildings they operate which could be intensified. 

The data shows that non-profit providers are planning or currently developing a total of 11,401 units. 
Almost all these units are located in Toronto, and only some in Vancouver, Fredericton, and Saskatoon. 
No units that are currently in development were found in Lloydminster.  

A total of 8,779 of the units currently under development will be rent-geared-to-income, 1,571 will be 
accessible and 175 will be designated to individuals with a developmental disability. This shows, in 
combination with the previous section 6.1.3 that there is a significant potential to develop housing units 
for individuals with a developmental disability through partnerships with non-profit housing providers. 

16 In Montreal tenants in RGI units pay 25.0% in rent. 

Table 6: Housing Units Operated by Non-Profit Providers: All Study Areas; 2019

Units/Sites
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Table 7: Development Potential of Non-Profit Housing Providers: All Study Areas; 2018 

Toronto 11,265 8,663 1,529 156 
Vancouver 66 22 19 19 
Fredericton 68 68 10 0 
Lloydminster 0 0 0 0 
Saskatoon 2 26 13 0 
Montreal17 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total 11,401 8,779 1,571 175 

Note: the research team did not speak with all non-profit providers/developers in each area. The units reflected in 
this table are representative of the information forwarded to us by key stakeholders in each focus area. 
Source: Key Stakeholders 2018 

Promising Practice: Portable Housing Benefit 
The Federal Government announced in the Federal Housing Strategy it will introduce a 
portable housing benefit for 300,000 Canadians18. A portable housing benefit is a housing 
subsidy attached to a person instead of a unit (which is the case with the existing Rent-
Geared-To-Income subsidies). This new benefit would allow a recipient of the subsidy to 
find a unit in the community from an ordinary landlord and change to a different unit if the 
needs of the person changes.  

The portability component of the benefit would allow the beneficiary to take the subsidy 
with them to their new home. This is particularly useful to individuals with developmental 
disabilities as their housing and support needs are known to change more frequently over 
the course of their life compared to individuals without a developmental disability.  

The Bridges to Housing project in Toronto helped 25 chronically homeless individuals with 
a developmental disability move from a shelter to a permanent home with a similar type of 
subsidy19. A national program would be a significant opportunity to ensure a proportion of 
the 300,000 benefits are allocated to individuals with a developmental disability.  

The Role of For-Profit Developers 

Conversations with local ACLs and for-profit developers, as well as data from the service provider survey, 
illustrate that for-profit housing developers and service providers to individuals with a developmental 
disability can work together. Three overarching models were identified in which service providers and for-
profit housing developers can co-operate successfully: These are a rent supplement model, a land 
exchange model and a turnkey model. These are described below. 

Partnership Structures 

Interviews with key stakeholders show for-profit developers are open to partnering with service providers 
for individuals with developmental disabilities. However, in conversations with local ACLs during a 

17 Montreal is actively working with non-profits to make land available for new construction as part of its 
Municipal Housing Strategy. The development potential through these initiatives is captured in section 7.0 
of this report. The research team spoke with L’Office Municipal d’Habitation de Montreal (the largest non-
profit housing provider in the city), but they declined to comment on questions regarding their future 
development plans.  
18 Government of Canada (2018). National Housing Strategy - A Place to Call Home. Retrieved from: 
https://www.placetocallhome.ca/pdfs/Canada-National-Housing-Strategy.pdf 
19 City of Toronto 2016. Staff Report - Bridges to Housing Funding Allocation. Retrieved from: 
https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2016/cd/bgrd/backgroundfile-91671.pdf 

Units 
/Sites RGI Accessible/supportive

 Housing 
Designated to Households with 

Developmental Disabilities 
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feedback session, conducted as part of the research process, demonstrate that developers have a limited 
awareness of frontline service requirements and can be overwhelmed. The National Housing Strategy, 
through the Co-Investment Fund, indicates that there are opportunities for service providers to work 
together with for-profit providers to unlock funding opportunities. 

Rent Supplement Model: 

A rent supplement model is one of the most common types of partnerships between for-profit housing 
providers and service providers. In this model, a developer or landlord makes a number of units in a 
building available to individuals with a developmental disability. The individuals often have a rent 
supplement which helps them to afford market rent. In turn, the service provider provides additional 
services to the tenant. A conversation with the supervisor for housing in New Brunswick shows the 
province has a specific rent supplement for individuals with a developmental disability. According to the 
province the project has been very successful, and they are seeking to expand in the near future.  

Benefits 
+ Does not require a service provider to develop housing
+ Funded by provincial or federal government and subsidizes everything over 30% of the

monthly income of the recipient
+ Makes use of existing housing stock and is therefore quick to implement
Drawbacks
- The benefit goes directly to the landlord owning the unit. If the inhabitant moves to a

different unit, they will lose the subsidy.

