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EXECUTIVE	  SUMMARY	  	  
 
The County of Wellington, as designated by the Province, is the Consolidated Municipal Service 
Manager (CMSM) for the Wellington and Guelph area. As such, the Wellington CMSM is 
responsible for administering a range of provincially legislated affordable housing, social housing 
and homelessness programs and services. Under the Housing Services Act (2011), the Wellington 
CMSM is also responsible for developing a 10-year Housing and Homelessness Plan (HHP) for 
the community by January 2014, with updates every five years. This Discussion Paper presents 
the results of background research and community consultations, which took place between 
September 2012 and January 2013, to inform the development of the HHP	  
 
The provision of adequate, suitable and affordable housing is a complex undertaking involving 
shared responsibilities among all levels of government, the private sector, the non-profit sector, 
and residents. The process for developing this discussion paper has been participatory, and has 
greatly benefited from the input of dedicated community members who have a clear 
understanding of the housing issues and needs facing the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area. 
These stakeholders share an interest in improving the delivery of housing and homelessness 
services, as an improved system will result in better social, health, education and economic 
outcomes for the community as a whole.  
 
The report details the findings to date, which have been gathered through a literature review of 
promising practices, an in-depth analysis of existing housing resources and available indicator 
data, and community consultations involving 210 individuals. These issues have been grouped 
into six themes for discussion purposes, outlined below:  
 

1. Preventing and Eliminating Homelessness - The most cost effective way to end 
homelessness is to stop it before it begins. This would include: 

• A focus on early detection 
• Emergency financial assistance to households in need  
• Working with landlords to resolve housing issues (e.g. rent arrears, property 

damage, etc.) 
• Housing First for targeted populations who do become homeless (newcomers 

and families)  
• Transitional housing programs for victims of domestic violence and individuals 

being released from institutions  
• Emergency shelter beds for people who do become homeless, including 

establishing spaces appropriate for families and rural residents 
It is recommended that services be built on the expertise of local homeless service 
providers, and utilize local volunteer resources where appropriate.  

 
2. Supportive Housing and Housing with Supports - The current supply of 

supportive housing options is simply too limited. There is a need for: 
• More Supportive Housing - designed to accommodate various levels of 

independence and the ability to live communally  
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• Outreach and housing support services - for low-income tenants living in subsidized 
and private market rental units, to help them live as independently as possible in 
the community. Supports could be provided by multidisciplinary teams (in 
partnerships with community agencies).  

 
3. Income and Affordability - One of the root causes of homelessness and housing 

affordability problems is low income. It’s simple math – people need a living wage in 
order to maintain their housing and pay for other necessities of daily life. Although 
financial assistance programs are available, many of these mainstream services provide 
such inadequate supports that they inadvertently contribute to homelessness. 
Therefore, the Wellington CMSM and other HHP partners have an important role to 
play in advocating for policy reforms to social programs that are funded and legislated by 
upper levels of government. Examples of other income-related activities that the HHP 
could encourage are detailed in the report. 

 
4. Housing Supply - The HHP needs to address the need for both an appropriate supply 

and mix of housing options across the continuum and within the geographic area. The 
research and analysis demonstrates that there is a need for the development of new 
affordable accommodations, the preservation of the existing market rental and social 
housing stock (from going private market), and maintenance and capital repairs to aging 
social housing units. This is evident through the very low vacancy rate for market rental 
housing (1.1%), long wait lists for social housing, and the limited supply of new rental 
housing stock that has been built in the past decade in the area. With respect to building 
new affordable (rental and ownership) housing units, a number of suggestions have been 
put forward.  

 
5. System Navigation - Navigating the housing market, especially for newcomers and 

individuals with complex challenges, is a difficult task. Providing friendly help and support 
for people navigating the system should therefore be a key component of the HHP, for 
example: knowing who to call, where to get information, how to find out the features of 
particular neighbourhoods/buildings, what supports are available; and help filling in 
forms.  

 
6. Research, Monitoring and Evaluation - The current housing and homelessness 

service environment is changing. New approaches, such as Housing First, are being 
tested and evaluated in other jurisdictions. A recent Provincial Commission has 
recommended major changes to the social assistance system. Federal agreements for 
support of social housing are coming to an end. And new technologies for energy 
conservation are emerging. It will therefore be important to ensure that a research 
capacity is built into the HHP, in order to monitor these trends and identify which 
“best” practices are appropriate for adaptation to the local context. In addition, the 
HHP will need to include a means for monitoring the outcomes of local homeless and 
housing services, as well as the strategic directions identified in the plan.  
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Moving forward, it will be important to articulate an overarching vision statement to unite and 
guide the strategic directions in the HHP. Based on the community feedback received during 
the consultation process, it is recommended that the strategic vision be bold, direct and simple. 
For instance, 
 

“A place for you to call home in Wellington and Guelph.” 
 
The next stage of the project will involve re-engaging community stakeholders in a validation 
and priority setting process, in order to turn the proposed vision and themes into strategic 
goals and actions that will guide the homelessness and housing system over the next 10 years. 
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1.	  INTRODUCTION	  
 
Shelter has long been recognized as a fundamental human need. Research shows that 
affordability and quality of housing are critical factors to both individual and overall population 
health (Wellesley Institute, 2010). Moreover, because housing is the single largest expense for 
most individuals and families, it is a key driver of the economy.  
 
The provision of adequate, suitable and affordable housing is a complex undertaking involving 
shared responsibilities among all levels of government, the private sector, the non-profit sector, 
and residents. These stakeholders share an interest in improving the delivery of housing and 
homelessness services, as an improved system will result in better social, health, education and 
economic outcomes for the community as a whole (Ontario Housing Policy Statement, 2012). 
 
The County of Wellington, as designated by the Province, is the Consolidated Municipal Service 
Manager (CMSM) for the Wellington and Guelph area. As such, the Wellington CMSM is 
responsible for administering a range of provincially legislated affordable housing, social housing 
and homelessness programs and services. Under the Housing Services Act (2011), the Wellington 
CMSM is also responsible for developing a 10-year Housing and Homelessness Plan (HHP) for 
the community.	  
	  
The development of this HHP is being undertaken in three phases:  
 

• Phase 1 – Need and Demand Study  
The Phase 1 study (released October 2012) provides an overview of the current and 
anticipated future demand for housing in the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area, 
highlighting key trends in the demographic make-up of the community, the availability of 
and demand for social and affordable housing, as well as usage of local homeless shelters 
and eviction prevention services.  
 

