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1 Executive Summary
On April 15, 2008 the Government of Alberta created the Capital Region Board Regulation bringing the
Capital Region Board into existence. The Regulation called for the creation of a Capital Region Growth
Plan that would:





Provide an integrated and strategic approach to planning for future growth in the Capital
Region;
Identify the overall development patterns and key future infrastructure investments that would
best complement existing infrastructure, services and land uses in the Capital Region, and which
would also maximize benefits to the Capital Region; and;
Co-ordinate decisions in the Capital Region to sustain economic growth and ensure strong
communities and a healthy environment

The Regulation required the Growth Plan to include Four Principal Components: a Land Use Plan; a
Housing Plan; an inter-municipal Transit Plan; and a Geographic Information Services (GIS) Plan.
Through the work of a number of communities and a variety of consultations the Growth Plan was
developed with a priority on the integration of the various components. The Growth Plan received
approval from the Government of Alberta on March 11, 2010.
In approving the Capital Region Growth Plan, the twenty-four (24) member municipalities and the
Province of Alberta made a commitment to work in partnership to address the challenges the region is
and will face associated with present and future growth pressures. An integrated and strategic
approach to planning for the future was developed and includes the four principle components
mentioned above.
The Housing Plan recognized that housing plays an important role in building strong communities and
defining the social fabric of places. It recognized that to achieve the economic potential of the region
requires the municipalities to ensure all residents have choice and diversity of housing with access to
employment opportunities, transportation options, and accessible amenities. It outlined the challenges
facing the region’s municipalities, namely their high growth rates, escalating land and housing prices,
and reduced availability and affordability of housing.
The Housing Plan identified existing housing gaps and projected housing needs over the next thirty-five
(35) years relating to two categories of housing: Non-Market Housing and Market Affordable Housing.
Non-Market Housing is defined as housing operated, funded, or created through direct government
subsidies. Market Affordable Housing is rental or ownership housing that is provided by the private
market for moderate-income households without upfront or on-going direct government subsidies.
The vision of the Housing Plan is:
“There is a sufficient supply, choice and diversity of housing within the Capital Region”
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It was identified in the Housing Plan that the City of Edmonton had approximately seventy (70%) percent
of the region’s population, but had eighty-eight (88%) percent of the region’s Non-Market Housing. Past
methods of planning, priority setting and supply delivery had not achieved the desired vision.
The Housing Plan suggested a need for change and therefore advocated for:





An approach that would move planning and prioritization on non-market and market affordable
housing towards a model based on need and conceived at a sub-regional level;
The location of future non-market and market affordable housing to be based on general
criteria derived from the principle that a more equitable distribution of this housing should
allow citizens to remain in their community, close to friends and family and close to
employment opportunities, support services and transit; and
The implementation of the desired change to be done through the creation of a Regional Ten
(10) Year Rolling Housing Plan based on sub-regional planning models.

The plan created six Sub-Regions for planning purposes and identified short-term and long-term targets
for delivery of Non-Market Housing in each Sub-Region.
The CRB Regional Housing Committee is now determining how to begin working towards the change
needed to realize the vision of the Housing Plan. In order to move forward it was determined that an
environmental scan should be carried out to evaluate the current non-market and market affordable
landscape and the challenges and opportunities it presents to the development of the desired regional
rolling plan. The City of Edmonton had recently completed a study called “The Edmonton Community
Plan on Housing and Supports: 2011-2015” providing insight in to its current housing landscape, but
more information was needed on the other twenty-three (23) regional municipalities.
Consultants were engaged to carry out the environmental scan. They worked in collaboration with CRB
Staff and a Steering Committee (see Appendix J). Through a number of data and information collection
processes (see Appendix G) relevant information was gathered on each municipality and then evaluated
for the challenges and opportunities presented.
The environmental scan is not a housing plan, nor is it a need and demand assessment. It is a snapshot
in time, in this case of the non-market and market affordable housing planning and delivery in the
Capital Region. It identified as far as possible what has changed in the Capital Region since the housing
work on the Growth Plan, and the challenges and opportunities that the existing landscape presents for
in the creation of a rolling plan and the integrated planning associated with it.
The citizens and communities they live in are diverse, and the objective of sufficient, quality, affordable
and appropriately located housing options does not happen without integrated and strategic planning.
Current growth is bringing greater diversity in both citizens and communities and as a result demands
greater diversity in how and where to provide solutions.
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Many households (estimated to be 80%) in the region are fortunate enough to have sufficient income to
afford1 housing provided by the private sector, either through ownership or rental. This is called Market
Housing. Municipalities spend a great deal of time on encouraging and regulating the development of
market housing options within their boundaries to ensure it is appropriately located , of sufficient
supply, and that needed community amenities are provided to accommodate planned growth.
Keeping Market Housing options affordable for those whose incomes are at or just above median
income is a growing challenge in the region’s municipalities. Builders face rising development and
construction costs; higher demand for available units means rising purchase prices; low vacancy rates
translate into higher rents.
Recognizing this affordability challenge, the CRB member municipalities in partnership with industry and
community experts recently developed the Our Affordable Future policy framework. The framework
calls for strategic collaboration and partnerships to be formed by municipalities, industry and the
community in planning for and delivery of housing to meet the affordability needs of households whose
incomes are in the range of 100% to 150% of median income. Such strategies and the housing options
created are called Market Affordable Housing. The framework will allow municipalities and industry to
build on existing strategies and introduce greater innovation and collaboration. The end result will be
healthy communities that are able to attract and retain citizens who will want to remain and contribute
to their neighbourhoods and communities.
Little information on current Market Affordable Housing strategies and the units produced was provided
by municipalities during this environmental scan. Some of the strategies mentioned were: land
donations; property tax reductions; zoning changes, and a willingness on the part of municipalities to
work with developers towards this goal. The presence of secondary suites is the only quantifiable
indicator of market affordable housing activity in many of the region’s municipalities. Beyond the 613
units that were identified in this scan, it is assumed that there are additional units in a number of
communities that were delivered through one or more market affordable strategies, but the number,
location and enabling strategy are currently unknown.
We encourage the CRB member municipal councils to implement the recommendations in the Our
Affordable Future framework, beginning with the appointment of Ambassadors (Council Member) and
Champions (Municipal Administration Member). These individuals can work with those from other
municipalities and Industry to share best practises, and to explore collaborative, flexible and innovative
approaches within their sub-Regions and regionally. Regional resources can be put to work in every
sub-Region and municipality producing Market Affordable Housing options.
Integrated and strategic planning to address housing supply, quality, location and affordability cannot
stop at those with household incomes at or above median income. There is an increasing awareness in
the Capital Region municipalities of a growing number and diversity of households with below median
incomes living or wanting to live within their boundaries. There is an insufficient supply of affordable

1

Affordability is defined as shelter cost being at or below 30% of pre-tax household income
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housing in the region to meet the need (estimated at over 51,5932 households). A portfolio of
government-subsidized housing options (called Non-Market Housing) has been created in the region
over a number of decades, providing affordability to a portion of those in need (currently 30,493).
How does a municipality prepare to address its challenges in an environment of limited government
funding for additional options, limited flexibility in existing regional resources, possible gaps in support
services and increasing demand? The answer is integrated and strategic planning on a sub-regional and
regional basis.
Past need, demand and planning exercises by individual municipalities produced a variety of documents
and information often focused on available funding rather than an assessment of the comprehensive
needs of the community. These plans and documents were produced by different consultants, using
different definitions and collection processes and done at different times. They often failed to consider
how existing resources in regions might be leveraged in their plans or how plans of other jurisdictions
might impact theirs.
A regional planning framework for Non-Market Housing based on sub-regional planning is needed. The
framework should provide the opportunity and tools necessary for municipalities to participate in a
collaborative assessment of need, demand, supply delivery, capacity building, etc. The objective would
be a planning document that can be presented to government and other funders in order to
demonstrate how effective existing resources are in meeting current need, how their effectiveness
might be enhanced to meet future need, and how best to allocate new funding to produce additional
options of the right type in the right location throughout the region.
The Province has expressed its interest in being more involved with the municipalities, key delivery
agents such as Management Bodies and other community stakeholders in long-term strategy
development. Sub-Regional models for planning will allow participation by a broad range of key
stakeholders whose input is most needed. Having input into planning develops greater buy-in when
implementation and delivery need to be done. An integrated and strategic regional plan, built from the
grassroots up, will have a significant influence on government funders and their willingness to support
the initiatives identified as best serving the region. Through the framework, existing Sub-Regional
planning models can be enhanced or new models developed to achieve the desired results.
The Province is on board, municipalities have expressed the need for and interest in more effective
planning. Some have indicated they are waiting for the regional framework before they proceed with
future planning. They see a regional process as a way to share costs, produce comparable data and
information and to have a greater influence on achieving the distribution of resources in the region. The
challenges include determining who will lead the sub-regional planning efforts and where to find the
resources for the process.
The local Management Body would appear to be a logical consideration as the entity to lead subregional planning. They are existing agencies, established by the Province, through which funding can
2

2009 Figure from CRB Housing Plan. Assumed to have increased along with population growth in Region.
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easily be channeled.
In most cases their membership is representative of the sub-region’s
municipalities. They have established working relationships and industry connections locally, nationally,
and internationally. Some currently limit their mandate to housing for seniors, but the Province is
encouraging them to expand that mandate.
This “Management Body as Lead” model has existed in the Leduc Sub-Region for a number of years with
the Leduc Foundation as lead. It is viewed as a best practice model. After a study to determine an
appropriate model for the Strathcona Sub-Region, the two municipalities amalgamated three
management bodies into one and mandated the new Heartland Housing Foundation to lead their NonMarket Housing planning. They are currently developing their sub-regional planning process. This
could present a pilot program opportunity for the CRB in development of a regional framework.
Summary
The complexity of housing challenges is growing daily. In order to meet the housing challenges future
growth will present, there must be an equal emphasis on planning for Market Housing, Market
Affordable Housing and Non-Market Housing. Ambassadors and Champions must come forward from
the Province, Municipal Councils, communities, delivery agents, and industry ready to build healthy
communities by planning for future housing challenges. Those ambassadors and champions must be
prepared to engage in the difficult process of assessing the effectiveness of existing programs, setting
priorities for enhancing effectiveness, guiding implementation and delivery and developing community
acceptance of housing diversity as a contributor to community health.
Adoption of the recommendations in the Our Affordable Future framework and moving forward on the
following recommendations will go a long way to realizing the vision of the CRB Housing Plan.
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Recommendations:
1. The Capital Region Board should lead the development and
implementation of a Regional Planning Framework for Market Affordable
and Non-Market Housing.
The Framework should inform the creation of a regional ten (10) year rolling housing plan based
on sub-regional rolling housing plans created by sub-regional planning committees.

2. A Standardized Sub-Regional Planning Tool should be developed and
adopted for reporting purposes by each sub-region.
This will allow for sub-regional plans to be in similar formats providing for effective integration
into a regional plan. This could be as part of the Framework development in recommendation
#1.

3. Regularly Scheduled, Standardized Needs Assessments should be carried
out.
Need, demand and supply studies are the foundation of planning. It is recommended that these
studies be carried out at least every five (5) years. They should be done at the same time in all
sub-regions. This will enhance compatibility and comparison of findings on a regional basis.
Consideration should be given to carrying these out at times when needed census and other
data become available. They should also be carried out using standardized assessment tools
and formats that will feed appropriately into the standardized planning format suggested in
recommendation #2 above.

4. The “Our Affordable Future” Marketing & Communications Plan should be
implemented.
As planning for the future delivery of Market Affordable and Non-Market Housing is
implemented there will be an even greater need to educate and communicate in an effort to
gain support for innovative approaches. Development of the Marketing and Communications
Plan has been initiated and needs to be launched as soon as possible.
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2 Scope of Environmental Scan
In the implementation plan of the Regional Housing Strategy section of the CRB Housing Plan there is a
recommendation that six sub-regions be established for non-market and market affordable housing
planning purposes. The diagram below provides a visual of the geographic boundaries of the Capital
Region Board and the six sub-regions.

NB: The following names will be used throughout this document to refer to the individual
sub-regions. The Sub-Region Name should be interpreted to be inclusive of all municipalities in
that sub-region.
Sub-Region Name
Leduc Sub-Region

Municipalities in Sub-Region
Leduc County, City of Leduc, Beaumont, Devon, Calmar, Thorsby, Warburg,

Parkland Sub-Region

Parkland County, Wabamun, Stony Plain, Spruce Grove

Sturgeon Sub-Region

Sturgeon County, St. Albert, Morinville, Legal, Bon Accord, Redwater,
Gibbons

Strathcona Sub-Region

Strathcona County, Fort Saskatchewan

Lamont Sub-Region

3

Edmonton Sub-Region

Lamont County, Bruderheim, Town of Lamont
Edmonton

3

The municipalities of Mundare, Andrew, Chipman are not part of the CRB and are not included in Lamont SubRegion defined herein and were not included in the scan.
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In January 2012, the “Edmonton Area Community Plan on Housing and Supports: 2011-2015”
(hereinafter referred to as the “Edmonton Housing Plan”) was released through Homeward Trust. The
CRB considers the Edmonton Housing Plan to contain sufficient information for its purposes on the
Edmonton Sub-Region.
Therefore the focus of the work done on this environmental scan was to gather information on the
other five sub-regions. The detailed findings on each of the five sub-regions are found in Appendices B
through F to this document. The Edmonton Housing Plan may be viewed at www.homewardtrust.ca .
Various sections of this environmental scan have drawn on information from the Edmonton Housing
Plan as required.
The environmental scan was to give consideration to the following areas as they affect non-market and
market affordable housing planning and delivery: housing policy; housing plans; legal agreements;
mandate/authority of delivery agents; client groups served and how; nature of support services
provided across the housing delivery organizations and gaps; supply of housing to meet household size
needs and income affordability; challenges and opportunities in the development a regional 10-year
rolling housing plan.

3 Current Housing Landscape
The environmental scan process provided the following insights into the existing non-market and market
affordable housing landscape. For more detailed information on what the scan identified please see the
sub-regional profiles in Appendices B through F of this document.

3.1 Regional Growth
If one compares the 2006 federal census figures with those of the 2011 census, it is evident that the
type of population growth projected in the 2009 CRB Housing Plan has been occurring in the region. The
average annual growth rate for the municipalities in the subject sub-regions is 2.4% as shown in the
table below.
Table #1 - Change in Population since 2006 – Federal Census Numbers
Sub-Regions

Leduc Sub-Region
Parkland Sub-Region
Sturgeon Sub-Region
Strathcona Sub-Region
Lamont Sub-Region
Edmonton Sub-Region
Totals All Sub-Regions

Census 2006

48,430
61,775
90,690
97,465
6,825
730,372
1,035,557

Census 2011

61,130
72,495
97,720
111,540
6,800
812,201
1,161,886

Average
Annual Rate
of Growth
since 2006
5.24
3.47
1.55
2.89
-0.07
2.24
2.44
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The CRB Housing Plan predicated that the population number for the region would be 1,218,231 by the
end of 2014. If one applies the average annual growth rate of 2.44% to the 2011 census numbers and
projects to 2014 you reach a population number of 1,309,599, well in excess of the CRB Housing Plan
projection.
There is going to be continued growth in the Capital Region and it will probably exceed the projections
of the CRB Housing Plan. Municipalities must recognize that this growth will continue to present
opportunities and challenges going forward to the economic viability and health of their communities.
Demand for diversity of housing and related support services will be felt throughout the region.
Planning for non-market and market affordable housing must be done so as to take advantage of the
opportunities and find solutions to the challenges that will arise.

3.2 Stakeholders
Planning for and delivery of non-market and market affordable housing requires strong partnerships
involving government, industry, non-profit organizations and the private sector. Working together on
affordable housing makes the Alberta Capital Region a better place to live, work and grow. Sections
4.2.1 through 4.2.7 provide an overview of the key stakeholders in the Capital Region identified through
the scan.
3.2.1 Federal and Provincial Governments
Non-market housing is defined as housing operated, funded, or created through direct government
subsidies. The Federal and Provincial orders of government have been the primary sources of those
subsidies, through a variety of programs and funding agreements. There is Federal/Provincial ownership
or unilateral Provincial ownership of most of the Community Housing units and Seniors Self-Contained
units in the region. The Province owns some of the Supportive Living (Lodge) facilities in the region as
well. Capital grants are provided for construction of Affordable Housing units. Funds have been
allocated to municipalities for housing purposes through such programs as the Municipal Sustainability
Initiative. Operating, rent and other subsidies are provided to a number of non-profit organizations to
make rents more affordable and for the provision of related support services in some facilities.
These orders of government are the source of funding that makes it possible for housing providers to
address the affordability issues and some of the support needs of lower income households in the
region. Current funding agreements will expire and could pose a significant risk to the non-market
housing portfolio in the region. Negotiations are currently underway regarding devolution of more
housing responsibility to the Province from the Federal Government. The outcome could have a
significant effect on the delivery of non-market housing in Alberta.
The Provincial government sees the municipal government as the order of government that will be most
familiar with local housing needs. There is a current interest in having integrated planning at the
municipal and regional levels to help identify housing priorities in the province. The Province is facing a
period of “expense-reduction” budgeting. They will be seeking innovative approaches for allocation of
available resources.
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The Province established the Capital Region Board, approved the CRB Housing Plan and supports that
Plan’s efforts towards regional planning on housing. They see regional planning as a way to help them
continue to provide needed funding in the most effective way.
The Province establishes Management Bodies (by Ministerial Order) to operate government-owned
housing and administer other programs such as rent supplement.
3.2.2 Municipal Governments
The housing role of most municipal governments has historically been limited to regulatory and zoning
functions (i.e. leasing of land, property tax exemptions, zoning incentives, density bonuses, etc.). Those
with Community Housing units in their municipalities have in the past contributed up to ten percent
(10%) towards the capital construction costs and operating deficits4. Those with Supportive Living
(Lodge) facilities are subject to requisitions for lodge operating deficits.
Growth in the Capital Region has resulted in housing issues being a regular item on many municipal
council agendas.
Municipalities are being challenged to promote Market Affordable Housing in their communities as an
economic driver. The CRB recently released its “Our Affordable Future” framework document which
encourages and shows how Market Affordable Housing can be provided.
There are examples of municipal ownership of lodges, community housing, affordable housing, etc.
Some are direct ownership by the municipalities; others are through municipally-owned non-profit
corporations. The City of Edmonton will become the owner of most of the Community Housing units
within their boundaries as the land leases they granted the Province expire a number of years from now.
Municipalities are being challenged to expand their non-market housing role. The Province has
allocated funding for housing to some municipalities and requested that the determination of how to
allocate that funding be made at the municipal level.
The CRB Housing Plan proposes that
municipalities participate in sub-regional planning, then in regional priority setting.
The municipalities in the region are at different points in their readiness and capacity to respond to
these challenges. Common barriers identified in the scan, especially by smaller municipalities were:



Lack of resources (funding, staffing, etc.) to carry out need and demand analysis
Lack of services (medical/dental, shopping, transportation, etc.) needed by low income
households or even to attract new households to the community

3.2.3 Capital Region Board
The Capital Region Board is a regional partnership of twenty-four (24) municipalities in Alberta’s Capital
Region. The CRB’s Growth Plan promotes the member municipalities to establish regional partnerships
in key priority areas for growth, recognizing the positive benefits of shared development, infrastructure
4

A number of years ago the Province forgave this contribution for many of the Community Housing units in the
Province. Some municipalities decided to continue their contributions and directed the funding towards other
non-market housing options.
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and policy frameworks. One of those key priority areas for growth is housing and a CRB Housing Plan
has been developed and approved by the Province. The Plan suggests the implementation of a new
approach to planning for non-market housing and that a concerted effort is made to distribute nonmarket housing more equitably throughout the region. The Housing Plan works towards accomplishing
its vision through its Regional Housing Committee. .
Initiatives arising from the CRB Housing Plan to date include:








A Market Affordable Housing Policy Framework, “Our Affordable Future – Building Stronger
Communities in the Capital Region” – this report is the platform from which the CRB will base
efforts to encourage the development of more Market Affordable housing in the Region
A Marketing & Communications Program “Our Affordable Future” – the foundations of a regionwide public relations program was developed with the aim of encouraging public acceptance of
the need for a broader range of affordable housing types and tenure to support population and
employment growth in the Region. The program targets a common objection to development
NIMBY-ism (Not in My Backyard-ism). The funding required to launch and sustain this program
has not yet been secured.
ReEnvision Housing Symposium – the CRB plans and organizes a yearly education and
development session focusing on current housing topics to support the goals of the Growth
Plan.
Development of a sub-regional planning framework - Working with the Province, this project is
exploring the development and implementation of a planning model framework to support the
identification and prioritization of housing needs and supply issues within the Capital Region for
non-market and market affordable housing.