Land Exchange Model: 

This model is particularly beneficial to service providers who own land or real estate such as a group 
home that can be redeveloped. In this model, the service provider makes land available to a for-profit 
provider for development. In exchange, the for-profit provider will return a pre-determined number of 
units back to the service provider to own and operate upon completion of the project. A successful 
example of this model was identified in Toronto, where a condominium developer actively seeks out 
these opportunities to reduce their land acquisition costs. During the interview it was mentioned the 
organization is in the early stages of exploring this development strategy and currently has two potential 
projects that could follow this model, one of which would benefit individuals with a developmental 
disability.  

Benefits 
+ Does not require a service provider to develop housing
+ Provides ownership over the new units to the service provider
+ Ensures units remain designated to individuals with developmental disabilities in perpetuity

Drawbacks 
- Requires an upfront investment such as land or other real estate

Turnkey Model:

A turnkey development is a model in which a for-profit developer develops a building and a service 
provider purchases a number of units in the building. This model would be particularly beneficial for 
service providers who have financial reserves that are free to invest in new real estate and/or capacity to 
leverage equity from real estate holdings such as group homes. A successful example of this model was 
found in British Columbia where Inclusion BC  has purchased 10 condominium apartments from a for-
profit developer with help from BC Housing. Halton Region in Ontario is experimenting with this model to 
increase the number of rent-geared-to-income units in the Region. 
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Benefits 
+ Does not require a service provider to develop housing
+ Provides ownership over the new units to the service provider
+ Ensures units remain designated to individuals with developmental disabilities in perpetuity

Drawbacks 
- Requires an upfront financial investment or the capacity to borrow sufficient funds to finance

such a purchase

Development Potential 

During the interviews, for-profit developers were asked to identify any current land they own or 
opportunities they are exploring to develop new housing units in the next five to ten years. Based on the 
conversations with this limited sample, a development potential of 980 units was identified. No 
developers in Vancouver, Fredericton, or Lloydminster agreed to participate in an interview. This indicates 
that the development potential presented in this report is probably much lower than what it is in reality. 
Of the 980 units that were identified in this study, 118 will be accessible or offer some sort of supports. 
No units were identified that would be designated specifically to individuals with a developmental 
disability.  

Based on these three conversations, for-profit developers are open to partner with service providers but 
are often unsure about frontline service delivery and the impact it would have on development. They 
require more education regarding the issues facing individuals with developmental disabilities. If that 
barrier can be overcome, partnerships with for-profit developers could unlock significant amounts of 
funding through the Co-Investment Fund and other Provincial programs to create new units for 
individuals with a developmental disability.  

Table 8: Development Potential of For-Profit Housing Providers: All Study Areas; 2018 

Toronto 850 85 0 
Vancouver 0 0 0 
Fredericton 0 0 0 
Lloydminster 0 0 0 
Saskatoon 130 33 0 
Montreal 0 0 0 
Total 980 118 0 
Source: Key Stakeholder Interviews 2018 

/Supportive 
Affordable/Accessible Designated to Households 

with Developmental 
Disabilities 

Units 
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Key Findings: 

The following summarizes the key findings on the asset inventory of non-profit and private developers. 

• Opportunities for partnerships and housing development were discovered among both for profit
and not for profit developers.

• A total of 150,459 units currently managed by non-profit providers were identified, of which
121,648 were RGI, 4,372 were accessible and/or supportive and 45 designated to individuals with
a developmental disability.

• A total of 11,401 units in development potential was identified among non-profit providers of
which 8,779 will be RGI, 1,571 accessible/supportive and a 175 designated to individuals with a
developmental disability.

• Conversations with for profit developers identified three partnership structures and a
development potential of 980 units, of which 180 will be supportive/accessible.

• Many developers are overwhelmed with the complexity of the service world; there is an
opportunity to find a way to connect service providers with developers.

• Most developers are not aware of the connection between the National Housing Strategy and the
2400 units allocated for new units for persons with development disabilities. There is an
opportunity to have conversations with developers, especially private developers on potential
collaboration.
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Asset Inventory – Municipalities 
This section provides an analysis of the development potential of municipalities and summarizes key 
findings from desk research and interviews with municipal planners and provincial policy makers. The 
findings inform an estimate of the number of units that could be developed through partnerships with 
municipal stakeholders. 

The Role of Municipalities 

All municipalities and provincial governments that were contacted as part of this study saw a role for 
themselves to assist in the provision of housing options for individuals with a developmental disability. 
This is often codified in the municipal or official plans each municipality in Canada develops to guide 
growth and land-use within the city boundaries.  

There are a number of ways municipalities can help or encourage the provision of housing for individuals 
with a developmental disability. These include: 

1. Develop planning policies that support suitable housing for individuals with a developmental
disability.

2. Provide subsidies and/or grants that lower the cost of construction or operation of housing.
3. Funding and/or administrating rent supplements or housing allowances accessible to individuals

with a developmental disability.
4. Provide municipally/provincially owned surplus land at below market cost.
5. Work with housing stakeholders as a facilitator to create affordable housing developments.

Planning Policies

Interviews with local planners and desk research shows certain municipalities have taken more initiatives 
to support supportive housing for individuals with a developmental disability compared to others.  