• Phase 2 – Research and Consultations 
Phase 2 (September 2012 to January 2013) involves obtaining community input from 
individuals who are precariously housed, local service providers, landlords, developers, 
and other interested stakeholders. It also includes a review of promising practices 
related to homelessness and affordable housing, and an inventory analysis.  
  

• Phase 3 – Strategy Development 
Phase 3 involves articulating the strategic directions, implementation strategies, and 
performance measures that will guide housing and homelessness planning over the next 
10 years. It is expected that the HHP will be completed, and approved by County 
Council by January 2014. 
 

This Discussion Paper presents the results of Phase 2. The first section of this paper describes 
the process undertaken, and establishes the geographic and policy context. This is followed by a 
summary of findings from the research and community consultations, the emerging themes and 
strategic directions, and considerations for Phase 3.  
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1.1 Approach	  
 
In May 2012, the Wellington CMSM’s Social Services Committee approved the terms of 
reference and scope for the HHP. This included the establishment of a Community Reference 
Group, composed of community representatives from key stakeholder groups (see 
Acknowledgements for the membership list), to provide community input, guidance and advice 
to the HHP project. In addition, JPMC Inc. was retained by the Wellington CMSM to assist with 
the research, consultations and writing of the plan. 
 
The process for developing this discussion paper has greatly benefited from the input of 
dedicated community members who have a clear understanding of the housing issues and needs 
facing the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area. The methodology itself has focused on three 
lines of inquiry: 
 

1. Review of promising practices – A targeted review of organizational websites and 
published literature relating to innovation, promising practices, and measurements and 
outcomes in the field of affordable housing and homelessness was conducted. For a 
complete listing of resources consulted, please refer to the bibliography at the end of 
this document. 	  
	  

2. Analysis of existing housing resources and available indicator data – Building on 
the facts and findings for the Need and Demand Study (October 2012), an in-depth 
analysis of available housing indicators and data was conducted. In addition, an inventory 
of existing local housing options that are funded by the federal, provincial and/or 
municipal governments has been compiled (available under separate cover). The process 
for compiling the inventory involved assembling existing data from County sources, a 
survey of local housing providers, interviews with property managers, and a review of 
the draft inventory by the Community Reference Group. The data has been sorted in an 
Excel spreadsheet into components according to the housing definitions contained in 
the attached glossary (Appendix A). As well, the social housing units have been analyzed 
by bedroom size, in order to better understand the allocation of units relative to the 
demand shown on the centralized wait list.  

 
3. Community consultations – About 210 individuals – people with lived experiences, 

local service providers, CMSM staff, political representatives, landlords and developers, 
community residents, and other interested stakeholders – participated in a range of 
interviews, focus groups and town hall meetings, which took place between October 
2012 and January 2013. For more detailed information on the consultation process and 
participants, please refer to Appendix B. 

 

1.2	  Building	  on	  Previous	  Work	  
 

In 2005, the Wellington CMSM released its first Affordable Housing Strategy. This plan was 
followed by further research and consultations, including the 2007-2009 Community Plan for 
the Federal Homelessness Partnering Strategy (HPS) prepared by the United Way and the 
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Wellington & Guelph Housing Committee, CMSM housing consultations held in the fall of 2009, 
and a Rural Homelessness Study (September 2011). The emerging themes and priorities 
described in this report build on the findings of these previous works.  
 

1.3	  Geographical	  Context	  
 
The Wellington and Guelph CMSM area is a picturesque region of 2,660 km2 located in 
southwestern Ontario, containing 208,360 residents (2011 Census). It is comprised of eight 
municipalities - the City of Guelph, which is a separated municipality, plus the seven lower tier 
municipalities within the County of Wellington (i.e. Minto, Wellington North, Mapleton, Centre 
Wellington, Erin, Guelph/Eramosa and Puslinch).1  
 
The geographic area of the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area is not homogeneous. It 
encompasses large and small urban centres, several villages, hamlets, and large amounts of 
agricultural land. Parts of the county are growing rapidly while others have a contracting 
population. The price of market rental and owned housing as well as the income of area 
residents varies substantially, affecting the degree of housing affordability. Access to serviced 
land is also not consistent across the region. Consequently, it is important to recognize that 
issues related to affordable housing and homelessness and the appropriate strategies to deal 
with them may differ across the urban and rural communities of the Wellington and Guelph 
CMSM area.  

Figure	  1	  –	  Map	  of	  the	  Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  Area	  

 
Source: County of Wellington, 2012 
                                            
1There are a total of 47 CMSMs across the Province of Ontario. In Southern Ontario, the CMSM area is frequently 
aligned along boundaries of the upper-tier municipality (region or county), and will include a separated city if one 
exists within its geographic boundary (Association of Municipalities Ontario, n.d.).  
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Representatives from all of the rural and urban communities in the Wellington and Guelph 
CMSM area were invited to participate in the consultations. Participants did not self-identify as 
coming from individual geographies, although certain gatherings targeted particular 
communities. For example, the Town Hall held in Arthur attracted more Wellington area 
representatives than did the one held in Guelph, and representatives from each municipality in 
the CMSM area were invited to participate in separate interviews/meetings. Similar questions 
were asked of everyone, and therefore sharp delineations based on geography were only 
documented when participants identified their comments as such.  
 

1.4 Policy	  Context	  

1.4.1	  Provincial	  Housing	  and	  Homelessness	  Requirements	  
 
In 2010, the Province released a Long-Term Affordable Housing Strategy, which sets out to 
transform the current provincially controlled social housing system into a more flexible 
community-centered system, addressing the entire housing continuum. Accordingly, all Service 
Managers are required to produce a 10-year HHP for their communities by January 2014, with 
updates every five years. As identified in the Housing Services Act (2011) and the Ontario Housing 
Policy Statement (2012, p. 2), “There are provincial interests in a system of housing and 
homelessness that:  
 

a) “Is focussed on achieving positive outcomes for individuals and families;  
b) Addresses the housing needs of individuals and families in order to help address other 

challenges they face;  
c) Has a role for non-profit corporations and non-profit housing cooperatives;  
d) Has a role for the private market in meeting housing needs;  
e) Provides for partnerships among governments and others in the community;  
f) Treats individuals and families with respect and dignity;  
g) Is co-ordinated with other community services;  
h) Is relevant to local circumstances;  
i) Allows for a range of housing options to meet a broad range of needs;  
j) Ensures appropriate accountability for public funding;  
k) Supports economic prosperity; and  
l) Is delivered in a manner that promotes environmental sustainability and energy conservation.”  