This environmental scan is the first phase in the development of the sub-regional planning framework
initiative.
3.2.4 Management Bodies
Management Bodies are established by Provincial ministerial order. The ministerial order identifies the
members of the management body and defines the housing facilities it is to manage and programs it is
to administer on behalf of the orders of government. They operate under authority of the Alberta
Housing Act and the regulations thereto.
There are currently twenty (20) Management Bodies in the region, fourteen (14) within the City of
Edmonton alone. Many of those in the City of Edmonton only manage Seniors Self-Contained Housing
units. Seniors Self-Contained units are fully funded by the Province and therefore municipalities are not
typically members of those management bodies.
There are seven (7) Management Bodies in the region that have one or more municipalities as members
or with the right to appoint board members. If a Management Body’s portfolio includes a Supportive
Living (Lodge) facility it is granted authority by the Province to requisition its member municipalities for
any lodge operating deficit. Therefore the Province appoints the municipalities subject to requisition as
members of the Management Body.
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The Capital Region Housing Corporation is a Management Body and the Corporation is the sole member
of the Management Body. Although the City of Edmonton is not a member it has been given the
mandate to appoint two individuals to sit on the board of the Corporation. It does not manage a lodge
and has no requisitioning authority. Its programs are focused on a variety of client groups. Some of the
programs delivered by the Corporation, like rent supplement serve multiple sub-regions.
The Management Bodies in the region that have one or more lodges as part of their portfolio are:







Greater Edmonton Foundation- Edmonton Sub-Region, current focus is seniors
Leduc Foundation – Edmonton Sub-Region, current focus multiple client groups
Meridian Foundation – Parkland Sub-Region, current focus seniors
Sturgeon Foundation – Sturgeon Sub-Region, current focus seniors
Heartland Housing Foundation – Strathcona Sub-Region, current focus multiple client groups
Lamont Foundation – Lamont Sub-Region, current focus seniors

The Management Body is an example of how municipalities are already partnering on a sub-regional
basis. As members of the management body, the municipalities are planning and delivering housing
sub-regionally.
The Province is encouraging Management Bodies to consider consolidation of operations where this
would provide more efficient and effective management and administration of its housing and
programs. They are also encouraging Management Bodies to explore expansion of their mandates to
address multiple client group needs. The Heartland Housing Foundation is the most recent example of
this, where three existing Management Bodies consolidated into one with a mandate to address
multiple client group needs.
Management Bodies have become the lead agencies in the sub-regional planning models already in
place in the Leduc and Strathcona Sub-Regions. With their focus on housing and their connections with
the Province, it seemed logical to have these Management Bodies ensure that planning occurs. They do
not become the sole planners and delivery agents, but rather facilitate planning by key stakeholders
who determine who best to deliver.
Some Management Bodies in the region have expanded their mandates from that of property and
program managers for government-owned housing to that of owning their own housing facilities.
Having been successful in applications for affordable housing grants, some Management Bodies now
own rental housing units.
3.2.5 Not-for-Profit Sector
Non-profit companies are organizations formed to promote art, science, religion, charity or other similar
endeavors, or they may be formed solely for the purpose of promoting recreation for their members.
Non-profit housing organizations promote charity by serving lower income households. A common
misconception is that not-for-profit organization cannot make a profit. Not-for-profit organizations can
generate profits from their operations, but those profits must be re-invested in the objectives of the
organization. No member or shareholder can benefit personally from the profits generated and when
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the organization is dissolved, the proceeds must be directed to another organization with similar
objectives.
There are a large number of not-for-profit organizations serving the housing and support needs in the
Capital Region. They typically address the needs of a specific client group, often with a special need.
They often have support funding as well as housing subsidies to meet the needs of their target clients.
This sector includes groups like:





Habitat for Humanity, providing ownership opportunities to lower income families
E4C – providing housing and a number of programs to address a variety of needs in the inner
city neighbourhoods of Edmonton and some rural communities
Strathcona Schizophrenia Housing Foundation –serving persons with disabilities
CTD Housing Solutions Edmonton Ltd. – The HOME Program, providing homeownership
education and down payment assistance to lower income households

The scan identified at total nine (9) such agencies outside the City of Edmonton. The City of Edmonton
number was not identified in the Edmonton Housing Plan but probably exceeds seventy (70). These
agencies tend to have a passion for their work, a “grass-roots” perspective, engagement of volunteer
resources, and attract charitable donations to their causes.
It was indicated in the scan that the biggest challenge these organizations face in the current
environment is funding to meet the increasing demand for their services.
Municipalities also use not-for-profit companies for housing purposes. Two examples of this were
identified in the scan:




HomeEd is the operating name for the City of Edmonton’s non-profit housing corporation. They
own a portfolio of non-market rental housing. Administrative services for the corporation are
provided by members of the City’s administration. Mortgage and other subsidies make these
units affordable. The City of Edmonton is the sole shareholder in this corporation.
The Pioneer Housing Non Profit Foundation is owned by Strathcona County, and holds title to
some projects managed by the Heartland Housing Foundation. Strathcona County is the sole
shareholder of this organization.

3.2.6 For-Profit Sector
The housing need of eighty percent (80%) of households in most communities is typically met by private
market housing. The private (or ‘for-profit’) sector also plays a key role in the provision of Market
Affordable and Non-Market Housing in the region. It is private developers that will work with the
municipalities to produce entry-level ownership housing. The CRB’s Our Affordable Future framework
provides a tool for both the developers and the municipalities to use.
Private landlords partner with government in rent supplement programs, turning market units into nonmarket housing options. If there is no housing supply, rent supplement programs do not work. In the
current low vacancy market, the interest of landlords in programs such as rent supplement can decline.
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However, many landlords who have been participating in the programs for some time seem to have a
commitment to continued participation. Low vacancy rates provide an opportunity for increasing rents
and rent increases put pressure on programs with limited funding.

3.3 Non-Market Housing Provision
As mentioned above, the private sector typically provides housing that is accessible to eighty (80%)
percent of households. The other twenty (20%) with lower incomes cannot afford market housing
options.
Recognizing this gap, governments have provided income support and housing subsidy programs to
address some of the variety of needs in this sector of the population. Income Support provides financial
benefits to individuals and families who do not have the resources to meet all of their basic needs, like
food, clothing and shelter. Housing subsidy programs attempt to address the shelter needs of a variety
of groups including: the homeless and those at risk of homelessness; income support recipients;
students; seniors; those with special needs; those unable to transition to better employment; those
transitioning to better employment; etc..
Housing options provided through direct government subsidies are known as Non-Market Housing.
3.3.1 Households Currently Served
Here is a table showing the number of households served through non-market housing options in the
region as identified in the scan and the Edmonton Housing Plan.
Table #2 – Households Served by Non-Market Housing Options
Housing Program

Affordable Housing
Community Housing
Cooperatives
Habitat For Humanity
Rent Supplement
Secondary Suites
Seniors Self-Contained
Shelters / Transitional
Supportive Living
(Lodge)
Other (group homes,
special needs)
Totals
2009 Total
Net Change Since 2009

Leduc
Sub
Region
205
42
0
3
188
0
170
0
181

Parkland
Sub
Region
178
0
90
14
54
0
135
0
57

Sturgeon
Sub
Region
178
2
93
35
73
75
113
0
256

Strathcona
Sub
Region
129
0
110
24
35
10
158
35
238

Lamont
Sub
Region
0
2
0
0
3
0
36
0
36

Edmonton
Sub
Region
6,103
4,244
1,245
100
5,200
528
1,500
2,050
5,200

Total
Served

0

37

36

192

0

1,100

1,365

789
701
+88

565
491
+74

861
728
+133

931
731
+200

77
77
0

27,270
20,079
+7,191

30,493
22,807
7,686

6,793
4,290
1,538
176
5,553
613
2,112
2,085
5,968
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The scan identified 30,493 households receiving assistance through non-market housing programs in the
Capital Region. This is an increase of 7,686 households from the numbers identified in the 2009 CRB
Housing Plan. The major contributors to the increase were some 3,300 affordable housing units
developed since 2009 and the addition of 3,700 rent supplements.
Just over eighty-nine (89%) percent of the households (27,270) are served in the Edmonton Sub-Region.
This is an increase from eighty-eight (88%) in 2009. In that Sub-Region it is estimated that seventy-five
(75%) percent of the households served (20,357) are non-senior households. Supportive Living (Lodge)
and Seniors Self-Contained programs are targeted at seniors, while most of the other programs have
non-seniors as their primary target group but do serve some seniors as well. Senior households served
in Edmonton are estimated at 6,913.
In the Sub-Regions outside of Edmonton the ratio between senior and non-senior households served is
significantly different as shown in the table below.
Table #3 – Non-Seniors Households Served by Sub Region

Non-Seniors Served
currently as % of Total
currently Served in Sub
Region
Non-Seniors Served in
2009 as % of Total
Served in Sub Region in
2009

Leduc
Sub Region
54%
(420)

Parkland
Sub Region
41%
(227)

Sturgeon
Sub Region
43%
(357)

Strathcona
Sub Region
50%
(451)

Lamont
Sub Region
3%
(2)

50%
(350)

52%
(257)

36%
(265)

34%
(246)

3%
(2)

What the scan shows is that there have been significant increases in the number of non-market housing
options in the region. There has been an increase in the number of options available to non-senior and
senior households in most sub-regions, but these have fallen short of the recommended numbers in the
CRB Housing Plan in all sub-regions except the City of Edmonton. There was no evidence found that
consideration was given to the CRB targets in any planning associated with the delivery of additional
options since 2009.
3.3.2 Programs & Delivery Agents
Because non-market housing is “government-subsidised” housing it is delivered through a number of
government programs. Program funding is provided to a number of delivery agencies. The following
gives an overview of who is delivering these programs in the Capital Region:





Affordable Housing – private for-profit and not-for-profit developers, public non-profits
including Management Bodies, municipalities.
Community Housing, Supportive Living (Lodge), Seniors Self-Contained – Management Bodies
Cooperative Housing - Cooperatives
Rent Supplement – Management Bodies, Municipalities
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Secondary Suites – Municipalities
Shelters/Transitional, Groups Homes, Special Needs – Private not-for-profits

Habitat for Humanity is exclusively delivered in the region by one not-for-profit organization, Habitat for
Humanity Edmonton. It is an affordable ownership model. See Appendix H for more information. One
other ownership model that should be mentioned is the HOME Program. It prepares households to
become homeowners through education and then assists qualifying households with down payment
assistance. See Appendix I for more information on this program.
Program Observations:


Affordable Housing provides rental rates at least ten (10%) below market. Operators are
supposed to house households from local Management Body waiting lists first. This does not
always occur and sometimes those on the waiting list cannot afford the rents. To increase
affordability of these units rent supplement is sometimes provided to qualifying residents.
Affordable Housing Grant recipients commit to keeping their units affordable for a period of
time (typically 10-20 years). At the end of that term they are free to do whatever this wish with
the property. They also have an option for “early buyout” of the agreement. There is a risk that
these units could be lost at some time in the future as non-market housing options.



Rent Supplements are provided through a number of different funding programs. Some provide
a fixed amount of subsidy; some provide subsidies based on income. Some are funded through
a fixed pool of money and will end when that money is expended. Some have on-going funding
allocations with annual allocations dependent on the current fiscal environment of the funder.
The number of households served through rent supplement can therefore vary dramatically
from year to year.



There is a very significant asset held in the form of government-owned non-market housing in
the region. The asset is ageing and every effort needs to be made to ensure that it is maintained
so it can continue to serve the needs in the region. Potential leveraging of the asset to produce
additional housing options in the region should also be explored. Planning for both
maintenance and leveraging of the asset needs to be carried out in the concept of integrated
regional planning.

3.3.3 The Right Housing Options in the Right Places
The location of many non-market housing options has been the result of Provincial funding decisions.
Because of the absence of an integrated regional housing plan, these decisions were based on available
funding and did not look at factors such as what already exists in the location, who best to deliver, etc.
Housing options for non-senior households have historically tended to be in centers where needed
supports such as transportation were located. Housing options for seniors have been based on the
principle of allowing seniors to remain in their communities. As communities have grown, the need for
non-senior housing options has grown as well. These households also wish to remain in their
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communities. Growing communities also need people to fill jobs and those people want to live close to
their employment.
The location of additional non-market housing options over the past few years has also been driven by
Provincial priorities for Affordable Housing Grants and for allocation of rent subsidies. Priority setting
was done without the benefit of a regional need and demand study being carried out.
The question this scan cannot answer is whether or not the current portfolio of non-market housing
options reflects the desired principle of the right type of housing options in the right place? That is a
question only a regional need and demand analysis and an integrated planning exercise can address.
Such an exercise could address the following:






Who are the client groups in need in the region and where are they located?
What are their current housing and support needs and gaps?
What are the best program options for meeting the needs and filling the gaps?
Who would be the best delivery agents for the best programs?
What might need to be done to allow delivery in the best place, by the best agency?

The scan identified a number of municipal and agency planning-type documents. In many cases the
principle driving factor for creation of these plans and needs assessments was: to support an application
for Provincial affordable housing requests for proposals; or to determine how municipalities would use
funding the Province allocated to them for housing purposes. The plans and needs assessments were
done at different times, by different consultants or organizations using a variety of approaches,
definitions, and reporting formats. This makes comparability of results extremely difficult, if not
impossible. Comparability is a key component of integrated planning. There is a need for a regional
planning framework that would result in regular planning exercises producing comparable information
from all municipalities allowing for an integrated approach to the provision of non-market housing
options.
The scan did identify some existing sub-regional planning models for non-market housing:






Although unique in that it is a one-municipality sub-region, the Edmonton Sub-Region has
produced regular community plans that have involved extensive stakeholder consultations,
need and demand analysis and establishment of priorities. The planning and implementation
strategies have developed over many years.
In the Leduc Sub-Region, the Leduc Foundation (Management Body) serves as the sub-regional
planning vehicle. There has been a pooling of available funds and allocation based on identified
priority needs in the sub-region.
In the Strathcona Sub-Region, Strathcona County and Fort Saskatchewan are working on a new
sub-regional planning model. The Heartland Housing Foundation (Management Body) is to act
as lead in bringing the key stakeholders together for integrated planning.
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The model for sub-regional planning can be adapted to meet the needs of any sub-region. However
these models need to produce coordinated and comparable data that allows regional priorities to be
established and households in need served through the best available options.
3.3.3.1 Support Services
Sustainable Community Development works toward building a solid relationship between economic
factors and other community elements such as housing, education, the natural environment, health and
accessibility. While a range of housing is important to community sustainability, not every community
will have or need each of the housing options located in the community. Housing options of the right
type for the community is based on a number of elements including demographics, regional assets and
community supports. Community services that support addictions, child care, education, employment
health, income, mental health and needed resources (such as food, clothing, etc.) are key components
of a healthy community and integrally linked to the development of these housing options. However,
keeping in mind that real sustainability is community driven and community led, communities must be
their own champions in strengthening local supports with regional partnerships and external alliances.

3.4 Market Affordable Housing Provision
The Capital Region Board recently released a market affordable housing policy and implementation
document entitled Our Affordable Future. It provides a road map of how to ensure that market
affordable housing is well-integrated, attractive and of sufficient quantity in the Capital Region
municipalities. It will help stakeholders make market affordable housing a contributor to their strategy
to deal with economic growth expected in the Capital Region.
The Capital Region Board and the municipalities now have a tool to help them develop market
affordable housing strategies in their communities.
Limited information was provided by the municipalities on their current market affordable housing
strategies. Some of the strategies mentioned during the scan process were: land donations; property
tax reductions; zoning changes; and from some of the smaller municipalities, willing to work with
developers if they will come.
Little information was provided by municipalities on the number of housing units provided through their
market affordable housing strategies. Secondary suite numbers (613) were the only numbers identified
in the scan. It is assumed that there have been additional units delivered in a number of communities
through one or more market affordable strategies, but the number, location and enabling strategy are
currently unknown.
It is believed that many municipalities are now reviewing their market affordable housing strategies as a
result of the recent work on this through the CRB. Future planning should include encouragement of
strategy development, reviews of these strategies showing their results, current effectiveness and
relevancy. A method of sharing the strategies and number of units produced amongst the Capital
Region municipalities should be explored.
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4 Recommendations toward a Planning Framework
The following recommendations are intended to help the Capital Region Board develop a sub-regional
planning framework leading to a ten (10) year rolling plan on non-market and market affordable
housing.

4.1 The Capital Region Board should lead the development and
implementation of a Regional Planning Framework for Market Affordable
and Non-Market Housing.
For the Capital Region Board to be successful in its vision for the region, all the region’s municipalities
must be willing to carry out planning related to non-market and market affordable housing. Recognizing
that not all municipalities have the resources or the support services necessary to meet all the housing
needs in their communities, a sub-regional approach would be strongly recommended.
It is recommended that the following suggestions be considered in the development and
implementation of such planning models.
4.1.1 Sub-Regional Plans should be 10-year plans with annual updates
In order to achieve a regional ten (10) year rolling plan, sub-regional planning must focus on the same
timeframe.
More certainty is known for the immediate future, so plans would have more detail on specific goals and
actions in the three (3) to five (5) year time frame and larger picture strategies and objectives going out
to ten (10) years. Annual updates will ensure that implementation strategies are followed up on and
adjustments are made to reflect current conditions and resources.
The plan could include identification of housing and related support needs and gaps over the next 10
year period and the priority of each. The plan could then recommend strategies to address the priorities
including how and by who the components of delivery, ownership, operation and management of
housing facilities and programs should be addressed. The plan could also address awareness strategies
to promote acceptance of non-market housing as an economic driver in our communities.
The plan will assist municipal councils and other funders in their deliberations over what is to be
approved and funded. Final acceptance of the responsibility for all or part of delivery, ownership,
operation and management of any facilities or programs would rest with the boards of the applicable
agencies.
4.1.2 Sub-Regional Planning Committees be established to carry out the planning
A committee of key stakeholders should be established in each sub-region to carry out the planning
process. As a minimum there should be representation from the following:



each municipality in the sub-region
the Province
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the Capital Region Board

The planning process should be as inclusive as possible. Involvement of other key stakeholders could be
by representation on the committee or as part of an advisory working group. Other key stakeholders
that could be part of the process include:




non-market housing delivery agencies
private developers
support service agencies/providers

Subject matter experts would be invited to participate as needed. It is recommended that a
municipality or agency in the sub-region be given the responsibility to lead the planning process. They
would ensure that the planning committee meets to carry out its planning mandate and chair the
committee meetings. This responsibility could be rotated through the committee membership as
deemed appropriate. Having the planning committee chair be one of the representatives on the CRB
Regional Housing Committee would be a good governance principle.