Toronto, Vancouver, and Montreal have implemented the largest number of policies that support the 
development of supportive housing for individuals with a developmental disability (5 out of 6 scanned for 
in this analysis), while Lloydminster and Saskatoon implemented the fewest (2/6 and 3/6). The planning 
policies focused on in this analysis were: 

1. Secondary suite policies
Removing barriers to add a basement apartment or secondary suite to a single detached, semi-
detached or row/townhouse allows families who own their home to convert part of their home in
a separate dwelling suitable for an individual with a developmental disability.

Example:
While all municipalities reviewed for this report have (except for Montreal20) implemented policies
that allow for secondary suites in existing dwellings, Fredericton has taken the most significant
step by allowing secondary suites as of right in all single detached dwellings21. In addition, New
Brunswick has a home renovation grant program tailored to families with individuals with a
disability that provides up to $24,000 to help families modify their homes by adding secondary

20 A total of 61.7% of Montreal’s housing stock is located in apartment buildings which makes the creation of 
secondary suites less of a priority for Montreal. 
21 Zoning By-Law Section 7.3 (8)(a) 
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suites and creating separate apartments for their family members with a developmental 
disability22. 

2. Infill Encouragement
Encouraging infill development leads to increased density. These units are frequently more
affordable and accessible than low density single and semi-detached units, which are less
suitable for individuals with a developmental disability as they are less accessible and affordable
compared to townhomes and multi residential units.

Example:
All cities reviewed for this report mention the support for infill development in their respective
municipal or official plans. However, the vacant lot policy in Saskatoon stands out in this regard.
The city has a number of vacant lots it would like to develop in the near future. To incentivize
development, the city offers developers a five-year property tax abatement or cash in lieu. There
are currently 403 lots available under the program23.

3. Alternative Development Standards
Alternative development standards allow developers to deviate from conventionally-enforced
standards (e.g. parking requirements) if they develop housing for a target group. This is
beneficial to individuals with a developmental disability as it makes housing more affordable.

Example:
To ensure the city of Toronto facilitates the development of affordable housing, the city opened
the Affordable Housing Office in 2005 to help create new, affordable rental housing. Part of its
mandate is to liaise with for-profit and non-profit developers to facilitate and assist in the
creation of new rental housing units. On a case by case basis, the Affordable Housing Office will
work with the planning department to relax development standards if it results in a successful
project outcome24.

4. Accessibility Requirement Standards
Accessibility requirement standards ensure developers include several wheelchair accessible units
in each development. This creates housing for individuals with a developmental disability by
increasing the supply of units that can be accessed by people with mobility issues.

Example
Montreal has more low-rise apartment buildings compared to the other geographies in this
report. City planners explained Montreal has taken the lead in the provision of affordable housing
through rigorously implemented housing strategies. Part of these strategies include accessibility
requirement standards. As part of their housing strategy, Montreal requires 30% of all new
affordable housing to be adaptable25 and 5% to be adapted26. This policy has been so successful
that the city estimated in 2016 that of the current affordable housing stock provided through

22 The Province of New Brunswick 2018. Housing Assistance Program for Persons with Disabilities. Retrieved from: 
https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/services/services_renderer.19576.Housing_Assistance_for_Persons_with_Disab
ilities.html 
23 The City of Saskatoon 2019. The Vacant Lot and Adaptive Reuse Incentive Program. Retrieved from: 
https://www.saskatoon.ca/business-development/planning/neighbourhood-planning/vacant-lot-adaptive-reuse-
strategy 
24 Key Stakeholder Interviews 2018 
25 Adaptable housing refers to housing with a barrier free access which can be modified to fully accessible to 
individuals with a physical disability with a number of minor modifications. 
26 Adapted housing refers to housing with barrier free access and modified to be fully accessible to individuals with a 
physical disability. 
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non-profit developers, 13.5% is adaptable compared to 7.1% in 1995 and 1.7% is adapted. In 
addition, 41.6% of these units have an accessible entrance27. 

5. Density Bonusing
Density bonusing allows developers to build at higher densities if they provide a number of
community benefits in return, often in the form of accessible or affordable units.

Example
Ontario has, through section 37 of the Planning Act, allowed municipalities to negotiate for
community benefits with developers seeking to build higher than existing zoning regulations
allow. In exchange for additional density, the developer must include a number of community
benefits, including affordable or accessible housing. A 2015 municipal showed that in 2014 this
generated a $61 million investment from private developers in the community, around $10 million
of which was dedicated to the construction of affordable housing28.

6. Inclusionary Zoning
Inclusionary zoning requires developers to include a number of affordable housing units in each
development that exceed a set density. This tool is particularly impactful for individuals with a
developmental disability when combined with accessibility requirement standards, which results
in a proliferation of affordable and accessible units.

Example
Vancouver is the only municipality among the study areas with an inclusionary zoning policy. The
policy is active in the secondary plans of the Downtown East Side, West End, and Cambie
Corridor and creates affordability requirements on 20% - 30% of the floor space. The affordable
components are required to be delivered turn-key to the city in exchange for additional density29.