 
Consolidated Homelessness Prevention Initiative (CHPI)  
 
In accordance with the Long-Term Affordable Housing Strategy, the following five programs 
currently funded by the Province and delivered by the CMSM are being consolidated into a new 
Community Homelessness Prevention Initiative (CHPI):  
 

• Consolidated Homelessness Prevention Program (CHPP) 
• Emergency Energy Fund 
• Emergency Hostels 
• Domiciliary Hostels 
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• Rent Bank 
 
In addition to funding from the above five programs, the CHPI includes an investment of 50% of 
the Province’s expenditures on the former Community Start-Up and Maintenance Benefit 
(CSUMB). The Province eliminated the CSUMB from social assistance effective January 1, 2013.  
 
The consolidation of these programs is meant to streamline the management of housing and 
homelessness at the municipal level, and to give CMSMs more autonomy and flexibility to 
address local issues, needs and capacities. The process for developing ongoing programs and 
consolidating services under the CHPI is occurring concurrently with the development of the 
HHP, with each process informing the other. 
 
Priority Populations 
 
The consultation process was intentionally designed to ensure that the needs of both provincial 
and local priority populations were taken into account. As per provincial policy, the housing 
needs of victims of domestic violence were documented through interviews conducted on 
behalf of the consulting team by rural and urban-based staff of Women in Crisis, as well as 
targeted discussions at town hall meetings. Specific breakout discussions were also held at town 
hall meetings to focus on the needs of seniors, children and youth, and individuals with physical 
disabilities. Youth perspectives were also represented through the agency interviews conducted 
by Wyndham House. The need for transitional housing for those coming out of incarceration 
emerged from the consultation feedback as well.  
 
In addition, based on local feedback from the Community Reference Group members and 
findings of previous research, targeted focus groups were held for newcomers to Canada, and 
for those working with clients experiencing concurrent mental health disorders and addictions.  
 
The Aboriginal population of Wellington and Guelph CMSM area is very low (0.9% according to 
the 2006 Census), but efforts were made to reach out to Anishnabeg Outreach through the 
community meetings and direct personal invitations. 
 

1.4.2	  Other	  Policy	  Considerations	  	  
 
In addition to the Province’s housing and homelessness requirements described above, there 
are a number of other regulations, plans, and community initiatives, which may have relevance 
to the development and implementation of the HHP. These include, but are not limited to the 
following: 
 
Federal  

• Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation’s (CMHC) Affordable Housing Initiative  
• Human Resources and Skills Development Canada’s (HRSDC) Homelessness Partnering 

Strategy  
• The Agency for Co-operative Housing 
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Provincial  
• Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (2005) 
• Green Energy Act (2009) 
• Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2006) 
• Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care/Local Health Integration Networks’ 

(MOHLTC/LHINs) “Home First” philosophy and approach 
• Ontario’s Poverty Reduction Strategy (2010) 
• Planning Act (1990) and related provincial policy statements 
• Report of the Commission for the Review of Social Assistance in Ontario – Brighter 

Prospects: Transforming Social Assistance in Ontario (2012)  
 
Municipal  

• Accessibility Plans 
• Community Energy Plans  
• Economic Development Strategies 
• Official Plans 
• Other - City of Guelph Community Wellbeing Initiative, Wellington County Green 

Legacy Programme, etc.  
 

Community Initiatives 
• Guelph & Wellington Task Force for Poverty Elimination 
• Guelph Wellington Growing Great Kids  
• Guelph Wellington Local Immigration Partnership 
• Wellington & Guelph Housing Committee 
• Wellington Guelph Drug Strategy  
• Catalyst Group of the Waterloo-Wellington LHIN 

 
 
 

2.	  LESSONS	  LEARNED	  FROM	  THE	  LITERATURE	  REVIEW	  
 
This section provides a summary of the lessons learned from a review of an assortment of 
housing and homelessness plans, recent policy documents, and innovative housing programs. As 
well, the types of measurements and outcomes available to use in evaluating the success of 
housing initiatives were explored.  
 
The literature review process was designed to generate reliable and useful information, while 
staying proportional to the budget of the project. Given the large number of organizations that 
are trying to gather, host and/or disseminate information about homelessness and affordable 
housing (much of which is experimental and not systemically evaluated or documented), it is 
virtually impossible to cover all of the material or examples available. What is provided here is a 
summary of key findings related to housing innovation and promising practices, which are most 
relevant to the HHP.  
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2.1	  Terminology	  
 
Much of the literature in this field begins with clarifying terminology and definitions. Because 
multiple stakeholders are needed to address homelessness and affordable housing, it is 
important to start by developing a common understanding of what the various terms along the 
housing continuum mean (e.g. homelessness, transitional housing, supportive housing, social 
housing, affordable housing, etc.). For a glossary of the housing terms used in this study, please 
refer to Appendix A.  
 

2.2	  Housing	  Innovation	  Research	  Clearinghouses	  
 
Numerous online clearinghouses of housing innovation research are emerging. Here is just a 
sampling of Canadian sites:  
 

• Canadian Alliance to End Homelessness (http://www.caeh.ca/) 
• Canadian Housing and Renewal Association (http://www.chra-achru.ca/en/)  
• CMHC Case Studies and Best Practices (http://www.cmhc-

schl.gc.ca/en/inpr/afhoce/tore/lere/lere_014.cfm)  
• Ontario Municipal Social Services Association (OMSSA) Housing and Homelessness 

Resource Centre (http://www.omssa.com/singlepage.asp?itemcode=OMSSA-HHRC)  
• Shared Learnings by Raising the Roof (http://www.sharedlearnings.org/)  
• The Homeless Hub by the Canadian Homelessness Research Network 

(http://www.homelesshub.ca/)  
• The Wellesley Institute (http://www.wellesleyinstitute.com/)  
 

These websites offer pragmatic toolkits, data, evaluation and research information, which are 
helpful resources for municipalities developing HHPs in their communities. Taking advantage of 
learnings from other Service Managers and community organizations is recommended. 
Although beyond the scope of this project, there are also innovative programs in other 
countries worthy of exploration 
 
No explicit process for matching community needs with specific practices/projects was found in 
this review. Selecting a strategy to meet a particular need, therefore, requires an understanding 
of the philosophy and evidence behind selected “best” practices, in order to determine whether 
it would be a good fit for the Wellington and Guelph areas. 
	  