4.2 A Standardized Sub-Regional Planning Tool should be developed and
adopted for reporting purposes by each sub-region.
To be able to develop a regional plan, comparable information and data must be reported in the subregional plans. Then in regional planning discussions everyone is talking the same language as priority
setting takes place. Reporting of unique programs, ideas, etc. would always be encouraged to educate
others and would receive consideration in the planning deliberations.
The tool could:






provide standard definitions (for programs, client groups, etc.) to be used
define the type of information and data to be reported on
define reporting formats for the information (i.e., templates)
define criteria to the principle of “right type” and “right place” in assessing existing future
delivery models
Identify key stakeholder groups whose input should be sought

4.3 Regularly Scheduled, Standardized Needs Assessments should be carried
out.
Identifying the gaps that need to be addressed is crucial to planning. Principles of good planning dictate
that this is done on a regular basis so plans can be adjusted to changing circumstances or efforts
enhanced to achieve planned objectives. The goal of regional and sub-regional planning would suggest
that needs assessments should produce comparable information to feed into the comparable plans
suggested in 5.2.
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4.3.1 Regularly Scheduled Assessments
For integrated planning purposes it would be ideal if the needs assessments in all municipalities in the
Capital Region were co-ordinated to happen during the same time frame and at least every five years.
As federal census data on population, incomes and dwellings is crucial to this planning, these
assessments should be timed to have access to that data. There is typically a two (2) year waiting period
before the most current census data is available.
Given that municipalities have limited resources to dedicate to needs assessments, consideration should
be given to carrying out the needs assessments on at least a sub-regional basis. Collaboration by one or
more or even all sub-regions may also help with resource allocation.
4.3.2 Standardized Needs Assessment Tool
Regional and sub-regional planning will be more effective if the information on the gaps to be addressed
can be easily compared from municipality to municipality.
A standardized assessment tool could:






provide standard definitions (for programs, client groups, etc. ) to be used
define the minimum information and data to be collected
define reporting formats for the information and data (i.e., templates)
identify potential sources for information and data
identify key stakeholder groups whose input should be sought

4.4 The “Our Affordable Future” Marketing & Communications Plan should
be implemented.
It is recommended that the CRB’s development of a marketing and communications plan continue and
that it be implemented to ensure correct information and encourages community support and
involvement in non-market housing.
There is often a significant lack of understanding and/or misinformation, both with politicians and
community residents, about non-market housing (what it really is and its beneficial role in a
community). A strategy to raise awareness and provide correct information needs to be implemented.
An on-going communications/education strategy could:




provide accurate information on non-market housing, client-groups served, how it helps the
economic development of communities that embrace it, and how to address the challenges it
may present
encourage citizens to get involved in a variety of way:
o serve on existing boards, committees
o help form new support service or delivery agencies
o make cash donations
o make Voluntary Labour donations
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o help form housing societies, co-ops
o “educate” their family, friends and politicians
encourage politicians and key municipal employees to support housing initiatives, sub-regional
and regional planning
provide information reports on progress and best practices in region and elsewhere

5 Opportunities / Challenges / Roles
This environmental scan is the first phase in CRB’s initiative to develop a sub-regional planning
framework for non-market housing.
The purpose of the scan and this report is not to create the framework, but to provide an understanding
of the current environment and the opportunities and challenges it presents to the Capital Region
Board, the Province, the Municipalities in the region, the delivery organizations and other related
stakeholders.
It was evident during the scan that the majority of stakeholders are anxious to see the sub-regional
planning framework developed, often wanting to make the scan phase into the development phase.
Great opportunities exist for the various stakeholders.

5.1 Capital Region Board’s Opportunity /Challenge /Role
The opportunity exists for the CRB to take on the lead role in development and implementation of an
integrated planning strategy for non-market and market affordable housing. The existing governance
structure and working relationship between the CRB, the Province and the municipalities positions the
CRB to be an effective co-ordinator of the integrated planning strategy.
The most significant challenges to the CRB and an integrated planning strategy include:







establishing acceptable processes and criteria for regional priority identification
determining how to achieve participation by all municipalities in sub-regional planning
creating an acceptable balance between identified priority needs/expectations and available
funding
creating a sustained effort to Educate/Communicate the positive messages around diversity of
housing in communities as an economic driver and contributor to healthy community
environments.
allocating funding and resources to the project and on-going role

The role of the CRB going forward should include leading the development and implementation of an
integrated planning framework that promotes sub-regional planning and leads to a regional ten (10)
year rolling housing plan. Components of that role could include:
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identifying/developing, in consultation with key stakeholders, sub-regional planning models and
present such to municipalities for their consideration
encouraging all municipalities to become participants in a sub-regional planning process.
creating, in consultation with key stakeholders, templates for planning and needs assessments
that will result in the production of documents that will contribute to desired integrated
planning and priority setting
participating in the work of all sub-regional planning committees to share a regional perspective
and to help guide the production of the plan to desired integrated planning formats
creating a multifaceted Education/Communications strategy to address identified education and
communication needs
leading a process for identification of innovative funding models

5.2 Province of Alberta’s Opportunities/Challenges/Role
The Province of Alberta is a strong supporter of housing as a contributor to healthy communities. The
Province encourages planning for housing at the local level. They recognize that municipalities and
housing delivery agencies are closest to the client groups being served. The development of a regional
ten (10) year rolling plan presents the opportunity for the Province to have at tool to help it achieve its
housing mandate and to better plan for long term funding requirements. It also provides an excellent
forum for discussion on the overall delivery of housing.
The most significant challenge for the Province will be how to address the gap between the need that
will be identified and the available funding to address the need. A ten (10) year rolling plan will be a
constant identifier unmet needs. Long-term planning is also a strategy that is difficult for governments
to commit to.
The role of the Province should include:




continuing to fund non-market housing options through flexible and innovative approaches
participating with and provide funding for CRB roles identified above
being an active participant in the regional and sub-regional planning processes

5.3 Municipal Opportunities/Challenges/Role
The development of an integrated planning model for the Capital Region will provide the greatest
opportunities to the Municipalities. To those that already have a sub-regional planning model it will
provide additional tools to help them achieve their objectives. To those who are currently looking at
creating sub-regional planning models it will provide tools that will allow them to realize that goal faster
and with greater confidence in its success. To those who are not sure if sub-regional planning is for
them it will provide better information to assess participation in such a process.
The main challenges that will face Municipalities include:
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acceptance of regional priority setting
possible allocation of funding and resources to on-going planning and delivery
commitment to long-range plans is sometimes difficult for governments
in some cases, how make their community “the right place” for a diversity of housing

The role of Municipalities should include:






participation in sub-regional planning through allocation of resources as needed
identification of key representation from the sub-regions to participate with the CRB in carrying
out its roles as identified above
advocacy by Municipal representatives sitting on the sub-regional planning committees for
housing with other politicians including MPs, MLAs, other Municipal Council members in the
region and provincially
encouragement of sub-regional planning committees to develop education/communication
strategies for the sub-region, building on the work that will be done by the CRB

5.4 Delivery Organization Opportunities/Challenges/Roles
Delivery of non-market and market affordable and related support services is not and cannot be done by
one organization. It takes a variety of organizations to provide the housing and support services need by
the diversity of client groups to be served.
Integrated planning will present opportunities and
challenges to the providers.
This will be an opportunity for those who deal with the day to day delivery of services to the client
groups to share what works, what doesn’t, what are the gaps they see, with the planners and decisionmakers. It is an opportunity to show how various program can contribute to effective delivery with
limited resources. It is also an opportunity to learn what others are doing and to perhaps improve their
program delivery.
When all the planning is done, the delivery organizations are the ones who must be relied on to develop
and operate housing units and needed support services.
The challenges delivery organizations may face include:




acceptance of sub-regional and regional priority setting for available resources
acceptance of possible recommendations for restructuring of their existing programs
acceptance of possible recommendations for expanding their current mandate

The role of delivery organizations should include:



effective and efficient delivery of their existing programs
participation in the sub-regional planning process including:
o identifying challenges their existing programs face and potential innovative solutions to
those challenges
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o
o

helping to determine capacity of their organization to achieve delivery of planned
programs in multiple communities
providing a voice representing target client groups at the planning table
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Appendix A – Glossary of Terms
The following definitions will assist the reader in the interpretation of a number of terms/references
made throughout the sub-regional profiles.
Affordable Housing Program - The Province of Alberta’s Affordable Housing Program provides one time
capital grants for the construction/acquisition of rental housing units. Grant recipients are required to
provide rents that are at least 10% below market. Units are targeted at households with incomes at or
below CNITS. There are no operating subsidies for these units.
Community Housing Program - The Province of Alberta’s Community Housing Program provides
subsidized rental housing to low-income households who cannot afford private sector accommodation.
Applicants whose income falls below CNITS are eligible to apply. Management and tenant selection is
delegated to the local housing operators (usually a Management Body). Applicants are given priority
based on need, as determined by income, assets, and current housing condition. A tenant's rent, which
includes heat, water and sewer expenses, is based on 30 percent of a household's adjusted income. The
tenant is responsible for electricity, telephone and cable television, as well as any additional services
they may request (i.e. parking). Operating deficits are cost-shared with Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation. The units are owned by one of the orders of government.
CNITS (Core Need Income Thresholds) - Local income limits are established each year by Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Households with annual incomes equal to or less than CNIT are said
to have insufficient income to afford the on-going costs of suitable and adequate rental units in their
area. Incomes below this level may be eligible for various rental subsidy programs.
Habitat for Humanity Homes - Under this program housing units are built using cash and material
donations as well as voluntary labour. When completed the units are sold to qualifying working low and
moderate income households. The household is provided an interest free mortgage and the mortgage is
amortized to 25% of the household’s income. When the recipient household decides to sell the unit it is
sold back to Habitat for Humanity and another qualifying household receives a place to live.
Home Program - The HOME Program helps low income people become homeowners, through
education, financial assistance and one-on-one counselling. The education component is open to
anyone interested in owning a home. Participants do not have to be first time buyers or low income
buyers.
Low income buyers (below CNITS) who have completed both education sessions can apply for down
payment assistance
Housing Co-operative - Housing co-ops are member-owned and controlled organizations. The monthly
housing charges are set by the members to cover the costs of running the co-op. Governance is about
the overall direction of the co-op and is the job of directors and members of the co-op. Co-ops are
democratically run and each member has a vote. A member's right to live in the co-op is protected.
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A member can live in a co-op for as long as he or she wishes as long as he or she follows the rules (bylaws) of the co-op and pays his or her housing charge (rent) on time. Housing co-ops can also be strong
communities, where members actively participate in the business of the co-op. In addition to standard
tasks such as approving the annual budget, members often share maintenance tasks (e.g. lawn care).
Other Non-profit – Non-profit organizations providing rental housing at rents below market rates who
do not receive housing subsidies from government.
Provincial Private Non-profit Program - This program provides monthly subsidies to non-profit
organizations to cover operating deficits, including a reserve allocation and the mortgage principal and
interest payment based on eligible capital costs. Individuals who currently occupy a crowded or
inadequate dwelling would be eligible for housing in these units owned by private non-profit groups.
The operating deficits are cost-shared with Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Rents are based
on 30 percent of a household’s adjusted income.
Market Affordable Housing – As defined in the CRB’s Housing Plan Market Affordable Housing is rental
or ownership housing that is modest in form and specification and is capable of being produced for
moderate income households without upfront or ongoing direct government (e.g. through regulatory
change, efficient design, tax incentives, etc.). Generally it applies to households earning moderate
incomes (i.e. between 100% and 150% of the median income for their household size).
Non-Market Housing - Housing operated, funded or created through government funding requires
direct capital or operating subsidies to enable rents or ownership costs to be affordable to those at or
below median income.
Rent Supplement Programs - A subsidy is provided to reduce the market rent for a household with
income below CNITS. There are a variety of rent supplement programs, some providing subsidies
directly to the landlord, others directly to the tenant. The subsidy can be a fixed rate or based on the
income of the household. Typically these subsidies are funded by the province and administered by a
Management Body
Rural and Native Housing Program - This Provincial Program funded the construction of a small number
of housing units throughout Alberta. The units are now typically rented out by Management Bodies in
the same manner as the Community Housing Program defined above.
Secondary Suites Program - Funding or incentives provided for the development of an additional selfcontained living unit within an existing single family dwelling.
Seniors Self-Contained Program - This Province of Alberta program provides apartment type
accommodation to low and moderate-income seniors who are functionally independent with or without
the assistance of existing community based services. A tenant's rent, which includes heat, water and
sewer expenses, is based on 30 percent of a household's adjusted income. The province owns most
apartments under this program, and any operating deficits are fully funded by the province.
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Management and tenant selection are delegated to the local housing operators (typically a
Management Body). Senior citizens whose income falls below CNITS are eligible. Applicants are
prioritized on the basis of need.
Shelters - Temporary places for people to live until more permanent housing is found. An emergency
shelter is a place for people to live temporarily when they cannot live in their previous residence, similar
to homeless shelters. The main difference is that an emergency shelter typically specializes in people
fleeing a specific type of situation, such as natural or man-made disasters, domestic violence, or victims
of sexual abuse. A more minor difference is that people staying in emergency shelters are more likely to
stay all day, except for work, school, or errands, while homeless shelters usually expect people to stay
elsewhere during the day, returning only to sleep or eat. Shelters sometimes facilitate support groups,
and/or provide meals.
Supportive Living Lodge - Supportive living settings operated under the Alberta Housing Act (usually by
a Management Body), which are designed to provide room and board for seniors who are functionally
independent with or without the assistance of community-based services.
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Appendix B - Leduc Sub Regional Profile
The Leduc Sub-Region includes Leduc County and the municipalities of City of Leduc, Town of Beaumont,
Town of Devon, Town of Calmar, Village of Thorsby, and Village of Warburg.
The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the sub region at the time of this study. This profile
offers an overview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:
 current non-market and market affordable situation
 identified gaps
 potential need and demand
 regional and sub-regional partnerships
 long term planning opportunities and challenges.
The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:
 interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in the sub-region
 interviews and surveys with representatives of identified program providers
 a review of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies.
Table B1: Response to the Consultation Process
Leduc County
 County Manager

Leduc
 Director Planning
and Development
 Long Range Planner

Beaumont
 Development Officer

Thorsby
 CAO
 2 Councillors

Calmar
 CAO

Warburg
 Municipal
Administrator

Devon
 Director of Community
and Economic
Development
Program Provider(s)
 Director of Families for
Habitat for Humanity
 Executive Director of
the Leduc Foundation
 Representative of
Anderson Builders

Findings:
 the Leduc Sub Region has experienced the evolution of an effective model for sub regional, non
market housing planning and delivery in the form of the Leduc Foundation
 as members of the Foundation, the municipalities have supported the expansion of the
Foundation’s mandate over a number of years to address a variety of client group needs in their
communities
 as a result of the confidence in the work of the Leduc Foundation, there is no direct delivery of
non market housing programs by the municipalities
 because some of the municipalities in the Sub-Region have experienced success with policies
and incentives related to the development of market affordable housing options there is
potential to further encourage this with best practice models

Page 32 of 106




while there is a perception of a housing shortfall across the Sub Region, a needs assessment is
required to provide the evidence to support that and funds must be made available to conduct
the study
if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housing the data suggests that as many as 3,367 households in the Sub-Region would be
in need of housing

B1:
Current Housing Situation
The information on the current housing situation, both non-market and market affordable, is based on
consultation with municipalities and housing providers and research of the websites of additional
private sector housing providers.
B1.1 Non-Market Housing
A range of non-market housing providers were identified in the Sub-Region through the research and
consultation process. Table B2 provides a snapshot of the providers, programs delivered, the number of
units within each program and the number served at the time of this report.
Observations:
 the historical focus on delivery of housing to seniors and non seniors by the Leduc Foundation is
unique when compared to the other Management Bodies in other Sub-Regions
 as a result of the confidence in the work of the Leduc Foundation, there is no direct delivery of
non market housing programs by the municipalities
 the local FCSS is seen as the primary coordinator of support services in the Sub-Region
 from 2006 to 2012 the Community Housing portfolio decreased by 9 units while there has been
a significant increase in the number of Rent Supplement units (+162 units)
 the 139 Affordable Housing units added to the Leduc Foundation’s housing portfolio since 2006
were supplemented with 66 units developed by a private sector operator
 no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or Senior Self-Contained units
 the Leduc Foundation is the principal administrator of the Rent Supplement program
 while homelessness is not demonstrably evident, there is some anecdotal evidence that it exists
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Table B2: Non Market Housing Providers
Provider
Provider Description Programs Delivered
Rental Housing Providers:
Leduc
Management Body
Affordable Housing
Foundation
Community Housing
Rent Supplement
Senior Self Contained
Supportive Living
Anderson Builders
Private Sector Joint
Affordable Housing
Venture Developer /
Operator
Capital Region Housing Management Body
Rent Supplement
Corporation
Leduc Regional Terra
Haven Housing
Cooperative
Total

Other Providers:
Habitat for Humanity
Edmonton
CTD Housing Solutions

Housing Cooperative

Cooperative Housing
(project in progress)

# of Units

# Served

139
42
186
170
181
66

249
113
307
172
193
at least 66,
number
not reported
at least 2,
number
not reported
0

2

0

Management Body = 718
Private Sector = 68
Housing Cooperative = 0

786

Beaumont =
163
Calmar = 43
Devon = 103
Leduc = 691
Leduc Cty = 28
Thorsby = 24
Warburg = 50
Total = 1,102

Charitable
Organization

Habitat for Humanity
homes

3

Private Non Profit
Organization

Home Program

0
(Program
started in
2012 in
Leduc.)

at least 3,
number not
reported
not reported

Table B3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the seven hundred and eighty-six (786) rental
housing units identified in Table B2 by:
 the provider
 what is unique about their provision
 the primary target group
 the number and location of units
 the waiting list numbers for the program.
Table B4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offered in the Sub Region.
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Table B5 identifies the increase/decrease in the number of non market housing units between 2006 and
2012.
Table B3: Non Market Rental Housing Programs
Provider
Unique Delivery
Target Client
# of Units
Units by Location
Models / Practices
Affordable Housing = 205
Leduc
Works to set rents Low to moderate
139
Beaumont (Villa
Foundation
at 15-20% below
income households
Beauregard) = 35
market
Calmar = 8
Devon (Maddison
Manor) = 28
Leduc (The Willows,
Yule Meadows Manor,
Leduc Terrace,
Connect Crossing) = 68
Anderson
Low to moderate
66
Beaumont (Montrose
Builders
income households
Place) = 66
Community Housing = 42
Leduc
Low income
42
Leduc = 42
Foundation
households

Cooperative Housing = 0
Leduc
Regional
Terra Haven
Housing
Cooperative
Provincial Private NonProfit = 0
None
reported
Other NonProfit = 0
None
reported
Rent Supplement = 188
Capital Region
Housing
Corporation

Low to moderate
income households

Low to moderate
income households

# on
Waiting List
162

not
reported
included
Affordable
Housing
numbers

Project
Leduc = 0
under
development

not
reported

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

Devon = 1
Leduc = 1

1
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Provider

Leduc
Foundation

Unique Delivery
Models /
Practices
3 year pilot rent
supplement
program working
with the
Integrated Care

Secondary Suites = 0
None
reported
Seniors Self Contained = 170
Leduc
Foundation

Shelters = 0
None
reported
Supportive Living (Lodge) = 181
Leduc
Foundation

Target Client

# of Units

Units by Location

# on
Waiting List

Seniors 65+

15

Devon (Discovery Place)
= 15

3

Low to moderate income
families

171

Beaumont = 3
Calmar = 5
Devon = 13
Leduc = 142
Leduc County = 2
Thorsby = 5
Warburg = 1

18

0

0

0

170

Beaumont (Beauregard
Manoir) = 12
Calmar (Northern Lights
Apartments and Sunset
Apartments) = 24
Devon (Goldring Manor
Apartments) =24
Leduc (Goldage
Apartments and
Westgrove Apartments)
= 90
New Serepta (Sunset
Manor Apartments) = 4
Thorsby (Happy Haven
Apartments) = 16

17

0

0

0

181

Leduc (Planeview Place)
= 121
Warburg (Cloverleaf
Manor) = 60

46

Seniors 65+

Seniors 65+
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Total # of
Units

Affordable Housing = 205
Community Housing = 42
Cooperative Housing = 0
Private NonProfit = 0
Other NonProfit = 0
Rent Supplement = 188
Secondary Suites = 0
Seniors Self Contained = 170
Shelters = 0
Supportive Living = 181

786

Beaumont = 116
Calmar = 37
Devon = 81
Leduc = 464
Leduc County = 6
Thorsby = 21
Warburg = 61

247

Table B4: Non Market Housing Ownership Programs
Provider

Unique Delivery
Models / Practices

Habitat for Humanity = 3
Habitat for
Humanity
Edmonton
Home Program = 0
CTD Housing Program started in
Solutions
2012 in Leduc
Ltd.