Table 9: Planning Policies by Study Area: All Study Areas: 2018 

Source: Key Stakeholder Interviews 2018 

27 The City of Montreal 2016. Portrait des Logements Accessibles et Adaptes. Retrieved from: 
http://ville.montreal.qc.ca/pls/portal/docs/PAGE/HABITATION_FR/MEDIA/DOCUMENTS/INVENTAIRE_LOGEMENTS_A
CCESSIBLES_JUIL2016.PDF 
28 The City of Toronto 2015. Report on Sections 37 and section 45. Retrieved from: 
https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2015/pg/bgrd/backgroundfile-83196.pdf 
29 The City of Vancouver 2018. Affordable Housing Delivery and Financial Strategy. Retrieved from: 
https://council.vancouver.ca/20180619/documents/rr1a.pdf 

1. Secondary Suite Policy Y Y Y Y Y N

2. Infill encouragement Y Y Y Y Y Y

3. Alternative development 
standards Y Y Y N N Y

4. Accessibility 
requirements/standards Y Y N N N Y

5. Density bonusing Y N Y N Y N
6. Inclusionary Zoning 
Policy N Y N N N Y

Total 5 5 4 2 3 4

MontrealSaskatoonLloydminsterFrederictonVancouverTorontoPolicy
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Financial Incentives 

In addition to planning policies, municipalities can also support housing options for individuals with a 
developmental disability through financial incentives. Interviews with city planners and a review of 
municipal financial incentives show certain municipalities have taken on a larger role in supporting the 
creation of affordable and accessible housing than others.  

Toronto has implemented the most supportive financial policies (6/7), while Saskatoon had implemented 
the fewest (2/5)30. The financial incentives included in this analysis are: 

1. Construction grants
Direct transfers to developers who build units that fit a set of pre-determined criteria related to
the proportion of affordable units created in the development. This benefits individuals with a
developmental disability as it usually reduces rent prices and/or adds a number of accessible
units to the development projects that receive the grant.

Example
Alberta has a number of financial programs to support the construction of new housing, including
the Affordable and Specialized Housing Capital Program. The program provides grants on an as-
needed basis to projects that create housing units for individuals with special needs and can be
accessed by non-profit housing providers and service providers31.

2. Homeowner Renovation Program
This program often consists of low interest loans and grants that help people renovate their
home to accommodate changing housing needs. This benefits individuals with a developmental
disability by helping family members create a space or secondary suite that functions as a
housing unit for that individual.

Example:
As mentioned in the previous section on planning policies, New Brunswick has a home renovation
program specifically for people with disabilities. Through the program, families can receive a
grant of up to a $24,000 to modify their home32. Montreal has a similar program called Program
d’Adaption de Domicile (PAD) that allows homeowners to adapt their home to accommodate any
disabilities. The provincially-funded program is applicable for renters and owners alike, which
makes it stand out compared to the other areas included in this study.

3. Development Charge and Planning Permit Rebate Programs
Similar to construction grants, development charge rebate programs and planning permit fee
reduction grants reduce the cost of construction in exchange for the creation of affordable and/or
accessible units in the development.

30 Some of these results might be context specific. In particular, Toronto’s position as an Ontario Service Manager for 
housing means it has more resources to create financial incentives. 
31 The Province of Alberta 2018. Affordable and Specialized Housing Capital Program. Retrieved from: 
https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/7485d84e-dea8-466b-a0cc-9fac566e3881/resource/a3a4e0a7-99d4-4a56-ae5c-
0831c9e80984/download/0601-affordable-and-specialized-housing-capital-program-fact-sheet-final.pdf 
32 The Province of New Brunswick 2018. Housing Assistance Program for Persons with Disabilities. Retrieved from: 
https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/services/services_renderer.19576.Housing_Assistance_for_Persons_with_Disab
ilities.html 
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Example  
To improve the city’s production of affordable housing and achieve the targets set out in Housing 
Opportunities Toronto – Housing and Homelessness Plan (2010 – 2020), the city introduced the 
Open Door Program in 2016. The plan allows private developers and non-profit affordable 
housing providers to reduce the cost and risk of development. In return, a portion of the 
developed units should conform to affordability criteria. The program provides capital funding 
such as exemptions from planning fees, development charges, and property taxes while making 
private, public, and non-profit land available for affordable housing33. In 2018 a total of 1,521 
units were approved, more than 500 units over the annual target of 1,000 units34. 

4. Land Donations/Transfers
Land that is suitable for development is often expensive and difficult to obtain in municipalities.
This is particularly true of land close to services and amenities such as stores and public transit.
Some cities make their land available to developers at a reduced cost in exchange for a portion of
affordable and/or accessible units created in the development.

Example
Mentioned below in this report as a best practice, Vancouver makes surplus land available
through long term leases to the development community through the Vancouver Affordable
Housing Agency (VAHA). Leases range from 60 to 90 years. For more information, see the
promising practice box in section 7.1.3.