2.3	  Housing	  First	  	  
 
Housing First is an emerging philosophy that is being embraced by the Province and by 
municipalities across Canada. It involves providing homeless people with immediate access to 
subsidized housing, together with supports. No pre-conditions, such as bringing substance 
abuse under control or being stabilized on medications, are imposed (Goering et al., 2011).   
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Two variants of the Housing First approach, which have garnered much recognition, are 
Pathways to Housing in New York City (introduced in the 1980s) and Streets to Homes in 
Toronto (initiated in 2005). In 2009, the Mental Health Commission of Canada launched a 
Housing First research project for homeless people living with a mental illness called At 
Home/Chez Soi. Over 2,000 homeless people are participating, in five different cities across the 
country - Moncton, Montreal, Toronto, Winnipeg and Vancouver. Approximately half of them 
are receiving both housing and support services, while the other half have access to the regular 
supports and services available in their communities. This project is being documented by the 
National Film Board of Canada, and is available for interactive viewing at 
http://athome.nfb.ca/#/athome.  
 
Research conducted by Forchuk (2012) found that while Housing First works very well in some 
situations (e.g. for those experiencing mental health and homelessness who are being 
discharged from hospital), it is not always a successful strategy. Her research involving youth 
(ages 16-22 years) who have substance abuse problems found that when given a choice 
between Housing First, treatment for their addictions, and/or a combination, about 40% of 
youth chose just treatment. They found the idea of having to cope with a new place to live and 
treatment at the same time overwhelming, and were concerned that having housing would only 
lead to them hosting acquaintances with addiction problems and being unable to break the 
addiction cycle. 
 
Therefore, it is important to recognize that Housing First is not a panacea for all population 
groups. Should this approach be adopted in the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area, it is 
recommended that it be developed in consultation with a broad range of local stakeholders 
including those who have experienced homelessness.    
 

2.4	  Prevention	  
 
Prevention is critical in any effort to end homelessness. Current homeless services are primarily 
focused on managing and treating homelessness, for example by providing emergency shelter 
beds to people once they become homeless. According to Apicello (2010), reductions in 
homelessness as a result of targeted approaches for high-risk populations are achievable, but 
will be short-lived unless prevention strategies that reduce the overall incidence of 
homelessness in society (i.e. adequate affordable housing and income) are addressed: 
 

“…wherever there are more people than there are affordable, livable housing units, there 
will always be people left without a home when the music stops. Programs that do not 
address the overall context or the social and environmental causes of homelessness will 
have a difficult time trying to prevent new cases of homelessness among another 
vulnerable, but not-yet-homeless, population.” (p.46) 
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2.5	  Income	  Security	  
 
Low-income is one of the root causes of homelessness and housing affordability problems, and 
the existing social policies and programs that are intended to assist people living in poverty 
inadvertently entrap many of them.  
 
Studies on poverty reduction and social assistance reform have been commissioned by upper 
levels of government in recent years; for example, the Senate of Canada’s In from the Margins: A 
Call to Action on Poverty, Housing and Homelessness (2009) and the Commission for the Review of 
Social Assistance’s Brighter Prospects: Transforming Social Assistance in Ontario (2012).	  These 
reports make a number of recommendations, which, if adopted, would directly impact the 
homelessness and affordable housing system.  
 
The final report of the Commission for the Review of Social Assistance in Ontario, for example, 
provided the Provincial Government with 108 recommendations to transform the delivery of 
social assistance in Ontario. Specifically, recommendations to address the adequacy of social 
assistance rates, the introduction of a housing benefit, changes to rent-geared-to-income (RGI) 
calculations, and a broad review of all benefits and tax transfer policies in relation to all low 
income individuals have direct impacts on the homelessness and housing sector. The willingness 
of the Provincial Government to move forward on the recommendations of this Report, will 
determine the extent to which it impacts the HHP.  
 
There is also growing interest in exploring an income security system that pays more benefits 
outside of social assistance. The Housing Benefit is an innovative idea that has been put forward 
by the Daily Break Food Bank. It would provide monthly support to help low-income tenants 
close the gap between their incomes and the cost of their rent.  
 

2.6	  The	  Rural	  Context	  
 
It is important to recognize that the term “rural” has various connotations. For instance, the 
Wellington area encompasses small urban centres, several villages, hamlets, large amounts of 
agricultural land, and the Grand River watershed. In addition, the rural context presents issues 
that differentiate homeless and housing experiences from those in more urban settings.  
 
Housing styles and preferences differ between rural and urban communities (i.e. more single 
detached homes in comparison to multilevel apartment buildings), and there are different types 
of affordable ownership options available (e.g. four-season trailer parks). Like most 
communities, there are limited affordable market rental options available. And while rental 
rates may be cheaper than in urban areas, other costs of daily living (e.g. food, transportation, 
utility costs for old inefficient farmhouses) tend to be more expensive 
 
In rural areas, transportation is a vital issue. Due to distances, winter weather, and the lack of 
public transportation, getting to work, going food shopping or to the laundromat, and accessing 
social services is extremely challenging. For the most part, taxi services are not available, and 
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where they do exist, they tend to be limited and prohibitively expensive for individuals with a 
limited income. 
 
There also tends to be less collaboration among service providers, as they are often working 
alone and have fewer opportunities to congregate than their urban counterparts. Many 
providers are not integrated in the community, instead, offering satellite services, with key 
decision-makers located in offices in neighbouring cities. Isolation, of clients and service 
providers, is a very real risk in rural regions.  
 

2.7	  Measurements	  and	  Outcomes	  
 
The literature suggests that interventions must be continually monitored and adjusted in order 
to be effective (Hettinger, 2004). Yet few methodologically rigorous evaluations of housing 
approaches could be found. Most evaluations lack an adequate control group or are not 
randomized, have no or limited follow-up, and rely on descriptive case studies (Apicello, 2010).  
 
At present, the Province has not identified performance measures for the HHP. In the absence 
of such indicators, it will be important to develop a strategy for measuring “success” in the 
HHP.  
 
Outcomes can be measured in quantitative terms and/or qualitatively. It is likely that the HHP 
will want to consider how to incorporate both. Knowing that 60 families were housed in a year 
and that 90% remained housed one year later is useful information. But interviewing a sample of 
these households and asking how smooth was the transition from homelessness to permanent 
housing, what supports they most relied on, and what were the largest challenges they faced in 
maintaining their housing will result in an ability to tweak programs to better serve the target 
populations. Similarly, knowing that a shelter offered beds to 15 people in a night is only partly 
useful – the services accessed by those 15 people, the interactions they had with staff and other 
people in the shelter is also helpful information for future planning.	  
 

2.8	  Additional	  Research	  Needs	  
 
As previously mentioned, there is a plethora of information related to homelessness and 
affordable housing available, and it was impossible to cover all relevant material for this 
Discussion Paper. Issue areas requiring further investigation (e.g. human services integration, 
social housing redevelopment and regeneration, and environmental sustainability and energy 
conservation) have been identified, and are addressed in section 5 below.  
 