Target Client

# of Units

Units by Location

# on
Waiting
List

Low to moderate
income households

3

Leduc = 3

not
reported

Low to moderate
income households

None to
date

None to date

not
reported

Table B5: Estimated Change to the Number of Non Market Housing
Units Between 2006 and 2012
Program
Generic Change
Seniors
Estimated #
Estimated #
Change
Change
Affordable Housing
205
0
Community Housing
-9
0
Rent Supplement
147
15
Secondary Suites
0
0
Cooperatives
0
0
Shelters
0
0
Other (group, special needs)
0
0
Sub Totals
343
15
Total # Changed = 358
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B1.2 Market Affordable Housing
The consultation uncovered little information regarding market affordable housing. Table B6 provides
an overview of:
 market affordable options identified by respondents
 incentives provided by municipalities for market affordable housing.
Observations:
 some of the municipalities in the Sub-Region have developed policies and incentives to
encourage the development of market affordable housing

Leduc County
 provided flow through
financing from ACFC to
support the
development of two
non market housing
projects
Leduc
 City staff work with
agencies to follow their
plan, flexible land use,
annexed land for
development
 development fees are
waived on a case-bycase basis

Table B6: Market Affordable Housing
Beaumont
Calmar
 none reported
 Town policy welcomes
proposals that include a
variety of housing
development options

Thorsby
 2012 Residential
development plan
supporting quick
and flexible
responses

Warburg
 none reported

Devon
 none reported

Program Provider (s)
 none reported

B.2
Potential Need/Demand
The information in this section was developed from the consultation with municipalities and program
providers, waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see Tables B7 through B11).
Observations:
 there is a perception of a housing shortfall across the Sub-Region
 needs assessments have not been conducted due to a lack of funding
 the Leduc Foundation focuses on delivering a range of non market affordable housing as
opposed to focusing on seniors
 247 wait-listed applications have been identified across the Sub-Region, most of which are from
the Leduc and Beaumont areas
 the statistical data points to a growth rate of 15.77% across the Sub-Region between 2006 and
2011
 the majority of the population increase occurred in Beaumont
 the median age fluctuated between 32.3 in Beaumont to 41.9 in the County for a Sub-Regional
average age of 37.1
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in 2011 the critical workforce (aged 25-64) was 56% of the population while the 0-14 age cohort
accounted for 21%
the retiring (65+) workforce increased from 9% to 10% between 2006 and 2011
in 2011, 10% of the population were 65+, 13% were in lone parent families, and 5% were
widowed
the majority of households were two person households (35%) while 5 person households were
the lowest at 11%, showing an increase of 7% over 2006

Leduc County
 aware that the
Leduc Foundation
has waiting lists







Leduc
 aware that the
Leduc Foundation
has waiting lists

Age Cohort
0-14
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total Population (#)
Median Age




Table B7: Housing Gaps
Beaumont
Calmar
additional housing for
 none reported
single parent families
and large (5+)
households
more high density
housing and
apartments for seniors
and adults
no assessment of needs
for persons on AISH or
income support
households
Thorsby
Warburg
affordable rental
 rental
housing
accommodation
for low /
housing for young
moderate
single persons
income families
and New
Canadians

Devon
 new housing options /
stock to meet needs of
moderate income
families
 rental housing and
smaller more
affordable housing
units
 general mix of housing
options needs to be
improved
Program Provider(s)
 deeply subsidized
housing for singles and
families

Table B8: Population by Age Cohort
Leduc County
Beaumont
Calmar
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
2,450
2,505
2,360 3,390 455
400
1,745
1,725
1,360 1,740 280
255
1,120
1,400
1,245 2,185 265
265
1,965
1,735
1,540 2,120 315
320
2,445
2,520
1,530 2,015 280
315
1,615
2,015
580
1,245 195
235
915
1,060
220
360
100
110
460
575
130
225
70
55
12,715 13,535 8,965 13,280 1,960 1,955
41
41.9
31.5
32.3
34.2
36.8

Devon
2006
2011
1,390 1,425
815
820
1,080 980
935
965
905
950
580
725
280
370
275
270
6,260 6,505
33.5
35.2
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Age Cohort
0-14
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total Population (#)
Median Age

Marital Status
Single
Married
Separated/Divorced
Widowed
Marital Status
Single
Married
Separated/Divorced
Widowed

Family
Characteristics
Couple Families
w/children
Couple Families
w/out children
Lone Parent Families

Leduc
2006
2011
3,190
4,995
2,540
3,170
2,325
4,410
2,435
3,370
2,535
3,150
1,890
2,550
980
1,415
1,065
1,215
16,960 24,275
36.8
34

Thorsby
2006
2011
205
175
110
55
150
120
125
100
125
115
90
85
75
65
60
70
940
785
35.8
38

Warburg
2006
2011
110
145
60
70
80
110
75
100
75
110
95
95
55
90
80
75
630
795
43.5
41.8

Sub-Region
2006
2011
21%
21%
14%
13%
13%
15%
15%
14%
17%
15%
11%
12%
5%
6%
4%
4%
48,430 61,130
36.6
37.1

Table B9: Population by Marital Status
Leduc County
Beaumont
Calmar
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
26%
22%
28%
22%
30%
24%
62%
69%
63%
70%
53%
61%
8%
6%
7%
6%
13%
11%
4%
3%
2%
2%
4%
4%
Leduc
Thorsby
Warburg
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
24%
29%
18%
23%
20%
28%
63%
48%
65%
48%
60%
55%
9%
15%
10%
16%
10%
11%
4%
8%
7%
13%
10%
6%

Devon
2006
2011
29%
22%
57%
65%
9%
9%
5%
4%
Sub-Region
2006
2011
22%
30%
64%
53%
9%
11%
5%
6%

Table B10: Population by Family Characteristics
Leduc County
Beaumont
Calmar
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
1,825
1,890
1,600
2,245 240
265

Devon
2006
2011
955
920

1,665

1,885

705

1,180

240

210

675

720

320

330

275

395

90

100

185

245
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Family
Characteristics
Couple Families
w/children
Couple Families
w/out children
Lone Parent
Families

Household Size
1
2
3
4
5+
Household Size
1
2
3
4
5+

Leduc
2006
2011
2,225
3,175

Thorsby
2006
2011
115
90

Warburg
2006
2011
60
85

Sub-Region
2006
2011
49%
48%

1,995

2,790

110

110

80

100

39%

39%

740

1,005

20

30

25

10

12%

13%

Table B11: # of Households by Household Size
Leduc County
Beaumont
Calmar
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
785
845
225
490
140
170
1,745
1,950
785
1,300 260
260
685
770
565
920
120
145
1,190
840
1,110
1,085 180
125
180
565
115
575
25
65
Leduc
Thorsby
Warburg
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
1,465
1,945
115
95
70
75
2,330
3,340
135
125
95
125
1,070
1,695
55
50
35
50
1,520
1,530
80
45
45
35
140
785
10
25
5
25

Devon
2006
2011
425
455
775
825
440
440
610
430
50
245
Sub-Region
2006
2011
18%
18%
35%
35%
17%
18%
27%
18%
3%
11%

B.3
Sub-Regional and Regional Partnerships
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Tables B12 and B13):
 existing and potential partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region
 barriers to developing partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region.
Observations:
 partnerships between municipalities and leadership of the Leduc Foundation have evolved over
time into a model for the delivery of sub-regional housing
 municipal authorities in the Sub-Region indicate they would support housing needs assessment
studies on a sub-regional basis
 smaller municipalities appear to feel significantly disadvantaged at the Capital Region level and
question the capacity of the Capital Region Board to improve their housing circumstance
 the general consensus amongst municipal authorities is that the role of the Capital Region Board
would be to support diversity of housing throughout the Sub-Region and coordinate learning /
sharing opportunities
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Partnerships 


Barriers



Partnerships 



Barriers



Table B12: Sub-Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Leduc County
Beaumont
Calmar
Devon
strong partnership in  partnering with the  sub-regional
 Leduc foundation
place in the region
Leduc Foundation
partnerships should
serves regional
has
worked
very
be
organized
by
the
needs very well
partnered effectively
well
CRB
with Leduc, Town of
 partnering with the
Beaumont and Devon
County is acceptable
through the Leduc
and shared finding
Foundation
strategies are
possible
none reported
 willingness of all
 none reported
 unaware of any
sub-regional
significant barriers
municipalities to
continue to
develop
partnerships
Leduc
Thorsby
Warburg
Program Provider(s)
significant success in  participate in a
 participate in a 39/20  municipal and
using MSI dollars in
39/20 communitycommunity-based
provincial
partnership with
based organization
organization
partnerships have
Beaumont and Devon  uncertain about
although they have
been very successful
for affordable
not achieved any
the potential of a
 envision
housing development
housing-related
sub-regional
partnerships with
outcomes to date
rely on Leduc
approach to
corporations,
Foundation to
housing
 uncertain about the
government,
facilitate sub-regional
potential of a subchurches, social
partnerships
regional approach to
service agencies,
housing
volunteers and
benefactors
smaller
 none reported
 none reported
 none reported
municipalities feel
disadvantaged in
terms of priority
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Partnerships

Barriers

Partnerships

Barriers

Table B13:
Leduc County
 active engagement 
and partnership
with the Leduc
Foundation
 partnerships with
other Capital
Region
municipalities will
develop as subregions solidify
their approach to
planning and
delivery of nonmarket housing
 none reported

Leduc
 see their subregion as a model
that could be
considered for
other sub-regions
 prefer to work with
4 to 5 sub-regions
because they feel
sub-regional
partnerships are
more successful






history
politics
bureaucracy
mixed success
results on other
partnering
endeavours
 NIMBY
 Funding

Capital Region Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Beaumont
Calmar
Devon
re-written land the CRB needs to
 envisions the CRB as
use by-laws to
coordinate any
the coordinator of
follow CRB
partnerships
information sharing,
guidelines
learning and
networking events,
distribution of funds

none reported

Thorsby
 no potential for
improvement of
the local housing
situation via
partnership with
CRB
 possibility for CRB
to develop 2
housing advisory
committees to
differentiate
between larger
and smaller
municipalities
within the regions
 none reported

 none reported
Warburg
 minimal potential
for improvement
of the local
housing situation
via partnership
with CRB
 potential for a
small
communities
housing
committee as part
of the Capital
Region
organizational
structure
 none reported

 no significant
barriers
Program Provider(s)
 envision CRB
providing a way to
coordinate referrals
to and from other
agencies and
municipalities,
coordinating regular
communication
opportunities
 envision CRB
assisting with
referrals and
creative gift
programs
 capital funding
 regular
communication
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B.4
Long Term Planning
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Table B14):
 existing planning documents, projections and / or needs assessments / studies
 future plans to conduct studies or develop plans
Observations:
 In general, municipal planning documents are not current
 The Leduc Foundation has not undertaken a needs assessment on behalf of the sub region
however their business plan does prioritize non market housing consistent with municipal needs













Table B14: Existing Planning and Future Intentions
Leduc County
Beaumont
Calmar
Devon
works with the Leduc
 no housing plan
 no housing plan  no coordinated
Foundation to address
reported
reported
housing plan in place
non-market housing
 no projections
 no projections
 no projections
needs
reported
reported
reported
no housing plan reported  no plans reported
 no plans
 no plans reported to
no projections reported
to conduct further
reported to
conduct further studies
studies
conduct further
no plans reported to
studies
conduct further studies
believe a housing study
would best be done on
the sub-regional level
Leduc
Thorsby
Warburg
Program Provider(s)
will continue with
 no documented
 no housing plan  no housing plan in
strategies articulated in
plan but have had
reported
place to address needs
2008 housing plan
conversations with
 no projections
 no projections
local land owners
no current projections
reported
reported
and developers
a recent needs study was
 no plans
 no plans reported to
 no documented
done specific to a co-op
reported to
conduct further studies
projections but may
venture
conduct further
need as many as
studies
no plans reported to
500
more
serviced
conduct further studies
lots in the next 10
to 20 years
 no plans reported
to conduct further
studies
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Appendix C - Parkland Sub Regional Profile
The Parkland Sub-Region includes Parkland County and the municipalities of Spruce Grove, Stony Plain
and Wabamun.
The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the sub-region at the time of this study. This profile
offers an overview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:
 current non-market and market affordable situation
 identified gaps
 potential need and demand
 regional and sub-regional partnerships
 long term planning opportunities and challenges.
The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:
 interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in the sub-region
 interviews and surveys with representatives of identified program providers
 a review of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies

Parkland County
 Manager of
Planning and
Development

Table C1: Participation in the Consultation Process
Spruce Grove
Stony Plain
Wabamun
 General
 Director of
 Economic
Manager of
Planning and
Development
Planning and
Infrastructure
Officer
Infrastructure

Program Provider(s)
 Executive Director
of the Meridian
Foundation
 Director of
Community
Services of the City
of Spruce Grove
 Executive Director
of Jasper Place
Health and
Wellness

Findings:
 Wabamun is the only municipality in the Sub-Region that actually delivers non market housing;
this is via the recently developed 6 unit Affordable Housing project
 municipal authorities have not relied on the local management body (the Meridian Foundation)
for non market housing other than seniors, therefore opportunity exists for the Meridian
Foundation to work with a range of Sub-Regional providers to address other non market
housing needs
 as a result of the success of existing partnerships, there is potential for housing-related
partnerships at the Sub-Regional level
 if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housing the data suggests that as many as 3,993 households in the Sub-Region would be
in need of housing
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C1:
Current Housing Situation
The information on the current housing situation, both non-market and market affordable, was
developed from consultation with municipalities and housing providers and research on the websites of
additional private sector housing providers.
C1.1 Non-Market Housing
A range of non-market housing providers were identified through the research and consultation process.
The service area includes Parkland County and the municipalities within. Table C2 provides a snapshot
of the providers, programs delivered, the number of units within each program and the number served
at the time of this report.
Observations:
 only one municipality in the Sub Region actually delivers non market housing; Wabamun has
recently developed and now operates a 6 unit Affordable Housing project
 the Meridian Foundation (the local management body whose members are the municipalities in
the sub-region) is focused solely on the delivery of housing for seniors
 the Capital Region Housing Corporation delivers the Rent Supplement program
 a successful homelessness initiative between Stony Plain, Spruce Grove and the Jasper Place
Health and Wellness provides local placement and makes referrals to Edmonton
 there is a diverse array of unique providers who respond to areas of opportunity and need
 the local FCSS is seen as the primary coordinator of support services in the Sub Region
 the 178 Affordable Housing units added to the portfolio since 2006 is delivered by a
combination of Management Bodies, a Sub Regional municipality and private sector operators
 no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or Senior Self-Contained units
 while homelessness is not demonstrably evident, there is some anecdotal evidence that it exists
Table C2: Non Market Rental Housing Providers
Provider
Provider Description
Programs Delivered
# of
Units
Rental Housing Providers:
Meridian
Management Body
Affordable Housing
42
Foundation
Senior Self Contained
135
Supportive Living
57
Capital Region Management Body
Rent Supplement
54
Housing
Corporation
Anderson
Private sector joint
Affordable Housing
103
Builders
venture developer /
Group
operator
Strategic
Private sector developer Affordable Housing
27
Group
/ operator

# Served

50
140
59
at least 54,
number not
reported
at least 103,
number
reported
at least 27,
number not
reported
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Provider

Provider Description

Programs Delivered

# of
Units

# Served

Village of
Wabamun

Municipality

Affordable Housing

6

Grove Seniors
Housing
Cooperative
Association
for Supported
Community
Connections
I Have a
Chance
Support
Services
Rehoboth
Christian
Ministries
Total

Housing Cooperative
(mobile home
development)
Private NonProfit
Organization

Cooperative Housing

90

Group Home

6

Private NonProfit
Organization

Group homes

23

at least 23,
number not
reported

Private NonProfit
Organization

Special needs

8

at least 8,
number not
reported
566

Management Body = 288
Private Sector = 130
Municipality = 6
Housing Cooperative = 90
Private NonProfit = 37

Other Providers:
Habitat for
Charitable Organization
Humanity
Edmonton

551

Habitat for Humanity
Homes

14

at least 6,
number not
reported
at least 90,
number not
reported
6

at least 14,
number not
reported

Table C3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the five hundred and fifty-one (551) rental
housing units identified in Table C2 by:
 the provider
 what is unique about their provision
 the primary target group
 the number and location of units
 the waiting list numbers for the program.
Table C4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offered in the Sub Region.
Table C5 identifies the increase/decrease in the number of non market housing units between 2006 and
2012.
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Table C3: Non Market Rental Housing Programs
Provider
Unique Delivery
Target Client
# of Units
Units by Location
Models / Practices
Affordable Housing = 178
Meridian
Seniors 65+
42
Stony Plain = 42
Foundation
Village of
Municipally owned 6
Low to moderate
6
Wabumun = 6
Wabamun
unit complex
income households
Anderson
103 unit complex:
Low to moderate
103
Spruce Grove = 103
Builders
Units 10% below
income households
market = 83
Units for homeless = 20
Strategic
Low to moderate
27
Spruce Grove = 27
group
income households
Community Housing = 0
None
0
0
reported
Cooperative Housing = 90
Grove
Low to moderate
90
Spruce Grove = 90
Seniors
income households
Housing
55+
Cooperative
Provincial Private NonProfit = 37
Association
Children / youth
6
Spruce Grove = 6
for
Supported
Community
Connections
I Have a
Individuals facing a
23
Stony Plain = 23
Chance
variety of mental
Support
health challenges
Services
Rehoboth
Developmentally
8
Stony Plain = 2
Christian
disabled individuals
Spruce Grove = 6
Ministries
Rent Supplement = 54
Capital
Low to moderate
54
Spruce Grove = 36
Region
income households
Stony Plain = 18
Housing
Corporation

# on Waiting
List
13
not reported
not reported

not reported

0

not reported

not reported

not reported

not reported

Parkland
County = 1
Spruce Grove =
14
Stony Plain = 4
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Provider

Unique Delivery
Models / Practices
Secondary Suites = 0
None
reported
Seniors Self Contained = 135
Meridian
Foundation

Target Client

Shelters = 0
None
reported
Supportive Living (Lodge) = 128
Meridian
Seniors 65+
Foundation
Total # of
Affordable Housing = 178
Units
Cooperative Housing = 90
Private NonProfit = 37
Rent Supplement = 54
Seniors Self Contained = 135
Supportive Living = 57

# of Units

Units by Location

# on Waiting
List

0

0

0

135

Stony Plain = 101
Spruce Grove = 30
Wabamun = 4

35

0

0

0

57

Stony Plain = 57

50

551

Spruce Grove = 298
Stony Plain = 243
Wabamun = 10

116

Table C4: Non Market Housing Ownership Programs
Provider

Unique Delivery Models
/ Practices

Habitat for Humanity = 14
Habitat for
Humanity
Edmonton
Home Program = 0
None
reported

Target Client

# of Units

Units by Location

# on
Waiting
List

Low to moderate
income households

14

Stony Plain = 8
Spruce Grove = 6

not
reported

Low to moderate
income households

None to
date

None to date

not
reported
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Table C5: Estimated Change to the Number of Non Market Housing
Units Between 2006 and 2012
Program
Generic Change
Seniors
Estimated #
Estimated #
Change
Change
Affordable Housing
136
42
Community Housing
0
0
Rent Supplement
0
0
Secondary Suites
0
0
Cooperatives
0
0
Shelters
0
0
Other (group, special needs)
0
0
Sub Totals
136
42
Total # Changed = 178