5. Expedited Planning Approvals
Developers frequently need to apply for zoning amendments and several permits before project
construction can begin. In some instances cities will expedite these processes if the development
includes affordable or accessible units.

Example
As part of the Toronto Open Door Program, Toronto has developed a concierge service for
approved Open Door developments to help projects reduce the cost of development and expedite
approval processes. Each project gets assigned a dedicated planning staff member to facilitate
and coordinate the planning approval process with an emphasis on fasttracking certain elements
of the approval process35.

6. Rent Supplements
Rent supplements are a subsidy connected to a housing unit which lowers the rent by providing
the tenant with a monthly subsidy to reduce market rent to an affordable level (typically, 30% of
the tenant’s income).

Example
All study areas for this study, excluding Saskatoon, are currently operating a rent supplement
program where rent-geared-to-income subsidies are connected to rental apartments in the
private or non-profit sector. The rent supplement program in New Brunswick and Fredericton

33 The City of Toronto 2018. Open Door Affordable Housing Program Guidelines. Retrieved from: 
https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/8d97-Open-Door-Guidelines-2018.pdf 
34 The City of Toronto 2018. 2018 Open Door Program Progress Update. Retrieved from: 
https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2018/ah/comm/communicationfile-85230.pdf 
35 The City of Toronto 2018. Open Door Affordable Housing Program Guidelines. Retrieved from: 
https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/8d97-Open-Door-Guidelines-2018.pdf 
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stands out because it has a 150 rent supplements that are designated to individuals with a 
disability and the supplement can be disconnected from the unit if the tenant moves to a 
different apartment if their needs change36 

7. Housing Allowances
Housing allowances are subsidies provided to tenants to lower their monthly housing costs.
Unlike rent supplements, housing allowances are not attached to a unit and tenants can take
them to another housing unit if they relocate.

Example
Since the introduction of the Municipal and Federal Investment in Affordable Housing program,
Toronto has designated a portion funding it receives to create a portable housing allowance for
homeless or precariously housed individuals and families. From 2013 to 2018, almost 5,000
people have been able to leave a precarious housing situation by lowering their rent. A total of
25 housing allowances are specifically assigned to individuals with a developmental disability
through the Bridges to Housing program. The allowances range from $250 to $600 a month. The
subsidy is attached to the person instead of the unit, making it easy for recipients to move to a
different location if their housing needs change.

Table 10: Financial Incentives by Study Area: All Study Areas: 2018 

Source: Key Stakeholder Interviews 2018 

Surplus Land 

Besides facilitating development, one of the most valuable contributions municipalities can provide to 
encourage the production of housing suitable for individuals with a developmental disability is to identify 
and supply surplus land to developers with a requirement to include a number of affordable and/or 
accessible units.  

All municipalities, except Lloydminster, used surplus land in some way to encourage the development of 
affordable and accessible housing. An analysis of surplus land in all municipalities found there was a total 
of 207.4 acres available through the five pilot municipalities. Montreal is not included in the estimate of 
available land because the city recently embarked on a large-scale land purchasing program of over $50 
million as part of their new affordable housing strategy (2018-2021) for the sole purpose of developing 
affordable housing. The strategy will develop 12,000 new affordable rental housing units in the next four 

36 The Province of New Brunswick 2014. Portable Rent Supplement Program for People with Disabilities. Retrieved 
from: https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/news/news_release.2014.02.0180.html 
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years. Based on an analysis of released RFP’s and documentation on affordability and accessibility 
requirements, it is estimated approximately 24,000 units will be created on these sites of which 
approximately 17,400 will be affordable and 4,200 accessible. 

The majority of surplus land and development potential is located in Toronto. This is largely because of 
the Housing TO initiative announced in January 2019 by Mayor John Tory, which aims to create 40,000 
affordable housing units in the next 12 years. Of these units, approximately 3,700 have been allocated 
for accessible housing. However, when looking at units per acre, Vancouver has been the most efficient, 
adding 1,675 units on only 8.1 acres of surplus land. 

Promising Practice: VAHA Land Lease Model 

Both Toronto and Vancouver face the issue of land scarcity. In these locations land is 
expensive, resulting in significant impacts on the cost of housing. In 2014, Vancouver 
started a development corporation called Vancouver Affordable Housing Agency (VAHA) to 
address the impact.  

When municipal surplus land becomes available, Vancouver makes it available to VAHA, 
who, through an Request for Proposal (RFP) process, invites the for-profit and non-profit 
development community to create proposals for the site. The winning proposal will enter 
into a long-term lease agreement with the city (66 or 99 years). By providing long term 
leases, VAHA lowers land costs for developers. Vancouver continues to own the land, while 
the non-profit or for-profit provider uses it for a small fee.  

The second innovative component VAHA is working with partner organizations to assist a 
housing providers in getting a project off the ground. One such example is the CMHC 
innovation fund, which is one of VAHA’s current finance partners. 

VAHA also works together with local builders and developers to assist organizations if they 
organization the internal capacity to get a project off the ground.  