 

3. SUPPLY	  AND	  DEMAND	  
 
In October 2012, the County of Wellington released a Need and Demand Study. This report 
presents key population trends and a summary of available statistical measures (for 2006-2011) 
regarding affordable housing, homelessness, and poverty. Further to that study, an in-depth 
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analysis of the existing local housing options that are funded by the federal, provincial and/or 
municipal governments has been compiled. Viewed collectively, this information helps to paint a 
picture of the availability of and need for social and affordable housing in the Wellington and 
Guelph CMSM area. These indicators also form a baseline against which the outcomes and 
success of the HHP can be measured.  
 

3.1	  Key	  Findings	  from	  the	  Need	  and	  Demand	  Study	  
 
The following table highlights some of the indicator data detailed in the Need and Demand Study 
(available at http://www.wellington.ca/en/socialservices/resources/housingreport2012.pdf).   
	  

Table	  1	  –	  Summary	  of	  Findings	  from	  the	  Need	  and	  Demand	  Study,	  2012	  
Indicator	  
Area	   Indicator	  Data	  	   Implications	  for	  the	  HHP	  

Population	  
Changes	  

• The	  population	  of	  the	  Wellington	  and	  
Guelph	  CMSM	  area	  is	  208,360	  (2011)	  -‐	  
up	  11.2%	  in	  the	  past	  10	  years.	  In	  
comparison,	  the	  provincial	  growth	  rate	  
was	  12.6%	  over	  same	  time	  period.	  

• Between	  2006	  and	  2031,	  the	  
population	  is	  projected	  to	  increase	  
36.3%	  in	  Wellington	  and	  47.7%	  in	  
Guelph,	  with	  the	  greatest	  increase	  of	  
60.6%	  in	  the	  urban	  centres	  of	  
Wellington	  

• Between	  2006	  and	  2031,	  the	  
proportion	  of	  seniors	  (65+	  years)	  in	  the	  
Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  area	  is	  
forecasted	  to	  more	  than	  double	  	  

• The	  household	  count	  in	  the	  Wellington	  
and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  area	  is	  79,075	  
(2011)	  –	  up	  15.2%	  in	  the	  past	  10	  years	  	  

• Between	  2006	  and	  2031,	  households	  
are	  forecasted	  to	  increase	  40.3%	  in	  
Wellington	  and	  59.5%	  in	  Guelph	  	  

• Population	  growth	  is	  greatest	  in	  the	  
urban	  centres	  throughout	  the	  
Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  area;	  
there	  are	  some	  areas	  in	  Wellington	  
that	  have	  stagnant	  or	  declining	  
population	  

• Household	  growth	  is	  stronger	  than	  
population	  growth,	  creating	  more	  
housing	  demand	  

• The	  increase	  in	  the	  older	  population	  
means	  that	  there	  will	  be	  a	  need	  for	  
more	  ground-‐related	  seniors’	  
developments,	  more	  apartment	  style	  
condominium	  and	  rental	  
developments,	  an	  increase	  in	  
supportive	  type	  of	  residential	  
developments	  where	  services	  are	  
either	  available	  on	  site	  or	  delivered	  to	  
individuals	  so	  they	  can	  live	  
independently,	  as	  well	  as	  more	  
affordable	  housing	  options	  for	  those	  
living	  on	  fixed	  incomes	  

Income	  
Trends	  

• The	  unemployment	  rate	  in	  the	  Guelph	  
CMA	  is	  5.2%	  (December	  2011),	  
compared	  to	  7.8%	  in	  Ontario	  

• Between	  2000	  and	  2005,	  median	  
household	  income	  increased	  14.8%	  in	  
the	  Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  
area,	  compared	  to	  12.7%	  in	  Ontario	  

• Average	  household	  incomes	  vary	  
substantially	  across	  the	  region,	  from	  a	  

• Overall,	  the	  Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  
CMSM	  area	  is	  in	  better	  shape	  
economically	  than	  the	  province	  as	  a	  
whole	  -‐	  median	  incomes	  levels	  are	  
higher,	  and	  unemployment	  rates	  and	  
poverty	  rates	  are	  lower	  than	  the	  
provincial	  average.	  Nevertheless,	  there	  
are	  a	  significant	  number	  of	  low	  to	  
moderate-‐income	  households	  who	  
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Indicator	  
Area	   Indicator	  Data	  	   Implications	  for	  the	  HHP	  

low	  of	  $61,953	  in	  Minto	  to	  a	  high	  of	  
$134,753	  in	  Puslinch	  (2005)	  

• 8.7%	  of	  the	  population	  in	  the	  
Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  area	  is	  
living	  in	  poverty	  (before	  tax	  LICO,	  
2006),	  compared	  to	  14.7%	  in	  Ontario	  	  

• The	  OW	  caseload	  rose	  50.0%	  between	  
2008	  and	  2011	  	  

• The	  rising	  cost	  of	  utilities	  -‐	  18.1%	  
between	  2004	  and	  2008	  -‐	  is	  more	  than	  
double	  the	  overall	  Consumer	  Price	  
Index	  for	  all	  goods	  in	  Ontario	  (8.1%)	  	  

struggle	  with	  housing	  affordability.	  And	  
average	  income	  varies	  widely	  within	  
various	  areas	  of	  the	  county	  with	  some	  
areas	  significantly	  higher	  than	  the	  
provincial	  average	  and	  some	  lower.	  	  

• Despite	  the	  economic	  recovery	  from	  
the	  2008/09	  recession,	  the	  OW	  
caseload	  has	  continued	  to	  stay	  at	  levels	  
comparable	  to	  those	  during	  the	  
recession	  	  

• There	  is	  a	  need	  for	  financial	  assistance	  
programs	  to	  help	  those	  at	  risk	  of	  losing	  
their	  housing	  due	  to	  rising	  utility	  costs	  	  

Housing	  
Supply	  and	  
Tenure	  

• 1	  in	  4	  occupied	  dwellings	  in	  the	  
Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  area	  are	  
rental	  units	  (2006);	  14.9%	  in	  
Wellington	  and	  30.6%	  in	  Guelph	  

• The	  proportion	  of	  residential	  units	  that	  
are	  rented	  declined	  7	  percentage	  
points	  (from	  31.2%	  to	  24.3%)	  from	  
1996	  to	  2006,	  and	  is	  below	  the	  
provincial	  average	  (28.8%).	  	  In	  
comparison,	  the	  proportion	  of	  owned	  
residential	  dwellings	  increased	  7	  
percentage	  points	  (from	  68.8%	  to	  
75.7%)	  over	  the	  same	  period.	  	  	  