C1.2 Market Affordable Housing
The consultation uncovered little information regarding market affordable housing. Table C6 provides
an overview of:
 market affordable options identified by respondents
 incentives provided by municipalities for market affordable housing.
Observations:
 two municipalities in the Sub-Region have had some success with policies and incentives to
encourage the development of market affordable housing

Parkland County
 none reported

Table C6: Market Affordable Housing
Spruce Grove
Stony Plain
Wabamun
 funded Habitat for
Humanity and also
a developer for
construction of
affordable housing
units

 none reported

 provides a tax
break
(development
incentive plan) for
housing
construction
projects

Program
Provider(s)
 none reported

C.2
Potential Need/Demand
The information in this section was compiled from the consultation with municipalities and program
providers, waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see Tables C7 through C11).
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Observations:
 the four municipalities display a significant difference in their perspectives on non market and
market affordable housing needs, gaps and markets
 116 wait-listed applications have been identified across the Sub-Region, most of which are from
the Spruce Grove and Stony Plain areas
 the statistical data points to a growth rate of 17.55% across the Sub-Region between 2006 and
2011
 the majority of the population increase occurred in Spruce Grove
 the median age fluctuated between 34.4 in Spruce Grove to 43.3 in Wabamun for a SubRegional average age of 39.2
 in 2011 the critical workforce (aged 25-64) was 56% of the population while the 0-14 age cohort
accounted for 20%
 the retiring workforce (65+) increased from 9% to 11% between 2006 and 2011
 in 2011, 11% of the population were 65+, 13% were in lone parent families, and 5% were
widowed
 the majority of households were two person households (38%) while 5 person households were
the lowest at 10% showing an increase of 7% over 2006

Parkland
County
 none
reported

Age Cohort

0-14
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total
Population (#)
Median Age

Table C7: Housing Gaps
Stony Plain
Wabamun

Spruce Grove
 housing for families/
individuals on AISH and
income support, lone
partners under 35,
singles under 25,
seniors on fixed income
support with low assets

 affordable
housing in
general

Program Provider(s)

 existing /
available housing
does not
encourage new
people /families
to come to the
community

 affordable seniors’
housing
 housing for persons
with disabilities,
single parent, young
families, income
support/AISH clients

Table C8: Population by Age Cohort
Parkland
Spruce Grove
Stony Plain
County
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
6,110 5,870 4,185 5,660 2,575 2,860
3,770 3,790 2,850 3,610 1,740 2,120
2,605 2,705 2,905 4,410 1,575 2,045
4,850 4,215 3,000 3,900 1,850 1,970
5,550 5,975 2,860 3,605 1,745 2,160
3,780 4,580 2,095 2,810 1,240 1,740
1,820 2,440 1,025 1,425 840
1,100
770
1,005 580
785
830
1,050
29,265 30,580 19,500 26,205 12,395 15,045

2006
10
70
75
70
100
70
75
35
605

2011
135
60
75
75
100
85
80
55
665

2006
21%
14%
12%
16%
16%
12%
5%
4%
61,755

2011
20%
13%
12%
15%
16%
13%
7%
4%
72,495

40.1

42.7

43.3

38.5

39.2

42.2

34.4

33.7

36.8

37.7

Wabamun

Sub-Region
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Marital
Status
Single
Married
Separated/
Divorced
Widowed

Family
Characteristics
Couple Families
w/children
Couple Families
w/out children
Lone Parent
Families

Household
Size
1
2
3
4
5+

Parkland
County
2006
2011
25%
21%
62%
70%
10%
6%
3%

Table C9: Population by Marital Status
Spruce Grove
Stony Plain
Wabamun

3%

Sub-Region

2006
29%
57%
11%

2011
24%
65%
8%

2006
28%
55%
10%

2011
24%
62%
8%

2006
31%
45%
18%

2011 2006
18% 29%
64% 56%
12% 10%

2011
22%
65%
8%

3%

3%

7%

6%

6%

6%

5%

5%

Table C10:
Parkland
County
2006
2011
4,395 4,340

Population by Family Characteristics
Spruce Grove
Stony Plain
Wabamun
2006
2,805

2011
3,620

2006
1,660

2011
1,785

2006 2011 2006
75
80
49%

2011
45%

3,715

4,215

2,150

2,935

1,345

1,865

85

85

40%

42%

735

805

875

1,070

520

665

-

25

11%

13%

Table C11: # of Households by Household Size
Parkland
Spruce Grove
Stony Plain
Wabamun
County
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
1,380
1,570 1,200
1,710 1,015
1,335 114
65
3,955
4,420 2,500
3,455 1,615
2,215 135
95
1,685
1,785 1,250
1,735 745
860
55
40
2,780
1,870 1,955
1,810 1,130
920
80
30
430
1,280 170
905
115
505
10
25

Sub-Region

Sub-Region
2006
17%
37%
17%
26%
3%

2011
18%
38%
17%
17%
10%

C.3
Regional and Sub-Regional Partnerships
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Tables C12 and C13 below):
 existing and potential partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region
 barriers to developing partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region.
Observations:
 partnerships at the Sub-Region level have been successful although none have been housingrelated
 municipalities in the Sub-Region appear to be interested in sub-regional planning as opposed to
regional
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Parkland County
Partnerships

Barriers

Table C12: Sub-Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Spruce Grove
Stony Plain
Wabamun

 existing
partnerships
include
participation in the
Meridian
Foundation
 partnerships have
been relatively
successful so there
could be some
opportunity for
housing
partnerships at the
sub-regional level

 existing partnerships
include participation
in the Meridian
Foundation
 no housing
partnerships are in
place or planned at
this time
 municipal housing
partnerships would
be preferred
 sub-regional housing
authorities may be
worth considering

 existing
partnerships
include
participation in
the Meridian
Foundation and
working with
Spruce Grove
on the housing
booklet
 other regional
partnerships
have been
successful

 existing subregional
partnerships
have focused on
recreation,
emergency
response, etc.
 some sharing of
information
regarding
housing
opportunities in
the sub-region

Parkland County

Spruce Grove

Stony Plain

Wabamun

 none reported

 recent failed
negotiations
with Meridian
Foundation on
the
management of
the new
affordable
housing units
 historical events
 politics

 political will (no
evidence of need
for non-market
housing in the
County)

 financial and
political

Program
Provider (s)
 envision
partnerships
with
municipalities,
provincial
agencies and
other housing
providers








Program
Provider (s)
plans that
identify and
support
priority needs
willingness of
organizations
to accept
change
risk
politics
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Parkland County
Partnerships

 envision CRB
working with the
municipalities to
focus resources
and establish
priorities, and
provide best
practice resources
and models

Barriers

 differing priorities
at the municipal
level

Table C13: Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Spruce Grove
Stony Plain
Wabamun
 existing
partnerships
include
participation in
the Meridian
Foundation
 no housing
partnerships are
in place or
planned at this
time
 municipal
housing
partnerships
would be
preferred
 sub-regional
housing
authorities may
be worth
considering
 financial and
political

 none reported

 envision CRB
providing
opportunities
to share
expertise and
skills and
facilitate subregional
planning
 sub-regional
planning
makes the
most sense

 none reported

 none reported

Program
Provider(s)
 accepts the
strategy of
working
together to
respond to
regional
populations
other than just
seniors
 CRB might
assist
organizations in
accepting
change

 support and
leadership for
change
 finances

C.4
Long Term Planning
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Table C14 below):
 existing planning documents, projections and / or needs assessments / studies
 future plans to conduct studies or develop plans.
Observations:
 most housing-related planning documents do not appear to be current
 Spruce Grove indicates that the strategies from the 2008 housing plan have since been acted
upon or set aside

Page 54 of 106

Parkland County
 no housing plan
reported
 no projections
reported
 no housing study
reported
 no plans
reported to
conduct further
studies or
develop further
plans

Table C14: Existing Planning and Future Intentions
Spruce Grove
Stony Plain
Wabamun
 2008 affordable
housing study
 no projections
reported
 no plans to
conduct further
studies reported

 an unofficial
initiative is in
place to explore
creation of a
housing
authority,
directly
influencing the
housing market
and/or
partnering with
nonprofit
organizations
 no projections
reported
 no plans
reported to
conduct further
studies or
develop further
plans

 no housing plan
reported
 no projections
reported
 no housing study
reported
 no plans
reported to
conduct further
studies or
develop further
plans

Program
Provider(s)
 no housing
plan reported
 no plans
reported to
conduct
further
studies or
develop
further plans
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Appendix D - Sturgeon Sub Regional Profile
The Sturgeon Sub Region includes Sturgeon County and the municipalities of Bon Accord, Gibbons,
Legal, Morinville, Redwater and St. Albert.
The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the sub-region at the time of this study. This profile
offers an overview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:
 current non-market and market affordable situation
 identified gaps
 potential need and demand
 regional and sub-regional partnerships
 long term planning opportunities and challenges.
The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:
 interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in the sub-region
 interviews and surveys with representatives of identified program providers
 a review of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies.

Sturgeon County
 CAO
Morinville
 CAO and Director of
Planning and
Development

Table D1: Response to the Consultation Process
Bon Accord
Gibbons
Legal
 CAO
 CAO
 CAO
Redwater
St. Albert
Program Provider(s)
 CAO
 Affordable
 CAO of the Sturgeon
Housing Liaison
Foundation

Findings:
 the focus of the management body (the Sturgeon Foundation) is on seniors housing and with
the exception of St. Albert, Sub-Regional municipalities have not expressed an interest in
delivering non-seniors housing
 the perception that more market affordable housing will be needed in the northeastern portion
of the sub-region because of the planned future development of the Alberta Industrial
Heartland requires validation with a needs assessment
 St. Albert provides financial support to the St. Albert Housing Society for delivery of Affordable
Housing; as the model evolves there may be opportunity for capacity building to drive further
coordination of services
 although existing partnerships appear to have been limited to participation in the Sturgeon
Foundation, the apparent willingness to explore additional Sub-Regional partnerships is a
valuable starting point
 if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housing the data suggests that as many as 5,247 households in the Sub-Region would be
in need of housing
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D1:
Current Housing Situation
The information on the current housing situation, both non-market and market affordable, is based on
consultation with municipalities and housing providers and research of the websites of additional
private sector housing providers.
D1.1 Non-Market Housing
A range of non-market housing providers were identified through the research and consultation process.
The service area includes Sturgeon County and the municipalities within. Table D2 is a snapshot of the
providers, programs delivered, the number of units within each program and the number served at the
time of this report.
Observations:
 the focus of the Sturgeon Foundation has been on seniors’ housing and municipal authorities in
the Sub-Region have not relied on the Sturgeon Foundation for non market housing other than
seniors
 while FCSS is the primary coordinator of support services, the Sunflower Community Resources
Program provides services in Gibbons and Bon Accord
 sub regional municipalities have not been involved in delivering non market housing with the
exception of St. Albert who delivers the Secondary Suite and Rent Supplement programs
 75 secondary suite units were added to the sub regional housing portfolio
 the 178 Affordable Housing units added to the sub regional housing portfolio since 2006 are
delivered by a combination of the local Management Body, private sector operators and
nonprofit organizations
 no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or Senior Self-Contained units
 although some homelessness is acknowledged throughout the sub-region, St. Albert has
identified it as a need in their planning

Provider

Table D2: Non Market Housing Providers
Provider Description
Programs Delivered

Rental Housing Providers:
Sturgeon Foundation
Management Body

# of
Units

St. Albert Housing
Society

Nonprofit Organization

Affordable Housing
Senior Self Contained
Supportive Living
Affordable Housing

48
113
256
15

Heritage Hills Housing
Co-operative

Housing Cooperative

Cooperative Housing

50

Liberton Terrace
Housing Co-operative

Housing Cooperative

Cooperative Housing

43

Big Pointe
Developments and St.
Albert Housing Society

Private Sector /
NonProfit Provider
Partnership

Affordable Housing

63

# Served

59
110
252
at least 15,
number not
reported
at least 50,
number not
reported
at least 43,
number not
reported
at least 63,
number not
reported
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Provider

Provider Description

City of St. Albert
(delivered via the St.
Albert Community
Village)

Municipality / Provider
partnership

Capital Region Housing
Corporation

Management Body

Lo-Se-Ca Foundation

NonProfit Foundation

Transitions
Rehabilitation
Association
West Sturgeon Aging in
Place Foundation

NonProfit Association

Total

Management Body = 462
Partnerships = 168
Housing Cooperative = 93
Private NonProfit = 103

NonProfit Association

Programs Delivered
Secondary Suites

# of
Units
75

Rent Supplement

30

Community Housing

2

Rent Supplement

43

Residential and program
supports for
developmentally disabled
adults
Residential and program
supports for the
developmentally disabled
Affordable Housing

21

15

52

826

Other Providers:
Habitat for Humanity
Edmonton

Charitable Organization

Habitat for Humanity
homes

35

CTD Housing Solutions
Ltd.

Private Non Profit
Organization

Home Program

22

# Served
at least 75,
number not
reported
at least 30,
number not
reported
at least 2,
number not
reported
at least 43,
number not
reported
at least 21,
number not
reported
at least 15
number not
reported
at least 52,
number not
reported
830

at least 35,
number not
reported
at least 22,
number not
reported

Table D3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the eight hundred and twenty-six (826) rental
housing units identified in Table C2 by:
 the provider
 what is unique about their provision
 the primary target group
 the number and location of units
 the waiting list numbers for the program.
Table D4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offered in the Sub Region. Table D5
identifies the increase/decrease in the number of non market housing units between 2006 and 2012.
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Table D3: Non Market Rental Housing Programs
Provider
Unique Delivery
Target Client
# of Units
Units by Location
Models/ Practices
Affordable Housing = 178
Sturgeon
Seniors 65+
48
St. Albert (North Ridge
Foundation
Place) = 48
Big Lake
Low to moderate
63
St. Albert (Big Lake
Pointe
income households
Pointe) = 63
Developments
West
Seniors 65+
52
Villeneuve (West
Sturgeon
Country Hearth) = 52
Aging in Place
Foundation
St. Albert
Housing
Society
Community Housing = 2
Capital Region
Housing
Corporation
Cooperative Housing = 93
Heritage Hills
Housing Cooperative
Liberton
Terrace
Housing Cooperative
Provincial Private NonProfit = 0
None
reported
Other NonProfit = 36
Transitions
Residential and
Rehabilitation program supports
Association
Lo-Se-Ca
Residential and day
Foundation
supports
Rent Supplement = 73
City of St.
Albert
(delivered via
the St. Albert
Community
Village)

# on Waiting
List
15
not reported

not reported

Low to moderate
income households

15

St. Albert (Big Lake
Pointe) = 15

not reported

Low income
households

2

St. Albert = 2

not reported

Low and moderate
income households

50

St. Albert = 50

not reported

Low to moderate
income households

43

St. Albert = 43

not reported

0

0

0

15

St. Albert = 15

not reported

21

St. Albert = 21

not reported

Persons with
developmental
disabilities
Adults with
developmental
disabilities
Low to moderate
income households

30

St. Albert = 30

not reported
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Provider

Unique Delivery
Models/ Practices

Capital Region
Housing
Corporation

Target Client
Low to moderate
income households

Secondary Suites (Basement Suite Grant Program) = 75
City of St.
Funding program to
Residents of St.
Albert
develop basement
Albert
suites into safe, legal
rental
accommodation
Shelters = 0
None
reported
Seniors Self Contained = 113
Sturgeon
Seniors 65+
Foundation

Supportive Living = 256
Sturgeon
Foundation

Seniors 65+

# of Units

Units by Location

# on Waiting
List
Gibbons = 1
Morinville= 6
Redwater= 2
St. Albert = 9

43

Gibbons = 1
Morinville= 5
Redwater= 3
St. Albert = 33
Sturgeon County = 1

75

St. Albert = 75

not reported

0

0

0

113

Bon Accord (Sun Ridge
Manor and Sunset
Manor) = 8
Gibbons (Pine Crest
Gardens) – 18
Legal (Sunrise Villa and
Sunset Villa) = 8
Morinville (Morinville
Lions Manor and
Heritage Place) = 14
Redwater (Golden
Villa) = 12
St. Albert (Chateau
Mission) = 53

72

256

Gibbons (Spruce View
Manor) = 43
Legal (Chateau
Sturgeon) = 42
Morinville (Heritage
Place Lodge) = 44
Redwater (Diamond
Springs Lodge) = 40
St. Albert (Chateau
Mission and Northridge
Lodge) = 87

23
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Total

Affordable Housing = 178
Community Housing = 2
Cooperative Housing = 93
Other NonProfit = 36
Rent Supplement = 73
Secondary Suites = 75
Seniors Self Contained = 113
Supportive Living = 256

826

Bon Accord = 8
Gibbons = 62
Legal = 50
Morinville = 63
Redwater = 55
St. Albert = 535
Sturgeon Cty = 53
Total = 826

128

Table D4: Non Market Housing Ownership Programs
Provider

Unique Delivery
Models / Practices

Habitat for Humanity = 35
Habitat for
Humanity
Edmonton
Home Program = 64
CTD
Housing
Solutions
Ltd.