There are currently 2,288 units in development and 606 modular supportive housing units 
for chronically homeless individuals that deploy for short periods of time on vacant sites37.  

Table 11: Municipal Surplus Land by Study Area: All Study Areas: 2018 

Toronto 22 153.5 10,000 3,700 400 

Vancouver 16 8.1 1,675 1,675 142 

Fredericton 5 6 200 20 20 

Lloydminster 0 0 0 0 0 

Saskatoon 18 39.75 242 0 0 

Montreal N/A N/A 12,000 12,000 3,600 

Estimated Total 61 207.35 24,000 17,400 4,200 

Source: Key Stakeholder Interviews 2018 

37 VAHA 2019. About VAHA. Retrieved from: https://vaha.ca/about/ 
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Key Findings 

The following summarizes the key findings on the asset inventory of municipalities. 

• A total of 207.4 acres of surplus land has been identified, excluding land being assembled by
Montreal for a large-scale project.

• The surplus land could generate an estimate of approximately 24,000 units, of which 17,400 will
be affordable and 4,200 accessible.

• Municipalities in general (and Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver in particular) have implemented
a number of planning policies to support the development of affordable and accessible housing.

• Municipalities in general (and Toronto in particular) have implemented a number of financial
incentives to support the development of affordable and accessible housing.
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Total Development Potential 
This section provides an overview of the total development potential in each study area based on the 
findings from sections 4.0, 5.0, 7.0, and 6.0 of this report. Based on these findings, an estimate is made 
of the development potential in Canada as a whole. 

Development Potential in Study Areas 

The development potential across all study areas was estimated by adding up the development potential 
identified in each section of this report. Ranges of 10% were created around the identified potential to 
compensate for the report’s small sample sizes. 

The data indicates that there is an estimated development potential in the six study areas of 7,400 to 
8,700 units. Municipal surplus land and family-led solutions showed the greatest development potential 
(4,400 to 4,900 units and 1,500 to 2,000 units respectively), followed by partnerships with non-profits 
(1,400 to 1,700 units). Partnerships with for-profit providers showed the lowest potential, but this is 
explained by the study’s small sample size of for-profit developers.  

No estimate of the development potential for service providers could be made due to survey results 
which illustrated a lack of capacity within the sector to identify and explore development opportunities. 
Even though many service providers who responded to the survey have housing in their portfolio, these 
real estate assets are often group homes which are hard to convert into new housing solutions because 
of current tenants and operating agreements that prevent conversion into a different type of housing.  

Table 12: Development Potential: All Study Areas; 2018 

Toronto 1,300 - 1,600 650 - 800 1350 - 1,650 75 - 95 3400 - 4,000 

Vancouver 200 - 250 300 - 350 15 - 20 0 500 - 600 

Fredericton 5 - 10 15 - 20 5 - 10 0 35 - 45 

Lloydminster 20 - 25 0 0 0 20 - 25 

Saskatoon 15 - 20 0 10 - 15 30 - 35 50 - 70 

Montreal N/A38 3,500 – 3,700 N/A N/A N/A 

Total 1500 - 2,000 4,400 – 4,900 1,400 - 
1,700 

100 - 130 7,400 – 
8,700 

38 No surveys were distributed among ACL family members in Montreal, therefore no estimation could be made. 

Member Family Led 
Solutions 

Municipal 
Surplus Land 

Non-Profit 
Partnerships 

For-Profit 
Partnerships 

Total 
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Development Potential in Canada as a Whole 

To estimate the development potential across Canada as a whole, the six study areas were used as a 
sample to project over Canada with the following steps.  

The total number of households and the development potential in each study area were used to calculate 
a development potential per household by study area.  

Next, the total number of households in Canada’s CMA’s and CA’s was calculated. For the purpose of this 
report, it is estimated very few households with a member with a developmental disability live outside of 
a CMA or CA where most services required for an individual with a developmental disability would be 
centered.  

Minimum and maximum ranges were created by multiplying the development potential of the study area 
with the highest potential and the lowest potential with the total number of households in Canada’s 
CMA’s and CA’s. Based on this information, the data shows an approximate total development potential 
for Canada as 7,500 to 35,000 units. This is significantly higher than the 2,400 units outlined in the 
National Housing Strategy, but only slightly more than the 24,000 households with a member with a 
developmental disability in core housing need. These numbers indicate that additional funding would be 
required to satisfy the need for supportive housing suitable to individuals with a developmental disability. 

Table 13: Development Potential for Households with a member with a Developmental disability: Canada; 2018 

Member Family Led Solutions 1,900 6,300 
Service Providers Unknown Unknown 
Municipal Surplus Land 4,200 20,500 
Non-Profit Partnerships 1,000 6,700 
For-Profit Partnerships 350 2,500 
Estimated Total 7,500 35,000 

Key Findings 

The following summarizes the key findings of the overall development potential in the six study areas and 
the projected development potential in Canada as a whole. 