• The	  Guelph	  CMA	  rent	  vacancy	  rate	  is	  
1.1%	  (2011),	  well	  below	  a	  normal	  
healthy	  market	  rate	  (3%)	  

• Rental	  options	  are	  limited	  throughout	  
the	  Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  
area,	  but	  particularly	  rurally.	  Accessory	  
apartments	  are	  often	  the	  only	  
affordable	  rental	  option	  in	  rural	  areas.	  	  

• According	  to	  CMHC,	  the	  tight	  rental	  
market	  is	  the	  result	  of	  more	  young	  
people	  finding	  employment	  and	  
enabling	  them	  to	  move	  into	  the	  rental	  
market,	  higher	  enrolment	  at	  the	  local	  
university,	  and	  low	  levels	  of	  private	  
rental	  production	  in	  recent	  years.	  	  

• There	  is	  a	  need	  to	  preserve	  and	  protect	  
existing	  private	  rental	  stock,	  as	  well	  as	  
create	  more	  rental	  housing	  

Housing	  
Affordability	  	  

• Average	  market	  rent	  is	  $714	  per	  month	  
in	  the	  Wellington	  area,	  and	  $833	  in	  the	  
Guelph	  area	  (2008)	  

• 35%	  of	  all	  Wellington	  area	  tenant	  
households	  cannot	  afford	  the	  average	  
market	  rent	  (30%	  of	  gross	  annual	  
income);	  45%	  in	  the	  	  Guelph	  area	  	  	  

• Average	  affordable	  house	  price	  (10%	  
less	  than	  the	  average	  resale	  house	  
price)	  is	  $269,000	  in	  Wellington,	  and	  
$237,000	  in	  Guelph	  (2008).	  Half	  of	  all	  
households	  in	  the	  CMSM	  area	  cannot	  
afford	  to	  own	  a	  home	  at	  these	  prices.	  

• The	  shortfall	  between	  the	  monthly	  
shelter	  allowance	  (for	  OW	  and	  ODSP	  
recipients)	  and	  average	  market	  rents	  

• Average	  market	  rents	  are	  about	  
$100/month	  lower	  in	  the	  Wellington	  
area	  than	  comparable	  units	  in	  the	  
Guelph	  area.	  In	  comparison,	  the	  
average	  prices	  for	  resale	  and	  new	  
homes	  are	  higher	  in	  the	  Wellington	  
area	  than	  in	  the	  Guelph	  area.	  This	  is	  
primarily	  due	  to	  the	  presence	  of	  luxury	  
housing	  in	  certain	  municipalities	  (e.g.	  
Puslinch).	  	  

• Affordable	  market	  rent	  options	  are	  
virtually	  non-‐existent	  for	  households	  
with	  incomes	  below	  $18,747	  (20th	  
percentile)	  in	  the	  Wellington	  area	  and	  
$22,868	  (30th	  percentile)	  in	  the	  Guelph	  
area	  (2008)	  
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Indicator	  
Area	   Indicator	  Data	  	   Implications	  for	  the	  HHP	  

range	  from	  $250	  to	  $370	  in	  the	  
Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  area	  
(2011)	  	  

• 7.2%	  of	  all	  households	  in	  Wellington,	  
and	  12.2%	  (5,260)	  of	  all	  households	  in	  
Guelph	  are	  living	  in	  Core	  Housing	  Need	  
(2006)	  –	  an	  increase	  of	  945	  households	  
in	  the	  Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  
area	  since	  the	  previous	  Census	  (2001)	   

• Financial	  assistance	  rates	  (OW,	  old	  age	  
pensions,	  etc.)	  and	  minimum	  wage	  
rates	  that	  are	  set	  by	  upper	  government	  
levels	  contribute	  to	  housing	  
affordability	  problems	  

• In	  general,	  tenants	  face	  greater	  
affordability	  challenges	  than	  owners,	  
particularly:	  	  

o Households	  living	  on	  fixed	  
incomes	  	  

o Minimum	  wage	  earners	  
o Single	  seniors	  	  
o Lone	  parent	  families	  	  
o Youth	  	  
o Recent	  immigrants	  	  

Housing	  
Programs	  
and	  Waiting	  
Lists	  

• The	  number	  of	  shelter	  users	  increased	  
67.2%	  between	  2010	  and	  2012,	  from	  
an	  average	  of	  64	  to	  107	  persons	  per	  
night	  	  

• The	  number	  of	  families	  staying	  in	  the	  
system	  increased	  120%	  between	  2010	  
and	  2012,	  from	  an	  average	  of	  15	  to	  33	  
per	  night.	  Families	  stay	  in	  the	  shelter	  
system	  almost	  5	  times	  as	  long	  as	  
individuals.	  

• There	  are	  516	  permanent	  social	  
housing	  units	  located	  in	  the	  Wellington	  
area,	  and	  2,238	  in	  the	  Guelph	  area	  

• As	  of	  December	  2012,	  there	  were	  
1,294	  households	  on	  the	  centralized	  
waiting	  list	  for	  social	  housing	  in	  the	  
Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  CMSM	  area.	  	  

• Families	  make	  up	  34%	  of	  all	  
households	  types	  on	  the	  waiting	  list	  
(2012).	  

• There	  are	  approximately	  3	  times	  more	  
new	  applicants	  to	  the	  centralized	  
waiting	  list	  than	  applicants	  housed	  per	  
month	  (2007-‐12)	  

• On	  average,	  it	  takes	  3-‐9	  years	  to	  get	  a	  
unit	  in	  the	  Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  
CMSM	  area	  (time	  varies	  depending	  on	  
unit	  size	  and	  location)	  

• The	  rising	  usage	  (and	  costs)	  of	  the	  local	  
shelter	  system	  is	  of	  major	  concern	  and	  
threatens	  the	  ongoing	  viability	  and	  
future	  of	  the	  established	  system.	  
Particularly	  challenging	  is	  the	  increase	  
in	  the	  number	  of	  families	  accessing	  the	  
system.	  	  