Target Client

# of Units

Units by Location

# on
Waiting
List

Low to moderate
income households

35

St. Albert = 35

not
reported

Low to moderate
income households

20 = down
payment
assistance
2 = no d/p
assistance

St. Albert=20

not
reported

Table D5: Estimated Change to the Number of Non Market Housing
Units Between 2006 and 2012
Program
Generic Change
Seniors
Estimated #
Estimated #
Change
Change
Affordable Housing
78
100
Community Housing
0
0
Rent Supplement
0
0
Secondary Suites
75
0
Cooperatives
0
0
Shelters
0
0
Other (group, special needs)
0
0
Sub Totals
153
100
Total # Changed = 253
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D1.2 Market Affordable Housing
The consultation uncovered little information regarding market affordable housing. Table D5 provides
an overview of (see Table D6):
 market affordable options identified by respondents
 incentives provided by municipalities for market affordable housing
Observations:
 some of the sub-regional municipalities have developed policies and incentives to support the
development of non market housing options
 St. Albert has legalized 148 basement suites since 2007, 75 of which are enrolled in the
Basement Suite Grant Program












Sturgeon County
funding allocations
through the Sturgeon
Foundation
land purchased/
funding contributed
toward AH
developments
land use by-law
amended to allow
basement suites in all
single family
dwellings, allow for
lots less than 11.5m,
and incorporate R4
medium/high density
housing district
approved mid to high
density housing
options and live/work
units
MDP acknowledges
that the city will
encourage choice in
housing form and
tenure for entry level,
mature adult and
seniors markets
affordable housing is
considered and
encouraged in all new
developments

Table D6: Market Affordable Housing
Bon Accord
Gibbons
 periodic and limited
 none reported
grant dollars

Legal
 municipal tax is
waived until lots are
sold
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Morinville
 none reported

Redwater
 municipal tax is
exempt for 3 years on
new construction
units

St. Albert
 municipal taxes are
reduced on property
tax portion for AISH
clients assisted
through Transitions
and Lo-Se-Ca

Program Provider(s)
 none reported

D.2
Potential Need/Demand
The data in this section was compiled from the consultation with municipalities and program providers,
waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see Tables D7 through D11).
Observations:
 there is a perception that more market affordable housing will be needed in the northeastern
portion of the sub-region because of the planned future development of the Alberta Industrial
Heartland
 128 wait-listed applications have been identified across the Sub-Region, most of which are from
the St. Albert and Morinville areas
 the statistical data points to a growth rate of 5.7% across the Sub-Region between 2006 and
2011
 the majority of the population increase occurred in Morinville while Redwater experienced a
decrease in population
 the median age fluctuated between 32.8 in Morinville to 40.2 in St. Albert for a Sub-Regional
average age of 36.3
 in 2011 the critical workforce (aged 25-64) was 55% of the population while the 0-14 age cohort
accounted for 20%
 the retiring workforce (65+) increased from 9% to 12% between 2006 and 2011
 in 2011, 12% of the population were 65+, 12% were in lone parent families, and 4% were
widowed
 the majority of households were two person households (36%) while 5 person households were
the lowest at 10%, showing an increase of 7% over 2006
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Sturgeon County
 housing for low
income residents
 housing for seniors
moving out of their
homes
Morinville
 rental units for low
income families
 homes for starter
homeowners

Age Cohort

0-14
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total Population (#)
Median Age
Age Cohort
0-14
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total Population (#)
Median Age

Table D7: Housing Gaps
Bon Accord
Gibbons
 homes for rent or
 affordable
purchase for low
housing for low
income families
to moderate
income families
Redwater
 homes for rent or
purchase for low to
moderate income
families

St. Albert
 more RGI
housing
 Housing First
spaces

Legal
 assisted living facilities
providing larger units
 homes for starter
home owners
Program Provider(s)
 AISH/special needs
accommodation
 affordable housing for
families and seniors
 bridging the gap
between affordable
housing units and RGI
units

Table D8: Population by Age Cohort
Sturgeon
Bon Accord
Gibbons
County
2006
2011
2006 2011
2006
2011
3,940
4,050
385
340
660
720
2,790
2,855
215
195
330
405
2,100
2,125
215
245
415
515
2,920
2,610
265
215
475
455
3,235
3.420
270
255
380
420
2,060
2,570
120
170
205
280
1,120
1,280
40
70
110
130
470
640
20
20
65
105
18,635 19,550 1,530 1,510 2,640 3,030
37.1
38.4
33.4
33.8
33.1
32.9
Morinville
Redwater
St. Albert
2006
2011
2006 2011
2006
2011
1,520
1,885
435
320
11,445 11,245
1,080
1,180
285
260
8,705 8,640
895
1,515
250
230
6,175 6,760
1,115
1,220
325
210
9,015 8,340
1,075
1,250
345
330
10,080 10,345
550
835
260
255
6,800 8,375
285
410
160
140
3,245 4,395
255
275
125
165
2,250 3,365
6,775
8,570
2,185 1,910 57,715 61,465
33.7
32.8
39.7
42.2
38.2
40.2

Legal
2006
2011
300
290
145
160
165
190
185
155
155
160
115
135
55
80
90
65
1,210 1,235
34.6
34.4
Sub-Region
2006
2011
21%
20%
15%
13%
11%
12%
16%
13%
17%
17%
11%
13%
5%
7%
4%
5%
90,690 97,270
35.6
36.3
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Marital Status
Single
Married
Separated/
Divorced
Widowed
Marital Status
Single
Married
Separated/
Divorced
Widowed

Family
Characteristics
Couple Families
w/children
Couple Families
w/out children
Lone Parent Family
Family
Characteristics
Couple Families
w/children
Couple Families
w/out children
Lone Parent Family

Household Size
1
2
3
4
5+

Table D9: Population by Marital Status
Sturgeon County
Bon Accord
Gibbons
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
27%
23%
30%
22%
28%
23%
63%
69%
56%
68%
56%
65%
8%
5%
11%
9%
12%
8%

Legal
2006
2011
28%
25%
53%
64%
12%
6%

2%
Morinville
2006
30%
56%
10%

3%

4%

1%

2011
23%
65%
8%

3%
Redwater
2006
27%
54%
13%

4%

2011
23%
59%
11%

4%
St. Albert
2006
28%
58%
10%

2011
24%
63%
8%

7%
5%
Sub-Region
2006
2011
28%
23%
57%
65%
11%
8%

4%

6%

7%

4%

5%

4%

4%

Table D10: Population by Family Characteristics
Sturgeon County
Bon Accord
Gibbons
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
2,520
2,965
225
220
375
455

Legal
2006
2011
160
170

2,240

150

2,350

155

175

270

295

130

425
430
Morinville
2006
2011
990
1,240

60
50
Redwater
2006
2011
240
225

125
110
St. Albert
2006
2011
8,150
8,730

15
45
Sub-Region
2006
2011
49%
49%

650

900

265

240

6,345

6,940

39%

39%

255

330

75

85

2,155

2,325

12%

12%

Table D11: # of Households by Household Size
Sturgeon County
Bon Accord
Gibbons
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
740
805
85
90
170
200
2,235
2,425
160
190
305
355
935
1,055
100
115
175
165
1,845
1,350
165
95
275
250
280
910
20
55
20
110

Legal
2006
2011
90
95
130
145
65
75
115
70
15
60
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Household Size
1
2
3
4
5+

Morinville
2006
315
755
430
715
70

2011
540
1,025
615
570
325

Redwater
2006
205
310
155
175
25

2011
210
285
120
105
55

St. Albert
2006
3,360
6,965
3,670
6,070
490

2011
4,125
8,050
3,890
4,420
2,030

Sub-Region
2006
2011
16%
17%
34%
36%
17%
17%
30%
20%
3%
10%

D.3
Regional and Sub-Regional Partnerships
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Tables D12 and D13):
 existing and potential partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region
 barriers to developing partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region
Observations:
 there is a willingness to explore sub-regional partnerships, although existing partnerships have
been limited to participation in the Sturgeon Foundation
 municipalities see themselves partnering with the Capital Region Board by sharing information
for regional planning purposes

Partnerships





Barriers




Table D12: Sub-Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Sturgeon County
Bon Accord
Gibbons
Legal
existing partnerships
 participates
 participates and
 participates and
include participation
and contributes
contributes to the
contributes to the
in the Sturgeon
to the Sturgeon
Sturgeon
Sturgeon
Foundation
Foundation
Foundation
Foundation and the
local Economic
West Sturgeon Aging
 envisions sharing
Development
in Place Foundation is
vision, planning and
initiative
a partnership with
information within
Sturgeon County
the sub-region
 no other
partnerships
 willing to
contemplated at this
participate in
time
partnerships
understanding that
not all
municipalities
provide all the
services needed
funding for needs
 access to
 history
 municipal self
assessments and
capital
interest
 municipal self
planning
interest
 fear of loss of
autonomy and local
differing perspectives
 profit and motive
of municipalities in the
pride
sub-region
 loss of volunteerism
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Partnerships

Barriers

/Partnerships

Barriers

Morinville
 participates and
contributes to the
Sturgeon Foundation
and actively
participates in their
housing program

Redwater
 participates
and contributes
to the Sturgeon
Foundation

St. Albert
 participates and
contributes to the
Sturgeon
Foundation
 envision partnering
on housing projects
such as market
affordable, funding,
sharing of ideas

 municipal self interest –
community being the
first priority
 challenge around
common understanding
that housing spans the
County as well as urban
centres

 municipal self
interest
 capacity of
Town staff

 funding
 capacity of land
 municipal self
interest
 political will

Program Provider(s)
 partner with local
business/financial
institutions for
preferred borrowing
rates
 willingness to
explore other
partnerships
 envision partnering
with private
developers and
social clubs
 entrenched attitudes
around the “way it
was”
 financing challenges
 lack of awareness on
housing availability
 need for a subregional coordinator
 municipal interest

Table D12: Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Sturgeon County
Bon Accord
Gibbons
Legal
 the County
 not sure what
 vision, planning
 envisions CRB as the
supports
partnering with
and information
coordinator of
compassionate
the CRB would
within the subinformation sharing
care housing via
look like
region
the Land Use By willing to
Law
participate in
 work with other
partnerships
municipalities to
understanding that
provide additional
not all
housing options via
municipalities
the Sturgeon
provide all the
Foundation
services needed
 none reported
 lack of transit,
 lack of trust
 lack of commonality
medical support
 fear
and/or cultural
 lack of
centres to
coordination /
support those in
coordinator
need
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Partnerships

Barriers

Morinville
 envisions CRB role
as sharing of
information and
best practices

Redwater
 envisions CRB
role as sharing of
information and
best practices

Morinville
 municipal self
interest, the
community being
the first priority

Redwater
 municipal self
interest
 capacity of Town
staff

St. Albert
 envision
partnering on
housing projects
such as market
affordable,
funding, sharing of
ideas






St. Albert
funding
lack of
coordination
political will
competition

Program Provider(s)
 partner with local
business/financial
institutions for
preferred
borrowing rates
 willingness to
explore other
partnerships
 envision partnering
with private
developers and
social clubs
Program Provider(s)
 entrenched
attitudes around
the “way it was”
 financing challenges
 lack of awareness
on housing
availability
 need for a subregional
coordinator
 municipal self
interest

D.4
Long Term Planning
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following:
 existing planning documents, projections and / or needs assessments / studies
 future plans to conduct studies or develop plans
Observations:
 St. Albert (2006 and 2012) and Morinville (2009) have plans in place
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Sturgeon County
 high level policies
prepared for adoption
in the MDP but no
plans are in place
specific to housing
 preliminary studies on
projected growth have
been conducted
(potential increase of
15,000 in the next 30
years)
 a housing study with
limited scope was
conducted, more
investigation is needed
Morinville
 an affordable housing
grant will be used
toward assisting with
meeting the need
 no projections
reported
 Morinville Community
Housing Plan was
developed with 5
recommendations in
2009

Table D13: Existing Planning and Intentions
Bon Accord
Gibbons
 no plan is in place but  no housing plan
an assessment of land
reported
is underway
 no projections
 projecting 1.5%
reported
growth
 no plans
reported to
 no plans reported to
conduct further
conduct further
studies or develop
studies or
further plans
develop further
plans

Redwater
 no housing plan
reported
 no projections
reported
 no plans reported to
conduct further
studies or develop
further plans

St. Albert
 no plan in place
– funding is a
barrier
 no projections
reported
 2006 affordable
housing plan
(TBD on
updating)
 2012 affordable
housing delivery
model

Legal
 no housing plan
reported
 no projections
reported
 no plans reported to
conduct further studies
or develop further
plans

Program Provider(s)
 no housing plan but
working with
municipalities to
identify where
additional seniors’
housing can/should be
built
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Appendix E - Strathcona Sub Regional Profile
The Strathcona Sub Region includes Strathcona County, the municipalities within it and the City of Fort
Saskatchewan.
The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the sub-region at the time of this study. This profile
offers an overview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:
 current non-market and market affordable situation
 identified gaps
 potential need and demand
 regional and sub-regional partnerships
 long term planning opportunities and challenges.
The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:
 interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in the sub region
 interviews and surveys with representatives of identified program providers
 a review of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies.
Table E1:
Strathcona County
 Manager Corporate

Planning and
Intergovernmental Affairs
 Legislative Project Lead

Response to the Consultation Process
Fort Saskatchewan
Program Provider(s)
Economic
 Executive Director at Pioneer
Development
Housing Foundation (now
Director
Heartland Housing)
 Direct Adult Services Robin Hood
Association
 President, Strathcona
Schizophrenia Housing Foundation
 Manager, Brittany Lane
Cooperative Housing

Findings:
 both municipalities are committed to the philosophy of an holistic approach to long term
sustainability for their communities, understanding that improving the range of non market and
market affordable housing is a key element to that approach
 the Heartland Housing Foundation was created as a result of a determination by the
municipalities (through the work of the Capital Region Board) that there was a need to develop
housing planning and deliver non market housing on a sub regional basis; its role being to
implement the model and deliver the programs
 the broad array of non profit organizations committed to responding to a population in need
offer solid potential to deliver the non market and market affordable housing options that will
be required by this Sub-Region
 approval to proceed with a new supportive living complex in Fort Saskatchewan will improve the
supportive living circumstance in the region
 the strong economic development presence in the Sub-Region will support and encourage the
development of market affordable housing
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if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housing the data suggests that as many as 6,070 households in the Sub-Region would be
in need of housing

E1:
Current Housing Situation
The information on the current housing situation, both non-market and market affordable, is based on
consultation with municipalities and housing providers and research of the websites of additional
private sector housing providers.
E1.1 Non-Market Housing
A range of non-market housing providers were identified through the research and consultation process.
The service area includes Strathcona County and the municipalities within. Table E2 is a snapshot of the
providers, programs delivered, the number of units within each program and the number served at the
time of this report.
Observations:
 the Heartland Housing Foundation is focused on planning and implementing the model and
delivering a range non market housing programs in the Sub-Region
 the Capital Region Housing Corporation is the principal administrator of the Rent Supplement
program
 the local FCSS is seen as the primary coordinator of support services
 a 60 unit seniors facility was built in 2010 and a 69 unit complex will be occupied in 2012 for a
total of 129 additional affordable housing units
 no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or Senior Self-Contained units
 36 group / special needs units were added
 acknowledged as a risk, homelessness is not demonstrably evident, however there is some
anecdotal evidence that homelessness exists
 this Sub-Region is the only one in which a women’s shelter was identified
Table E2: Non Market Housing Providers
Provider
Provider
Programs Delivered
# of Units
Description
Rental Housing Providers:
Heartland Housing
Management
Affordable Housing
129
Foundation
Body
Senior Self Contained
158
Supportive Living
238
Capital Region Housing Management
Rent Supplement
35
Corporation
Body
Brittany Lane Housing
Co-operative
Davidson Creek

Housing
Cooperative
Housing
Cooperative

Cooperative Housing

58

Cooperative Housing

52

# Served

at least 525,
number not
reported
at least 35,
number not
reported
82
at least 52,
number not
reported
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Provider

Provider
Description
NonProfit
Association
NonProfit
Housing
Foundation
Shelter

Programs Delivered

Strathcona County

Municipality

Total

Management Body = 560
Housing Cooperative = 110
Municipality = 10
NonProfit Organization = 227

907

Charitable
Organization

Habitat for Humanity
homes

24

Private Non
Profit
Organization

Home Program

69 = down
payment
assistance
15 = no down
payment
assistance

Robin Hood Association
for the Handicapped
Strathcona
Schizophrenia housing
Foundation
Strathcona Shelter
Society

Other Providers:
Habitat for Humanity
Edmonton
CTD Housing Solutions
Edmonton

# of Units

# Served

Residential and support
services
Residential and support
services

187

184

5

5

Emergency Shelter

35

Secondary Suites

10

at least 35,
number
reported
at least 10,
number not
reported
928

at least 24,
number not
reported
at least 84,
number not
reported

Table E3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the nine hundred and seven (907) rental housing
units identified in Table E2 by:
 the provider
 the number and location of units
 what is unique about their provision
 the waiting list numbers for the program.
 the primary target group
Table E4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offered in the Sub Region. Table E5
identifies the increase/decrease in the number of non market housing units between 2006 and 2012.
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Table E3:
Provider
Unique Delivery Models /
Practices
Affordable Housing = 129
Heartland
Housing
Foundation

Community Housing = 0
None
reported
Cooperative Housing = 110
Brittany Lane some units for persons
Housing Cowith developmental
operative
disabilities
Davidson
Creek
Provincial Private NonProfit = 0
None
reported
Other NonProfit = 192
Robin Hood
Group homes in Strathcona
Association
County and Fort
for the
Saskatchewan for adults
Handicapped with developmental
disabilities
Support homes in
Sherwood Park for
functionally independent
individuals
Facility providing housing
and services for people
who have higher support
needs due to aging,
medical or mental health
challenges
Strathcona
Permanent housing in one
Schizophrenia bedroom condo units in
Housing
two complexes
Foundation

Non Market Rental Housing Programs
Target Client
# of Units Units by Location

# on Waiting List

Seniors 65+
Low to moderate
income
households

60
69

Strathcona County
(Silver Birch
Manor) = 60
Strathcona County
(Silver Birch Court)
= 69

Strathcona
County = 59

Low income
households

0

0

0

Low income
households

58

Strathcona County
= 58

4 families
5 unprocessed
applications

Low income
households

52

Strathcona County
= 52

not reported

N/a

0

0

0

Functionally
independent
adults with
developmental
disabilities and
individuals with
higher support
needs

187

20

Functionally
independent
living with
schizophrenia
and/or related
illnesses

5

Fort Saskatchewan
= 15 group home
beds
Strathcona County
= 116 group home
beds
Strathcona County
= 20 support home
spaces
Strathcona County
(Aspen Village
apartments) = 36
* includes the 31
rent supplement
provided by CRHC
Strathcona County
=5

not reported
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Provider

Unique Delivery Models /
Practices
Rent Supplement = 35
Capital
Region
Housing
Corporation

Secondary Suites = 10
Strathcona
County
Seniors Self Contained = 158
Heartland
Housing
Foundation

Units by Location

# on Waiting List

35

Fort Saskatchewan
= 10
Strathcona County
= 25*this number
does not include
the 31 rent
supplement
provided by Robin
Hood

Strathona County
= 21
Fort
Saskatchewan = 6

10

Strathcona
County=10

Not reported

158

Fort Saskatchewan
Henry House and
Fort Lions Haven)
= 50
Strathcona County
= 108

Strathcona
County = 72

Abused
women and
their children

35

Strathcona County
and Fort
Saskatchewan = 35

not reported

Seniors 65+

238

Fort Saskatchewan
= 58
Strathcona County
= 180

Strathcona
County = 92

Low to moderate
income
households

Seniors 65+

Shelters = 35
Strathcona
Shelter services including
Shelter
emergency lodging (A Safe
Society
Place) and in-house and
external programs
Supportive Living (Lodge) = 238
Heartland
Housing
Foundation

Total # of
Units

Target Client

Affordable Housing = 129
Cooperative Housing = 110
Other NonProfit = 192
Rent Supplement = 35
Secondary Suites = 10
Seniors Self Contained = 158
Shelters = 35
Supportive Living = 238

# of Units

907

Fort Saskatchewan =
133
Strathcona County =
739
Combination = 35
Total = 907

Fort
Saskatchewan =
6
Strathcona
County = 244
Combination =
20
Total = 270

TableE4: Non Market Housing Ownership Programs
Provider

Unique Delivery
Practices / Models

Target Client

# of Units

Units by Location

# on Waiting
List
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Habitat for Humanity = 24
Habitat for
Humanity
Edmonton
Home Program = 0
CTD
Housing
Solutions
Ltd.