• The study identified a development potential in the six study areas of 7,400 to 8,700 units.
• The largest potential lies within municipal surplus land and family member led solutions (4,400 to

4,900 units and 1,500 to 2,000 units respectively) as well as partnerships with non-profit
providers (1,400 to 1,700 units). The lowest potential was found through partnerships with for-
profit providers (100 – 130 units)

• For Canada as a whole, the study found an estimated development potential ranging from 7,500
to 35,000 units.

• The development potential identified through this study is significantly larger than the 2,400 units
for individuals with developmental disabilities to be created through the National Housing
Strategy and demonstrates that the asset inventory exists to create housing solutions for all
24,000 individuals with a developmental disability who are currently in core housing need.

Conclusions and Next Steps 

This study aimed to understand the assets that exist in the six study areas that could be leveraged to 
create new housing options for individuals with a developmental disability through one of the three 
development pathways set out in My Home My Community. In addition to finding the assets available in 

Estimated 
Maximum 

Estimated 
Minimum Development Potential Canada 
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the community, the project also tried to identify how many units could be created and which pathway is 
best suited to each community.   

It was found that the majority of individuals with a developmental disability live at home with their 
parents and/or primary caregivers and that family members of individuals with a developmental disability 
think frequently about finding a new housing solution for their family members. However, individuals with 
a developmental disability and their family members have difference housing preferences.  

In addition to the current living situation and housing preferences of ACL member families and individuals 
with developmental disabilities, the study identified significant development potential through family-led 
solutions. A total 31.9% of respondents to the family member survey indicated they had assets they are 
willing to leverage to create a housing solution for their family member with a developmental disability, 
through which a development potential of 1,400 to 1,700 units was identified.  

In contrast to the strong development potential found among ACL family members, conversations with 
local ACLs and responses to the service provider survey illustrate a lack of capacity among service 
providers to develop new housing units. While service providers frequently have partnerships that could 
help them develop new units, few service providers think their partners would be willing or able to 
contribute their own assets to make this a reality. Due to insufficient data, no estimate could be made of 
the development potential among service providers. 

A study of available land in each study area and local planning policies that could support the 
development of housing options for individuals with developmental disabilities found that Toronto and 
Vancouver have implemented the highest number of planning policies to support development of 
affordable and accessible housing. In addition, across all study areas, 207.4 acres39 of surplus land was 
identified which is will generate approximately 24,000 units, of which 4,400 to 4,900 could be accessed 
by individuals with developmental disabilities.  

The last development avenue that was explored as part of this study were partnerships with non- and 
for-profit housing developers. A total of five different partnership models were discussed and a strong 
development potential with non-profit developers was identified. This potential totalled 1,400 to 1,700 
units. While a significantly lower development potential was discovered through partnerships with for-
profit developers (100 – 130 units), key stakeholder interviews showed for-profit providers are open to 
explore development partnerships with service providers. However, conversations with key stakeholders 
show for-profit developers often have limited knowledge of frontline service delivery and can be 
overwhelmed by its complexity. The National Housing Strategy’s Co-Investment fund provides a 
significant opportunity for service providers and for-profit developers to explore these partnerships. 

When extrapolating these findings to Canada as a whole, it was found there is an estimated development 
potential of approximately 7,500 to 35,000 units. This is significantly more than the 2,400 units for 
individuals with a developmental disability outlined in the National Housing Strategy and demonstrates 
the asset inventory exists to create suitable housing options for the estimated 24,000 individuals with a 
developmental disability in core housing need.  

Limitations 

As was mentioned in section 2.4.3, this study relies predominantly on primary data sources. The 
consulting team has been dependent on the capacity within each local ACL to distribute the surveys in 
their networks and connect the consulting team with key stakeholders in each community.  
For example, the survey for ACL family members had a margin of error of 6.0%, 19 times out of 20, but 
most of the data from this survey was analyzed by geography. Separating the responses by geography 

39 Excluding the land the City of Montreal intends to buy through its new land purchasing program. 
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shows certain communities had a significantly larger number of responses compared to others. A total of 
118 responses came from Toronto, while only 15 responses were collected in Lloydminster and 21 in 
Saskatoon.  

This explains some of the differences between the areas, particularly Vancouver, where the majority of 
survey respondents are housed in group homes and few ACL member families think frequently about 
creating new housing solutions for their family members. This indicates some of the results 
underestimate the true development potential for survey areas. 

Table 14: Margin of Error: Survey of ACL Member Families; 2018 

Source: ACL Family Member Survey 2018 

In addition, the consulting team was not able to connect with housing providers and non-profit/for-profit 
developers in each study area. Therefore, the estimated number of units that could be developed through 
these key stakeholders is limited to the data gathered in this study and might be significantly 
understating the development potential in study areas. 