• Social	  housing	  represents	  
approximately	  15%	  of	  occupied	  rental	  
dwellings	  in	  the	  Wellington	  and	  Guelph	  
CMSM	  area	  

• Despite	  the	  long	  waiting	  list	  for	  social	  
housing,	  no	  new	  units	  have	  been	  built	  
since	  1995	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  sustainable	  
capital	  and	  operating	  funding	  from	  
senior	  levels	  of	  government	  	  

• The	  social	  housing	  stock	  is	  aging	  and	  
requires	  major	  lifecycle	  replacements	  
and	  capital	  repairs	  

• Much	  of	  the	  social	  housing	  inventory,	  
especially	  outside	  of	  the	  Guelph	  area,	  
is	  bachelor	  and	  1	  bedroom	  units,	  not	  
appropriate	  for	  family	  households	  

	  

Sources:	  Statistics	  Canada,	  Canada	  Mortgage	  and	  Housing	  Corporation,	  County	  of	  Wellington,	  Workforce	  Planning	  
Board	  of	  Waterloo-‐Wellington-‐Dufferin	  (see	  Need	  and	  Demand	  Study	  for	  detail)	  
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3.2	  Inventory	  Analysis	  
 
As part of this study, a full inventory of housing that received capital and/or operating funds 
from one or more levels of government has been prepared to examine the supply side, and is 
available under separate cover.   
 
The first category in the inventory is emergency housing for those who are homeless. All 
shelter beds are located in the Guelph area; those experiencing homelessness in the Wellington 
area must travel to Guelph or find an alternative housing solution. Twenty percent of shelter 
beds are targeted for youth and over 50 percent for women and children. The current shelters 
cannot accommodate couples or single fathers with children, and so families often spend their 
shelter stays in one of the local motels, which have agreements with the Drop-In Centre.  
 
The Rural Homelessness Study (2011) found that only 5-6% of the shelter users come from the 
Wellington area. One third of shelter users come from regions outside the Wellington and 
Guelph CMSM area; these are likely people who have outstayed the maximum shelter stay in 
their home community (and it is likely that shelters located in neighbouring regions have people 
originating from the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area using their facilities).  
 
The majority of transitional and supportive housing units are also located in the Guelph area. 
The inventory shows both units owned by a housing or service provider, as well as those for 
which the supporting agency pays a rent supplement to another landlord and provides supports 
to the tenant based on their needs. For example, there have been partnerships developed 
recently where agencies provide services in social housing or affordable rental housing in the 
Wellington area (e.g. CMHA supported units in Fergusson Place) 
 
A number of seniors (139) are supported in retirement residences through subsidized rents (27 
in the Wellington area and the remainder in the Guelph area). This serves a critical need for 
seniors who need more support than is available in their home setting but who do not need the 
full care provided in a nursing home. This program will be folded in with the CHPI and may be 
vulnerable given constraints on funding.  
 
Social housing units are not uniformly allocated within the region according to population. Of all 
the social housing in the region, 19.4% is located in the Wellington area and the remainder is 
located in the Guelph area. There are some towns without any social housing (e.g. Puslinch). As 
in most areas, social housing was developed where there was a demonstrated need but also a 
champion to move forward with the development.   
 
Much of the early social housing in rural areas was intended for seniors, which partially explains 
the preponderance of smaller units. Social housing units in the Wellington area are 
predominantly bachelors and 1-bedroom units (74.5%); only 10% are 3 and 4-bedroom units 
suitable for families. In contrast, 44.2% of social housing units in Guelph area are bachelors and 
1-bedroom units while 30.6% are 3-bedroom or larger, allowing greater proportionate supply 
for families.  
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Although the affordable rental-housing program has produced some new rental housing stock 
in recent years, these units are not affordable to the lowest income households. As a result, 
rent supplement allocations are being used for some units in the buildings built under the 
affordable rental program.  
 
In the coming years, Federal operating agreements with a few local housing providers are 
coming to an end. Careful consideration and planning will need to be made in the coming years 
by both the Wellington CMSM and these housing providers to make viable the continuance of 
operating these 246 housing units as affordable options for low income households. 
 
 

4.	  COMMUNITY	  PERSPECTIVES	  	  
 
In order to ensure that the HHP is uniquely responsive to local needs, the primary focus of 
Phase 2 involved talking to individuals with lived experiences, local service providers, and other 
interested community members. This section describes their stories, and their aspirations for 
housing and homelessness in ten years’ time.  
 

4.1	  Client	  Profiles	  	  
 
There was considerable consistency in the descriptions provided of the people struggling to 
secure and maintain affordable housing in the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area. As one 
participant commented, “It’s the marginal people.” There is a strong and persistent link 
between poverty and housing; thus, this population is dominated by people who are poor, due 
to a variety of causes. Many are receiving social assistance (i.e. OW or ODSP), but may or may 
not be living in social housing.  
 
The most common client profile described, especially in the Guelph area, is single men who 
struggle to stay housed, often due to concurrent disorders. Women tend to be less visible than 
men, as they often use relationships (many of which may be unsafe or unhealthy) to stay 
housed.  
 
Several service providers highlighted an increase in “complex cases,” and noted that people 
dealing with multiple challenges are particularly at risk. This would include, for example, people 
with mental health challenges (often undiagnosed) and/or addictions and/or disabilities. These 
individuals have often experienced trauma, ironically often as a result of long-term housing 
instability.  
 
Agencies are also seeing people across a broad age span, but made specific reference to the 
following groups: young adults (in their 20’s), 40-55 year-olds who are too young for retirement 
homes but require extra supports, victims of domestic violence, and seniors. In addition, there 
are more families (including newcomers) accessing the shelters and housing services, as finding 
suitable and affordable housing for families is particularly challenging. 
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4.2	  Root	  Causes	  and	  Trends	  
 
When asked to explain the root causes behind housing struggles and how this client profile has 
changed over the past five to 10 years, participants offered the following insights: 

 
• Affordability is becoming more of a challenge (e.g. households spending more than 50% 

of income on rent; not able to support a family on minimum wage; the need for two 
incomes to stay afloat; rising costs of other basic needs such as food and transportation)  

• The current economic situation has led to layoffs, and more temporary and part-time 
employment without benefits. This is especially true for youth, who typically fare poorly 
during economic downturns.  

• The immigration policies that bring newcomers to Canada do not match the hiring 
practices of local employers. Without evidence of a job and recognition of credentials, 
new immigrants encounter troubles securing housing. 

• There is less family support, particularly as multiple generations struggle with similar 
challenges 

• There is better awareness and recognition of various mental health disorders (e.g. 
hoarding, autism, anxiety, etc.)  

• Many tenants who have secured housing have trouble successfully maintaining their 
housing due to poor financial management and life skills. And sometimes newcomers 
have difficulties as tenants simply because of a lack of understanding of different cultural 
norms. 