Low to moderate
income households

24

Strathcona County =
12
Fort Saskatchewan =
12

not reported

Low to moderate
income households

69 = down
payment
assistance

Strathcona=64
Fort Saskatchewan=5

not reported

Table E5: Estimated Change to the Number of Non Market Housing
Units Between 2006 and 2012
Program
Generic Change
Seniors
Estimated #
Estimated #
Change
Change
Affordable Housing
69
60
Community Housing
0
0
Rent Supplement
0
0
Secondary Suites
10
0
Cooperatives
0
0
Shelters
0
0
Other (group, special needs)
36
0
Sub Totals
115
60
Total # Changed = 175

E1.2 Market Affordable Housing
The consultation uncovered little information regarding market affordable housing. Table E6 provides
an overview of:
 market affordable options identified by respondents
 incentives provided by municipalities for market affordable housing.
Observations:
 both municipalities have had success with policies and incentives that support and encourage
market affordable housing
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Table E6: Market Affordable Housing
Strathcona County
Fort Saskatchewan
Program Provider(s)
 serviced land has been donated  the affordable housing strategy
 borrowing by County debenture
for desired developments
includes policy and regulatory
is allowed for new construction
changes to facilitate choice and
 land has been provided for
affordability
seniors’ housing
 land has been donated for desired  land and capital support has
developments
been provided for a group
 approval processes can be
home project including tax free
expedited
status
 affordable housing is included in
all municipal planning agendas
E.2
Potential Need/Demand
The information in this section was compiled from the consultation with municipalities and program
providers, waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see Tables E7 through E11).
Observations:
 the Heartland Foundation is focused on planning for, and delivering, a range of non market
affordable housing on a sub regional basis
 270 wait-listed applications have been identified across the Sub-Region, most of which are from
the Strathcona County area
 the statistical data points to a growth rate of 19.75% across the Sub-Region between 2006 and
2011
 the majority of the population increase occurred in Fort Saskatchewan
 the median age fluctuated between 39.1 in Strathcona County and 37.1 in Fort Saskatchewan
for a sub-regional average age of 37.4
 in 2011 the critical workforce (aged 25-64) was 56% of the population while the 0-14 age cohort
accounted for19%
 the retiring workforce (65+) increased from 9% to 10% between 2006 and 2011
 in 2011, 11% of the population were 65+, 11% were in lone parent families, and 4% were
widowed
 the majority of households were two person households (36%) while 5 person households were
the lowest at 10%

Strathcona County
 affordable housing
 significant waiting
lists for seniors’
rental
accommodation

Table E7: Housing Gaps
Fort Saskatchewan
 additional rental accommodation
for single parents and single
individuals of modest income
 accommodation for larger
households of 5+ persons

Program Provider(s)
 more subsidized and supported
housing for the mentally ill
 additional affordable and
accessible housing
 housing of the right type
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Age Cohort
0-14
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total Population (#)
Median Age

Marital Status
Single
Married
Separated/
Divorced
Widowed

Table E8: Population by Age Cohort
Strathcona County
Fort Saskatchewan
2006
2011
2006
2011
17,150
17,935
2,950
3,675
11,565
12,760
2,340
2,755
9.100
10,330
1,885
3,010
13,520
13,470
2,305
2,745
13,965
15,900
2,385
2,795
12,100
11,905
1,570
2,095
4,490
6,455
835
1,090
2,645
3,735
690
890
82,510
92,490
14,955
19,050
37.8
39.1
36.4
35.4

Sub Region
2006
2011
21%
19%
15%
14%
12%
13%
16%
15%
16%
16%
11%
12%
5%
6%
4%
5%
97,465
111,540
37.1
37.4

Table E9: Population by Marital Status
Strathcona County
Fort Saskatchewan
2006
2011
2006
2011
25%
23%
30%
25%
62%
66%
54%
62%
8%
7%
11%
8%

Sub-Region
2006
2011
28%
24%
58%
65%
10%
7%

4%

4%

4%

5%

5%

4%

Table E10: Population by Family Characteristics
Family Characteristics
Strathcona County
Fort Saskatchewan
Sub-Region
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
Couple Families
12,795
13,560
2,035
2,505
51%
49%
w/children
Couple Families w/out
9,135
10,825
1,710
2,245
38%
40%
children
Lone Parent Families
2,585
3,035
625
750
11%
11%

Household Size
1
2
3
4
5+

Table E11: # of Households by Household Size
Strathcona County
Fort Saskatchewan
2006
2011
2006
2011
3,960
5,320
1,235
1,605
10,110
12,010
1,980
2,670
5,045
5,725
920
1,225
9,700
6,715
1,530
1,240
3,360
600

Sub-Region
2006
2011
15%
17%
36%
36%
16%
17%
33%
20%
10%
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E.3
Regional and Sub-Regional Partnerships
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Tables E12 and E13):
 existing and potential partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region
 barriers to developing partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region
Observations:
 both municipalities are committed to partnerships and partnership planning (i.e. Common
Bonds Agreement)



Partnerships




Barriers



Partnerships



Barriers





Table E12: Sub-Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Strathcona County
Fort Saskatchewan
Program Provider(s)
committed to the
 Heartland Housing
 envision working
notion of sub-regional
Foundation is seen as a
relationships with the
partnering as reflected
positive step toward submunicipality and other
by the Common Bonds
regional partnering
operators
Agreement
 recent inter-municipal
benefits are perceived
Common Bonds Agreement
from such a partnership
for all municipalities
some protectiveness at
 some politicians and
 each municipality and
the political and
administrators
provider tends to focus
administrative levels
on their own situations
 difficulty sharing funds
and target populations
difficulty making
decisions about sharing
 differing mandates and
funds
regulations

Table E13: Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Strathcona County
Fort Saskatchewan
Program Provider(s)
envision CRB providing some
 envision CRB taking on
 not certain partnerships
services/skills not available at
tasks that can’t be
are the primary key to
the municipal or SR level such
achieved at the Subsolving housing issues
as assisting with common
regional level such as
strategies and educating
needs assessments and
about non-market housing
planning processes
jurisdictional issues around
 CRB bureaucracy
 each municipality and
taking responsibility for nonprovider tends to focus on
 the return on investment
market housing
their own situations and
from this partnership is not
target populations
CRB bureaucracy
always obvious
 differing mandates and
some negative funding historical negative
regulations
related perceptions re: CRB
perceptions particularly
around funding
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E.4
Long Term Planning
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Table E14):
 existing planning documents, projections and / or needs assessments / studies
 future plans to conduct studies or develop plans.
Observations:
 both municipalities have 2008 housing documents that have been used primarily to facilitate
planning for the delivery of housing supports and programs
 at this time there was no indication of plans to update the documents







Table E14: Existing Planning and Intentions
Strathcona County
Fort Saskatchewan
Program Provider(s)
2008 housing needs
 2008 affordable housing plan
 2011 Fort Saskatchewan
assessment
updated in 2011
Foundation needs assessment
specific to seniors
work has started on an
 no needs assessment or housing
affordable housing plan
study planned because the fear is  some partial plans but no
including mature
that a significant unmet demand
intent to conduct further
neighbourhood strategies and
may overwhelm the community
studies or develop further
more flexibility in developing
plans
 November 2010 study identified
non-market housing
needs related to seniors
no projections reported
 no plans reported to conduct
further studies or develop further
no further studies are planned
plans
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Appendix F - Lamont Sub Regional Profile
The Lamont Sub Region includes Lamont County and the municipalities of Bruderheim and Lamont.
Although part of Lamont County, the smaller communities of Andrew, Chipman and Mundare were not
identified by the CRB as being part of the scope of this project.
The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the sub-region at the time of this study. This profile
offers an overview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:
 current non-market and market affordable situation
 identified gaps
 potential need and demand
 regional and sub-regional partnerships
 long term planning opportunities and challenges.
The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:
 interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in the sub-region
 interviews and surveys with representatives of identified program providers
 a review of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies.

Bruderheim
 CAO

Table F1: Response to the Consultation Process
Lamont County
Town of Lamont
Program Provider(s)
 CAO, a member of the
 Mayor,
 CAO of the Lamont
FCSS team, and another
Councillor and
County Housing
County employee
CAO
Foundation and the
Lamont Heath Care
Centre

Findings:
 this is the only Sub Region that does not include all communities within the County in the scope
of the project
 because of the collaboration between Lamont County Housing Foundation and the Lamont
Heath Care Centre and the location of the health care facility, the Town of Lamont has evolved
into a regional hub for seniors support services
 the strong Sub Regional partnerships including participation in the regional economic
development alliance and Lamont County Housing Foundation board suggest solid potential for
developing future alliances to support future housing needs in the Sub Region
 municipalities appear to be willing to explore sub-regional partnerships; their acknowledgment
of the importance of leadership and coordination in housing planning supports the notion of
the role of the Capital Region Board as one of coordination, facilitation and support
 if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housing the data suggests that as many as 400 households in the Lamont Sub Region
would be in need of housing
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F1:
Current Housing Situation
The information on the current housing situation, both non-market and market affordable, is based on
consultation with municipalities and housing providers and research of the websites of additional
private sector housing providers.
F1.1
Non-Market Housing
A range of non-market housing providers were identified through the research and consultation process.
The service area includes Lamont County and the municipalities within.
Table F2 provides a snapshot of the providers, programs delivered, the number of units within each
program and the number served at the time of this report.
Observations:
 municipalities are involved in non market affordable housing by virtue of their participation as
members of the management body (the Lamont County Housing Foundation) which is focused
on seniors’ housing
 although FCSS was identified as the primary coordinator of support services, it was reported
that local organizations and families also provide a range of support services
 the local management body administers the rent supplement program
 no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or Senior Self-Contained units
 homelessness is acknowledged as a risk; some anecdotal evidence of homelessness does exist

Provider
Residential Providers:
Lamont Foundation

Total
Other Providers:
None Identified

Table F2: Non Market Housing Providers
Provider
Programs Delivered
Description
Management
Body

Community Housing
Rent supplement
Seniors’ self contained
Supportive living

# of Units

2
3
36
36
77

# Served

at least 77,
numbers not
reported
77

Table F3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the seventy-seven (77) rental housing units
identified in Table F2 by:
 the provider
 what is unique about their provision
 the primary target group
 the number and location of units
 the waiting list numbers for the program.
Table F4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offered in the Sub Region. Table F5
identifies the increase/decrease in the number of non market housing units between 2006 and 2011.
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Table F3: Non Market Rental Housing Programs
Provider
Unique Deliver
Target Client
# of
Units by Location
Models / Practices
Units
Affordable Housing = 0
None
0
0
reported
Community Housing = 2:
Lamont
2
Bruderheim = 1
Foundation
Lamont = 1
Cooperative Housing = 0
None
0
0
reported
Other NonProfit = 0
None
0
0
reported
Provincial NonProfit = 0:
None
0
0
reported
Rent Supplement = 3
Lamont
Seniors 65+
3
Lamont assisted
Foundation
living facility = 3
Secondary Suites = 0
None
0
0
reported
Seniors Self Contained = 36
Lamont
Seniors 65+
36
Lamont (Heritage
Foundation
Court) = 12
Lamont (Villa 75) =
8
Bruderheim
(Spring Creek
Manor) = 16
Shelters = 0
None
0
0
reported
Supportive Living (Lodge)= 36
Lamont
Seniors 65+
36
Lamont (Beaverhill
Foundation
Pioneer Lodge) =
36
Total # of
Rent Supplement = 3
77
Lamont = 60
Units
Community Housing = 2
Bruderheim = 17
Senior Self Contained = 36
Supportive living = 36

# on Waiting List

0

None reported

0

0

0

none reported

0

2

0

3

5
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Table F4: Non Market Housing Ownership Programs
Provider

Unique Delivery
Models / Practices

Habitat for Humanity = 0
None
identified
Home Program = 0
None
identified

Target Client

# of Units

Units by Location

# on
Waiting
List

Low to moderate
income households

0

none to date

not
reported

Low to moderate
income households

0

none to date

not
reported

Table F5: Estimated Change to the Number of Non Market Housing Units Between
2006 and 2012
Program
Generic Change
Seniors
Estimated # Change
Estimated # Change
Affordable Housing
0
0
Community Housing
0
0
Rent Supplement
0
0
Secondary Suites
0
0
Cooperatives
0
0
Shelters
0
0
Other (group, special
0
0
needs)
Sub Totals
0
0
Total # Changed = 0

F1.2
Market Affordable Housing
The consultation uncovered little information regarding market affordable housing. Table F6 provides
an overview of:
 market affordable options identified by respondents
 incentives provided by municipalities for market affordable housing
Observations:
 there is a sense in the sub region that market affordable housing does exist, and is addressed, by
virtue of market value of homes in the area
 two of the sub regional municipalities have developed some incentives and policies to support
and encourage market affordable housing
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Table F6: Market Affordable Housing
Bruderheim
Lamont County
Town of Lamont
 forgiveness of municipal
 none reported
 willingness to negotiate
improvement taxes for the first 3
individually with developers
years
 willingness of Council to meet with
developers or local groups
 Luther Church is interested in
building seniors’ units
F.2

Potential Need/Demand

The information in this section was compiled from the consultation with municipalities and program
providers, waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see Tables F7 through F11).
Observations:
 the local management body is focused on seniors and as a result of the partnership between the
management body and the health center, the Town of Lamont has become a hub for seniors
 5 wait-listed applications have been identified across the Sub-Region, most of which are from
the Town of Lamont
 the statistical data points to a growth rate between 2006 and 2011 across the sub-region
averaged .01%
 the median age fluctuated between 47.5 in Lamont County and 37.5 in Bruderheim for a subregional average age of 43.6
 in 2011, the critical workforce (aged 25-64) was 54% of the population while the 0-14 age cohort
accounted for 17%
 the retiring workforce (65+) increased from 17% to 18% between 2006 and 2011
 in 2011, 18% of the population were 65+, 13% were in lone parent families, and 6% were
widowed
 the majority of households were two person households (42%) while 5 person households were
the lowest at 7% showing an increase of 5% over 2006

Bruderheim
 additional units for
seniors providing
assisted living
 low income rental
units

Table F7: Housing Gaps
Lamont County
Town of Lamont
 affordable housing for
low income families

 units for low and
moderate income
families and seniors

Program
Provider(s)
 2 bedroom
senior self
contained units
 Lodge units are
small and in an
older facility
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Age Cohort
0-14
15-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74
75+
Total
Population (#)
Median Age

Table F8: Population by Age Cohort
Lamont County
Bruderheim
Lamont
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
685
610
250
250
265
300
430
410
155
135
180
175
295
305
140
160
160
180
510
470
215
175
205
200
745
690
215
205
240
250
625
670
125
145
230
250
385
445
80
65
160
140
250
270
35
40
245
260
3,925
3,870
1,215
1,175
1,685
1,755

Sub-Region
2006
2011
18%
17%
11%
11%
8%
9%
14%
12%
18%
17%
14%
16%
9%
10%
8%
8%
6,825
6,800

45.6

43.3

47.5

38

Table F9:
Marital Status
Lamont County
2006
2011
Single
24%
20%
Married
61%
68%
Separated/Divorced 10%
7%
Widowed
5%
5%

Family
Characteristics
Couple Families
w/children
Couple Families
w/out children
Lone Parent
Families

Household
Size
1
2
3
4
5+

37.5

46.3

46

Population by Marital Status
Bruderheim
Lamont
2006
2011
2006
2011
31%
24%
25%
20%
52%
60%
51%
60%
14%
11%
12%
8%
3%
5%
12%
12%

43.6

Sub-Region
2006
2011
26%
21%
55%
63%
12%
10%
7%
6%

Table F10: Population by Family Characteristics
Lamont County
Bruderheim
Lamont
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
580
415
190
135
140
180

Sub-Region
2006
2011
46%
38%

525

565

125

140

220

230

45%

49%

85

120

30

60

75

65

9%

13%

Table F11: # of Households by Household Size
Lamont County
Bruderheim
Lamont
2006
2011
2006
2011
2006
2011
310
335
90
105
135
150
630
710
145
145
245
265
225
210
95
85
95
105
285
210
110
70
105
80
55
115
15
35
15
50

Sub-Region
2006
2011
21%
23%
40%
42%
16%
15%
20%
13%
3%
7%
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F.3
Regional and Sub-Regional Partnerships
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Tables F12 and F13):
 existing and potential partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region
 barriers to developing partnerships within the sub-region and the Capital Region
Observations:
 sub regional partnerships include participation in the regional economic development alliance
and Lamont County Housing Foundation board
 there is true collaboration between the Lamont Foundation and the Lamont Heath Care Centre
 sub regional municipalities have expressed little or no interest in regional planning at the Capital
Region Board level

Partnerships





Barriers







Table F12:
Bruderheim
existing

partnerships
include
participation in
the regional
economic
development
alliance and
Lamont County
Housing
Foundation board 
interested in
partnering at the
sub-regional level
sub-regional

communities are
focused on their
own issues
no one
municipality taking
the lead at a subregional level
little interest from
developers in the
sub-region

Sub-Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Lamont County
Town of Lamont
Program Provider (s)
existing
 existing
 None reported
partnerships
partnerships
include
include
participation in the
participation in
regional economic
the regional
development
economic
alliance and
development
Lamont County
alliance and
Housing
Lamont County
Foundation board
Housing
Foundation
no further
board
partnerships are
planned
housing is the
responsibility of
urban
municipalities
within the county
boundary and the
priority of these
municipalities is
within their own
community

 sub-regional
communities are
focused on their
own issues
 there is no intermunicipal
transportation to
serve seniors or
affordable
housing users

 municipalities
interested in
housing for their
own communities
 funding
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Partnerships

Barriers

Table F13: Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers
Bruderheim
Lamont County
Town of Lamont
Program
Provider(s)
 any interest in
 the majority of
 envision the
 none reported
partnering would be
programs are
CRB providing
targeted to the suboffered in major
opportunities
region
centres and until
to network and
that changes
share
 little thought given
there are no plans
information
to partnering with
to partner with
the region as a
the CRB
whole
 sub-region would be  none reported
 sub-regional
 municipalities
a priority behind the
communities
interested in
community itself
are focused on
housing for their
their own issues
own
communities

F.4
Long Term Planning
Representatives of the sub-regional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Table F14):
 existing planning documents, projections and / or needs assessments / studies
 future plans to conduct studies or develop plans
Observations:
 planning documents related to housing do not appear to be current






Bruderheim
no housing plan
reported
no projections reported
no housing study
reported
no plans reported to
conduct further studies
or develop further plans

Table F14: Existing Planning and Intentions
Lamont County
Town of Lamont
 no plans beyond
 no housing plan
continued involvement
reported
with the Lamont
 no projections
County Housing
reported
Foundation
 no housing study
 no projections
reported
reported
 no plans reported to
 no housing study
conduct further
reported
studies or develop
 no plans reported to
further plans
conduct further studies
or develop further
plans

Program Provider
 no housing plan
reported
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Appendix G - Approach and Methodology
Our methodology was developed in four tasks designed to meet the objectives, milestones and
deliverables set out in the RFP:





Task One - Project Planning
Task Two - Research and Consultation
Task Three - Key Findings and Recommendations Development
Task Four – Reporting

Table G1 provides an overview of the key elements of the project as we understand them and the
deliverables associated with each element.

Key Elements
Project Plan




Research and
Consultation







Findings and
Recommendations





Reports





G1

Table G1: Deliverables by Task
Associated Deliverables
a meeting with the Project Manager and/or Regional Housing Committee
and Capital Region Board to initiate the project
a comprehensive project plan including actions, timelines, roles and outputs
a summary of the results of the literature review
a synopsis of the environmental scan including relevant existing information
and data related to the region as a whole and each of the five sub-regions
and the nature and extent of any gaps
examples of key elements of promising practices for regional planning
interviews with key stakeholders and representatives from each
municipality and each identified housing and related support service
provider
an analysis of the results across the data collection methodologies and the
development of key findings and associated recommendations
validation of the sub-regional findings with the Steering Committee
meetings with the Capital Region Board representatives and the Steering
Committee to present and discuss findings and recommendations
a draft final report incorporating feedback from presentation, presented to
the Regional Housing Committee and Capital Region Board
a comprehensive final report setting out the activities and process involved
with the project including the key findings, conclusions and
recommendations
reports formatted in such a way to be compatible with the data in the
Edmonton Area Community Plan

Consultation Process

To maximize stakeholder participation and encourage buy-in for the project we used a comprehensive
research and consulting process tailored to the unique needs of this project. Common themes,
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observations and key findings were drawn from the data analysis and recommendations were
developed.
Two questionnaires (one for municipalities and one for housing/service providers) were developed to
guide the consultation process. Interviews were conducted with 41 representatives of municipalities,
housing management bodies, non-profit and private sector service providers, the Capital Region Board
and Alberta Municipal Affairs. Sample documents are located at the end of this Appendix.
Table G2 provides an overview of the # of responses resulting from the consultation process.
Table G2: Consultation Response
Sub-Region
Leduc
Parkland
Sturgeon
Strathcona
Lamont
Total

G2

Municipalities

Program Providers

7
4
7
2
3
23

3
3
1
4
1
12

Literature Review

The literature review included reports, data, statistics and best practices. Data and statistics were
gathered from Statistics Canada, existing reports, studies and information, municipalities and program
providers, similar organizations in other jurisdictions. Table G3 provides a bibliography of the
documents reviewed.
Table G3: Bibliography
Document
Business & Community Directory
Community Guide
2011 Municipal Census
Housing Needs Assessment
Affordable Housing Strategy
Housing Our Community – 2008
Attainable Housing Strategy
Affordable Housing Study

Author

Date

Morinville & District Chamber of
Commerce
Town of Morinville
Town of Morinville
Strathcona County / Armin A.
Preiksaitis & Associates Ltd.
City of Fort Saskatchewan / Armin
A. Preiksaitis & Associates Ltd.
City of Leduc

2012

City of Spruce Grove/ Armin A.
Preiksaitis & Associates Ltd.