Next Steps 

This report found significant development potential through partnerships with non-profit providers and 
the CMHC Co-Investment Fund to develop units through partnerships with for-profit housing developers. 
However, the study only spoke with seven non-profit providers and three for-profit providers. It is 
recommended to explore these opportunities further to develop a deeper understanding of the 
development potential of these partnerships. This could be achieved through additional outreach to for-
profit and non-profit developers to find ways to overcome any roadblocks that currently exist that prevent 
further collaboration. For example, for-profit developers could be overwhelmed with the complexity of 
developmental disabilities, but additional information and collaboration could help overcome any doubts 
and concerns.  

Furthermore, the study found limited internal capacity among service providers themselves to identify 
and pursue development opportunities by leveraging their financial assets and group homes. Through 
discussion with local ACLs and a second survey for service providers, My Home My Community could 
identify opportunities to improve the capacity of the developmental services sector as a whole in their 
ability to pursue development opportunities and partnerships.  

Lastly, the conservative estimates in this study, based on limited data sources, found a development 
potential for new housing options for individuals with a developmental disability that is significantly higher 
than the 2,400 units outlined in the National Housing Strategy. This indicates a clear need for additional 
federal and provincial funding commitments for this population group to realize this potential and ensure 
all individuals in core housing need can be housed in appropriate and affordable housing. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Survey Questions and Geographical Distribution of the ACL Family 
Member Survey 

Table 15: Geographical Distribution of the ACL Member Family Survey 

Toronto (ON) 118 33.9% 

Vancouver (BC) 68 19.5% 

Fredericton (NB) 41 11.8% 

Lloydminster (AB) 15 4.3% 

Saskatoon (SK) 21 6.0% 

Hamilton (ON) 14 4.0% 

Brantford (ON) 6 1.7% 

Other 65 18.7% 

Ottawa (ON) 5 1.4% 

Ontario (Other) 44 12.6% 

Saskatchewan (Other) 4 1.1% 

New Brunswick (Other) 3 0.9% 

British Columbia (Other) 2 0.6% 

Alberta (Other) 1 0.3% 

No Response 6 1.7% 

Total 348 66.1% 

Source: Survey for ACL Member Families 2018 

% # 
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Appendix B: Survey Questions and Geographical Distribution of the Survey for 
Individuals with a Developmental Disability 

Table 16: Geographical Distribution of the Survey for Individuals with Developmental Disability 

Toronto (ON) 0 0.0% 

Vancouver (BC) 8 18.2% 

Fredericton (NB) 18 40.9% 

Lloydminster (AB) 13 29.5% 

Saskatoon (SK) 5 11.4% 

Greater Montreal (QC) 0 0.0% 

Other (please specify) 0 0.0% 

No Response 0 0.0% 

Total 44 100.0% 

Source: Survey for Individuals with a Developmental Disability 2018 

# % 
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Appendix C: Survey Questions and Geographical Distribution of the Service Provider 
Survey 

Table 17: Geographical Distribution of the Survey for Survey for Service Providers 

Toronto (ON) 12 18.8% 

Vancouver (BC) 6 9.4% 

Fredericton (NB) 3 4.7% 

Lloydminster (AB) 1 1.6% 

Saskatoon (SK) 16 25.0% 

Other 26 40.6% 

Greater Montreal (QC) 0 0.0% 

No Response 0 0.0% 

Total 64 100.0% 

Source: Survey for Service Providers 2018 

# % 
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Appendix D: Overview of Key Stakeholder Interviewees and Interview Questions 
Table 18: Overview of Key Stakeholders 

Local and Provincial ACL members 
Heidi Reynders Senior Facilitator Community Living Toronto 
Ross Chilton Chief Executive Officer Community Living Society 
Sarah Wagner Chief Executive Officer New Brunswick Association for Community Living 
Robin Acton Former – President/Volunteer Inclusion Lloydminster 
Dallas Tatarenko Inclusion Consultant Inclusion Saskatchewan 
Samuel Ragot Advocacy and Policy Advisor Société Québécoise de la déficience intellectuelle 
Municipalities 
Jeremy Kloet Senior Planner The City of Toronto 
Erik Hunter Manager The City of Toronto 
John Stark Senior Social Planner The City of New Westminster (Vancouver Area) 
Natasha Pidkowa Supervisor Planning The City of Lloydminster 
Daryl Sexsmith Housing Analyst The City of Saskatoon 
Suzanne  LaFerrière Conseillère - Service de l'habitation Ville de Montréal 
Provinces 
Dominic Aube Manager Housing The Province of New Brunswick 
Non-Profit Housing Providers 
Gautam Mukherjee Executive Director Mainstay Housing 
Kim Hinton Director Partnerships St. Clare’s 
Craig Crawford VP Operations BC Housing 
Vincent Tong Chief Development Officer Toronto Community Housing 
Ray Neale General Manager Saskatoon Housing Authority 
Kim Addison Residential Coordinator Bea Fisher Centre 
Maria Vaiaso Office Co-Ordinator Rainbow Housing Co-Operation 
For-Profit Housing Developers 
Jordana Ross Director Planning Options for Homes 
Stacie Beever Partnerships Manager Innovative Residential Inc. 
Evan Johnson Chief Executive Officer Compass Group 

Name Position Organization 