November 24, 2008

Fall-Winter 2012-2013
September 13, 2011
January 21, 2008
April 12, 2010
December 2008
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Morinville Community Housing Plan –
There’s No Place Like Home
Our Affordable Future.. building
stronger Communities in the Capital
Region
Business Plan 2013-2015
Business Plan 2012-15
2011-12 Annual Report
Affordable Housing Strategy

Feasibility to Establish a Community
Land Trust in St. Albert
St. Albert Community Housing Plan
Affordable Housing Delivery Model:
Future service delivery of affordable
housing programs and services in St.
Albert
Town of Stony Plain Partners for
Climate Protection
Edmonton Area Community Plan on
Housing and Supports : 2011-2015
Regional Affordable Housing Strategy
for the Capital Regional District
Regional Housing Needs & Demand
Assessment,
Metro Vancouver Affordable Housing
Strategy
Municipal measures for housing
affordability and diversity in Metro
Vancouver
Affordable Housing Strategy

G3

Town of Morinville-Community
Housing Plan Project Team
Capital Region Board

October 27, 2009

Leduc Foundation
Alberta Municipal Affairs
Alberta Municipal Affairs
City of St. Albert / Salloum and
Associates in association with
Armin A. Preiksaitis & Associates
Ltd.
City of St. Albert / Housing
Strategies Inc.
City of St. Albert / Community
Housing Advisory Board
City of St. Albert

October 25, 2012
January 20, 2012
June 2012
January 2005

Town of Stony Plain

January 2009

Homeward Trust – Community
Plan Committee
CRD Planning & Protective
Services, BC
Prairie Innovation Enterprise
Region. SK
Metro Vancouver

January 2012

MARGARET EBERLE, JIM
WOODWARD, MATT THOMSON
AND DEBORAH KRAUS
Region of Waterloo

June 2011

September 12, 2012

November 2006
March 20, 2006
June 2012

March 7, 2007
March 2012
November 30, 2007

October 29, 2009

Promising Practices Review

A number of regional organizations were reviewed for promising practices and success factors. As the
key elements with respect to the mission and services provided showed solid common threads, three
were selected as profile examples (see Table G4 below):
Page 90 of 106

 Niagara Regional Housing

 Albany County Rural Housing
 South California Association of
Alliance
Governments Housing
While the organizations reviewed were involved with a diverse range of housing programs and
opportunities the key elements of their role with respect to regional housing were strikingly similar:
 communication/education – including newsletters, symposiums, regional opportunities to share
and learn, value-added information on practices and models, coaching and informing subregional representatives
 resourcing – developing and making available tools and models such as standardized planning
templates, surveys, etc. and developing directories of housing resources and suppliers
 facilitation/coordination – facilitating the partnerships and alliances required to drive planning
and implementation at the sub-regional level, coordinating survey, census and statistical data
collection activities to support planning efforts, facilitating funding frameworks, coordinating
planning processes.
The results of the consultation process suggest that these same elements were identified as critical
components of the role of the Capital Region Board.
Table G4: Examples of Regional Housing Practices
Region
Description
Niagara Regional Mission: to expand opportunities that make affordable housing an integral part of
Housing
building healthy and sustainable communities in Niagara, providing and advocating
for quality affordable housing in Niagara through a combination of programs and
services including:
 Owned units - NRH owns 872 family homes and 1,782 senior apartment
units. Tenants do not pay more than 30% of income on rent
 Non-profits/Co-operative Housing - NRH provides legislative oversight to 66 nonprofit and co-operative organizations across Niagara, which own and manage
more than 4,000 rental units
 The Rent Supplement Program – NRH has agreements with more than 100
private landlords for about 750 units that are filled from the NRH waiting list
 The Housing Allowance Program - NRH provides a supplement payment directly
to private and non-profit landlords. The program is intended to provide temporary
assistance while the tenant remains on the waiting list for a permanent RGI
unit. This is a five-year program that ends in 2013.
 Welcome Home Niagara - Funding under the Welcome Home Niagara program
has ended. Should future funding become available Niagara Regional Housing will
post the details on our website
 Community Programs - In partnership with community agencies, NRH offers
educational and life skills programs and assistance, mediation and conflict
resolution, crisis management and community support information to help
maintain successful tenancies
 Housing Herald – a newsletter is delivered to all Niagara Regional Housing
communities twice a year
 Housing Provider News – a newsletter is delivered to all non-profit and coPage 91 of 106

Region
Albany County
Rural Housing
Alliance

South California
Association of
Governments

G4

operative affordable housing communities twice a year
 Community Network – quarterly symposiums and/or learning/sharing
opportunities for communities, housing organizations and providers
Description
Mission: developing, rehabilitating and restoring buildings and residences in rural
and suburban Albany County in an effort to increase the quality and quantity of
housing available to citizens of low and moderate income status, providing
technical assistance and educational programs to citizens, organizations and local
governments concerning housing programs and opportunities
 offers a wide variety of grant and loan programs to assist low- to low-moderate
income households in Rural Albany County
 offers housing counseling and home-buyer education
 provides a housing directory of resources and suppliers
 coordinates twice yearly community /provider sharing opportunities
 distributes a quarterly newsletter to communities and providers
Mission: to improve the relationship of home prices and rents to household income,
while promoting a geographic balance of jobs and housing are major issues facing
the region through planning and policy development innovation are based on the
vision and dedication of a Regional council of locally elected officials representing a
diverse array of communities in Southern California
 provides a forum for policy dialogue, information sharing, technical analysis and
consensus on critical mobility, housing, and planning issues confronting the region
 prepares a "fair share" projection and distribution of future housing need that
supports regional transportation and environmental planning, and assists
communities in the update of the housing element of local general plans
 provides a sites and zoning analysis to accommodate the projected housing need
 processes data from census, surveys and other housing related statistics from
other sources for the purpose of providing value-added information to member
jurisdictions and other stakeholders
 distributes regional newsletters
 coordinates regular regional opportunities to learn, share and plan

Challenges and Barriers

The following challenges emerged during the process and impacted the project:
 2011 Statistics Canada data related to dwellings, earnings and income was not available
 data related to market affordable housing was not readily available from municipalities or
management bodies and private sector developers were not forthcoming with information
 there were inconsistencies in the way that housing programs were understood and numbers
reported
 information on some housing programs, such as secondary suites, was not always available in
every sub-region.
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Capital Region Board – Housing Environmental Scan
Questionnaire for Municipalities
1. Does your municipality provide housing that meets the need of the following groups:
Low income families
Moderate income families
Persons with disabilities
Seniors
Aboriginals
New Canadians
Clients needing housing supportive living services
2. Do you have statistics on the number of units in the community meeting each of the above
needs?
Yes
If yes, how can we access that information?
No

3. Does the type of housing in the community meet the needs of the municipality?
Yes
If no, what type of housing is required to fill the gap?
No
What barriers, if any, exist to providing that type of housing?

4. Is there an issue of homelessness in the community?
Yes
If yes, what type of homelessness is the community experiencing?
Unsheltered (living on the streets or in places not intended for human
No
habitation)
Emergency Sheltered (staying in overnight shelters for people who are
homeless, as well as shelters for those impacted by family violence)
Provisionally Accommodated (staying in temporary accommodation /
couch surfing)
At risk of homelessness (not homeless but the current economic and / or
housing situation is precarious or does not meet public health and safety
standards)
5. Is housing available to meet the needs of the homeless population?
Yes
No
6. Does your municipality have a plan to address any outstanding need in the community?
Yes
If yes, how can we access that document?
No

If no, what has prevented your from developing a plan?

7. What incentives does the municipality provide to agencies or organizations to address any
outstanding need?
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8. Does the municipality provide contact information of housing providers in the community to
those inquiring about housing?
Yes
If yes, who provides the information and how do they provide it?
No

If no, does another organization provide this information and if so, what is
the contact information for the organization that does it?

9. Does the municipality provide contact information of housing providers in neighboring
communities in the Capital Region to those inquiring about housing?
Yes
If yes, who provides the information and how do they provide it?
No

If no, does another organization provide this information and if so, what is
the contact information for the organization that does it?

10. Does your municipality partner with the other municipalities in your Sub-region to meet the
housing needs of those in the Sub-region?
Yes
If yes, what communities do you partner with and what is the nature of the
partnership?
No

If no, would you partner with other communities? If not, why not?

11. What barriers, if any, exist to developing those partnerships?

12. Does your municipality partner with the other 22 municipalities in the Capital Region to meet
the housing needs of those in the Capital Region?
Yes
If yes, what communities do you partner with and what is the nature of the
partnership?
No

If no, would you partner with other communities? If not, why not?

13. What barriers, if any, exist to developing those partnerships?

14. Are housing support services available in the community for those needing services?
Yes
If yes, how are these support services coordinated?
No

If no, where the nearest information hub for those needing services?

15. What additional services do you feel are needed?
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16. What are the number of owned housing units versus those that are rental units?
[
] Owned
[
] Rented
17. Do you have projections of housing needs in your community over the upcoming 10 years?
Yes
If yes, what are the key findings and can you provide us with the report?
No

If no, has another organization or municipality developed that information
and if so who would that be?

18. Have you conducted a recent housing study for your municipality to determine future housing
needs?
Yes
If yes, how can we access that information?
No

If no, have you plans to conduct a housing study?

19. It is our intent to speak directly with housing providers in the municipality. Do you have a list
of the major housing providers?
Yes
If yes, how can we secure that list?
No

If no, does one of the communities or organizations in your sub-region have such
a list and if so what is the contact information for that organization?

20. Is there anything we haven’t asked that you think we need to know related to this project?
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Capital Region Board - Housing Environmental Scan
Questionnaire for Housing Providers
1. Does your organization provide housing that meets the need of the following groups:
Low income families
Moderate income families
Persons with disabilities
Seniors
Aboriginals
New Canadians
Clients needing housing supportive living services
2. How many housing units do you provide that meet the needs of the above client groups?
[ ] Low income families
[ ] Moderate income families
[ ] Persons with
disabilities
[ ] Seniors
[ ] Aboriginals
[ ] New Canadians
[ ] Clients needing housing supportive living services
3. Do you provide housing under the following provincially supported housing program?
Rent supplement program
Community housing program
Seniors self-contained
program
Seniors lodge program
Affordable housing program
Other federal /
provincial program
If other, please describe

4. Do you have a waiting list for the housing units you are responsible for?
Yes
If yes, how many are on the wait list for each type of housing?
[
] Low income families
[
] Moderate income families
[
] Persons with disabilities
[
] Seniors
[
] Aboriginals
[
] New Canadians
[
] Clients needing housing supportive living services
[
] Other
No
If no, does another organization coordinate that waiting list and if so what is the
contact information for that organization?

5. Does the type of housing in the community meet the needs of the municipality?
Yes
If no, what type of housing is required to fill the gap?
No

6. What barriers, if any, exist to filling that gap?
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7. Is there an issue of homelessness in the community?
Yes
If yes, what type of homelessness is the community experiencing?
Unsheltered (living on the streets or in places not intended for human
No
habitation)
Emergency Sheltered (staying in overnight shelters for people who are
homeless, as well as shelters for those impacted by family violence)
Provisionally Accommodated (staying in temporary accommodation / couch
surfing)
At risk of homelessness (not homeless but the current economic and / or
housing situation is precarious or does not meet public health and safety
standards)
8. Is housing available to meet the needs of the homeless population?
Yes
No
9. Does your organization or the municipality have a plan to address any outstanding need in the
community?
Yes
If yes, how can we access that document?
No

If no, what has prevented your from developing a plan?

10. What incentives does the municipality provide to agencies or organizations to address any
outstanding need?

11. Are housing support services available in the community for those needing services?
Yes
If yes, how are these support services coordinated?
No

If no, where the nearest information hub for those needing services?

12. What additional services do you feel are needed?

13. What barriers, if any, exist are to providing those services?

14. For the housing units you manage, how many are owned how many are rental units?
[
] Owned
[
] Rented
15. Have you entered into any partnerships to meet the housing needs of residents in your
community?
Yes
If yes, what organizations do you partner with and what is the nature of the
partnership?
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No

If no, would you partner with other organizations ? If not, why not?

16. What barriers, if any, exist to entering into a partnership?

17. Do you partner with the other housing providers and municipalities in the Capital Region to
meet the housing needs of those in the Capital Region?
Yes
If yes, who do you partner with and what is the nature of the partnership?
No

If no, would you partner with other organizations ? If not, why not?

18. What barriers, if any, exist to entering into a partnership?

19. Does your organization provide contact information of housing providers in the community to
those inquiring about housing?
Yes
If yes, who provides the information and how do they provide it?
No

If no, does another organization provide this information and if so, what is the
contact information for the organization that does it?

20. Does your organization provide contact information of housing providers in neighboring
communities in the Capital Region to those inquiring about housing?
Yes
If yes, who provides the information and how do they provide it?
No

If no, does another organization provide this information and if so, what is the
contact information for the organization that does it?

21. It is our intent to speak directly with housing providers in the municipality. Do you have a list
of the major housing providers?
Yes
If yes, how can we secure that list?
No

If no, does one of the communities or organizations in your sub-region have such
a list and if so what is the contact information for that organization?

22. Is there anything we haven’t asked that you think we need to know related to this project?
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Capital Region Board – Housing Environmental Scan
Program Profile
Program Information:
Name
Location
Service area (where clients
come from)
Program description
Target client group(s)
Services provided and by
whom
Legislation
Annual budget
Funding sources
Facility Information:
Facility description
Suitability of facility for
services provided and
target group
Service Provision Information:
# of units/beds
# of people served
# of vacancies
# on wait list
Average length of stay
Average turnover rate
Rent / other fees
Other
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Appendix H – Habitat for Humanity Model
The Habitat for Humanity ownership model is committed to breaking the cycle of poverty.
The organization believes every Canadian has the right to a home they can afford their program is
committed to making affordable housing accessible to low-income families who could not otherwise
afford to own a home. They make this possible for their partner families by:




building homes using volunteer labour and donated materials
selling these homes to partner families with a required commitment of 500 volunteer hours
offering families an affordable and sustainable no-interest, no down-payment mortgage,
with monthly payments set at 25 % of gross income (this includes principal repayment and
property tax – if homeowner insurance is collected as well payments would not exceed 30%
of gross household income).

Habitat homes help families avoid making impossible choices between rent and other basic necessities
by providing them with a mortgage they can afford. An affordable mortgage allows their partner families
to ensure their needs are met – including childcare, transportation, groceries, education, school
supplies, medical and dental expenses, clothing, furniture, and more.
Partner families' monthly mortgage payments go into a revolving fund held by the affiliate that built the
home. This fund is reinvested into the community, as it is used to build more homes for low-income
families in need.
Diagram #1 - Habitat for Humanity Ownership Model
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The following table shows the number of Habitat for Humanity builds in the subject sub-regions.
Habitat For Humanity Builds in Subject Sub-Regions
Leduc
Sub-Region
3

Parkland
Sub-Region
14

Sturgeon
Sub-Region
35

Strathcona
Sub-Region
24

Lamont
Sub-Region
0

Total
76

Many of these builds were partnerships between the Province, the municipalities, Habitat for Humanity,
the family and the volunteer labourers. Affordable Housing Grant funding was allocated to make these
builds possible. The units will remain affordable in perpetuity. When a partner family decides to sell the
home, it is sold back to Habitat and used to provide ownership to another family in need.
For more information visit their website at www.hfh.org
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Appendix I – The HOME Program
The HOME Program weaves together five elements to address obstacles faced by households working to
become home owners:


EDUCATION - Education Workshops cover topics that the potential home owner will need to be
aware of and understand prior to purchasing a home. There are two education sessions offered
to any perspective first-time homebuyer:



o

Preparing for Home Ownership

o

Obtaining a Mortgage, Shopping for a Home & Closing

INDIVIDUAL SUPPORT AND ADVOCACY- The HOME Program tries to tailor the program to
individual concerns and barriers. Coordinators help develop plans with each potential
homeowner to address various obstacles, such as poor credit history or lack of a down payment,
and to help them pre-qualify for a mortgage.



DOWN-PAYMENT ASSISTANCE – Low-income households who have completed the education
program and demonstrate that they are ready to transition into home ownership are eligible for
financial assistance. Funding for this assistance comes from a revolving fund made possible by
the Alberta Real Estate Foundation and local participating REALTORS.



UNDERWRITING ASSISTANCE - This element is a pilot program and is being structured to allow
individuals to be reviewed on a case by case basis for mortgage eligibility by CMHC and other
mortgage underwriters, instead of the current automated systems now in use. The HOME
Program will continue to follow up with participants of this program to demonstrate that the
risk to financial institutions is actually lowered when a person is educated and supported.



ONGOING SUPPORT - The Program Coordinators provide ongoing support in a number of areas
including credit repair, savings programs, and home maintenance.

In addition there is

networking with other program participants.
There have been over twenty-five hundred (2,500) participants in this program in the Capital Region
since its inception in 2002.

Over The following table shows the number of participants who have

become homeowners, called “successes” by the HOME Program. It is split into two categories, those
who received down payment assistance and those that did not.
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Home Program “Successes” To Date in Subject Sub-Regions
Homeowner
Category
Down Payment
Assistance
No Down Payment
Assistance
Totals

Leduc
Sub-Region

Parkland
Sub-Region

Sturgeon
Sub-Region

Strathcona
Sub-Region

Lamont
Sub-Region

Totals

0

0

20

69

0

89

0

0

2

15

0

17

0

0

22

84

0

106

Strathcona County partnered with the HOME Program to provide its own unique program funded
through an allocation of affordable housing dollars.
For more information you can visit their website at www.thehomeprogram.ca .
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Appendix J – Acknowledgements
There were a great many individuals who contributed to this environmental scan. We express our
appreciation to those from the municipalities and the delivery agencies who took the time to complete
the questionnaires and to participate in the interviews.
We also acknowledge the following individuals who contributed as members of the CRB Regional
Housing Committee, the project Steering Committee, the consulting team and the CRB Staff.
CRB Regional Housing Committee Membership
Member
Councillor Ed Gibbons
Mayor Mel Smith
Mayor Gale Katchur
Alderman Dana Smith
Councillor Peter Wlodarczak
Councillor Cathy Heron
Mayor Paul Krauskopf
Deputy Reeve Daniel Warawa
Mayor Barry Rasch
Councillor Betty Glassman
Councillor Dwight Ganske
Mayor Donald Rigney
Asst. Deputy Minister Mike Leathwood

Position
Chair
Vice Chair
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member
Member

Municipality
City of Edmonton
Town of Redwater
City of Fort Saskatchewan
City of Leduc
Strathcona County
City of St. Albert
Town of Morinville
Lamont County
Village of Thorsby
Leduc County
Stony Plain
Sturgeon County
Alberta Municipal Affairs

Project Steering Committee Membership
Member
Daryl Kreuzer
Dennis Magnusson
Gregory Bounds
Kelly Rudyk
Loretta Bertol
Lori-Anne St. Arnault
Lory Scott
Lynn Olenek
Nancy Laing
Terry Stacey

Representing
City of Edmonton
Sturgeon Foundation
Capital Region Housing Corporation
Strathcona County
Alberta Municipal Affairs
Meridian Foundation
City of St. Albert
Heartland Housing Foundation
Leduc Foundation
City of Fort Saskatchewan

Consulting Team
Member
Kent Fletcher, Arrow Consulting Services Inc.
Shelagh Thurlbeck, SMT Business Services Inc.
Clarence Bereska
Gerry Hildebrand

Role
Co-Lead
Co-Lead
Associate
Associate
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Capital Region Board Staff
Name
Brendan Pinches
Sharon Shuya

Position
Manager, Regional Projects
Manager, Regional Projects
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