• There are inadequate supports to help keep people housed (i.e. limited outreach and 
support services; low social assistance rates; little supportive housing)  

• At the lower end of the market there is little choice, and individuals often have to 
accept properties that are of quality below expectations  
 

On a positive note, individuals with lived experiences mentioned that there is more visibility 
and empathy for people experiencing poverty. But, in general, they spoke of a greater sense of 
“hopelessness”, due to the fact that they have been struggling with housing stability issues for 
years. What they thought would be a short-term situation has turned out to be a continuous 
struggle.  
 

4.3	  Aspirations	  
 
When participants were asked to articulate goals for the new 10-year housing strategy, the 
responses varied widely. Some answers focused on outcomes, whereas others focused on 
services or characteristics of the housing process. Some participants were in favour of bold, 
simple goals (e.g. “zero homelessness” or “economic prosperity”), while others provided more 
specific details relating to particular kinds of housing stock.  
 
One participant suggested that the goal of the strategy should be “The right place for 
everybody to live.” Another said, “No goals are reasonable without new money.” Still another 
said, “Don’t take 10 years to do the right thing.” 
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There was considerable agreement around the need for the strategy to maintain a preventative 
orientation and to take a system-wide, integrated approach. Other specific policy goals that 
were mentioned repeatedly included: 
 

• Everyone should have a suitable place to live 
• Improve the match between supply and demand (including shortening waiting lists, 

finding more units and maintaining existing stock) 
• Pay attention to the full housing continuum, from prevention and homelessness to 

affordable home ownership and all stages in between 
• Provide affordable options at each point along that continuum, with opportunities for 

people to move back and forth as required 
• Develop a system characterized by more flexibility and choice that is more person-

centered than service/agency or government-centered 
• Ensure that social housing is available throughout the Wellington and Guelph CMSM 

area, in mixed neighbourhoods 
• Build stronger communities. Housing is more than just a roof over your head. 
• Accessibility (particularly in terms of walkability, transit and transportation) is critical  
• Keep people, and the services they need, local. (This theme was expressed throughout 

the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area, although it is experienced differently in each 
community.) 

• Sufficient and caring supports to help people stay housed (“wrap around services”) are 
essential. More supportive and transitional housing is particularly needed. 

• Seamless navigation is needed among services 
• Less stigma and more respect 
• Many stakeholders from multiple sectors should be involved – this is not just a 

government responsibility 
• Use existing resources creatively 

 
Other more specific suggestions for objectives and performance measures to be included in the 
HHP were: 
 

• A healthier vacancy rate 
• Full cost accounting across sectors to know what homelessness actually costs society 
• Better systems for data management and coordination  
• Involvement of the other partners to ensure success  
• Affordability targets (see Official Plans) 

   

4.4	  Strengths	  of	  the	  Existing	  System	  
  
In developing the new strategy, it will be important to retain and strengthen the elements of the 
existing homelessness and affordable housing system that are already working well.  
 
Broadly speaking, the “buzz” about the need for affordable housing and Housing First 
approaches appears to be growing within the region. This mounting support is seen as an asset 
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moving forward, and it is reinforced by the high level of citizen engagement and commitment to 
poverty reduction in the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area.  
 
Another strength that was mentioned frequently is the existing strong collaboration between 
housing and social service providers and staff of the Wellington CMSM. The networks among 
homelessness service providers and the Seniors Services Network were identified as being 
particularly strong. 
 
The other strength that emerged consistently is the existing services available in communities. 
These include short- and long-term housing options, support programs and neighbourhood 
groups, across the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area. A long list of specific services was 
generated. 
 
To the extent that flexibility and choice exist within the current system (for outreach workers 
and clients), these qualities were identified as strengths worthy of intensification. 
 
Other specific existing approaches and allies that are highly valued include rent supplements, 
housing allowances, rent/utility banks, affordable bus passes, active faith communities and a 
centralized waiting list.    
 

4.5	  Issues	  and	  Barriers	  	  
 
Identifying barriers to securing and maintaining affordable housing was a straightforward 
exercise for most participants, and several dozen specific barriers were noted. For ease of 
reporting, they have been grouped into the following nine categories: 
 

1. Housing Supply (across the Continuum) 
 
Not surprisingly, the number one concern expressed throughout the consultations is 
the need for a greater supply of affordable housing options across the continuum, 
including transitional housing, supportive housing, social housing units and affordable 
private rental accommodation. This gap is attributed primarily to insufficient government 
support. Grants and waivers intended as incentives for landlords and developers to offer 
more affordable units are appreciated, but viewed as “just a drop in the bucket.” The 
waiting list for social housing is too long, affordable units are not often available in 
accessible and/or desirable locations, and the quality, size and maintenance of many units 
are below tenants’ expectations.  

 
2. Housing Affordability 

 
Housing costs are high. Concerns about rent and utility costs being prohibitive were 
frequently raised during the consultations. Developers acknowledged that the cost of 
building new units makes them unaffordable for tenants with limited incomes. In the 
Guelph area, demand from university students for rental housing may be one of the 
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factors that affect affordable rental vacancy rates and rents. As one person said, “It’s all 
about market wants, not necessarily needs.”  
 

3. Poverty and Income 
 
Low-income is a significant barrier to securing housing. Good employment 
opportunities, particularly for people with limited education and/or disabilities, are 
scarce and temporary jobs, although more plentiful, typically lack living wages and/or 
benefits. As one respondent said, “The math just doesn’t add up.” This issue is 
frequently linked to inadequate social assistance rates and the need for system changes 
on fixed income programs. Financial assistance programs, such as OW and ODSP, do 
not allow recipients to pay for appropriate housing, often resulting in living 
arrangements that exacerbate their existing housing challenges. Those living on 
minimum wage also face significant housing affordability problems. 

 
4. Lack of Necessary Life Skills 

 
Many of the people in need of affordable housing lack the skills required to stay housed. 
Weak skills in financial management, conflict resolution, relationship maintenance or 
coping make it difficult for people to be “good tenants.” Generational cycles of need, 
and the prevalence of mental health challenges and addictions exacerbate the problem. 
Complaints of tenants being in arrears and/or behaving disruptively are frequent, and 
tenants’ situations become too complex for many landlords to handle. 
 

5. Inadequate Supports to Help People Stay Housed 
 

The supply of transitional and supportive housing options, as well as the support 
services to help people secure and maintain their housing, are simply too limited, 
especially in light of the needs described above. More multidisciplinary teams of 
outreach workers and volunteers are needed, to help stabilize tenants in their homes. 
 
For vulnerable clients dealing with multiple challenges such as mental health and 
addictions (concurrent disorders), a number of desired characteristics for supportive 
housing options were identified:  
 

• Multidisciplinary teams that provide on-site supports, accommodating a range of 
skill levels (e.g. advocacy, counseling, mediation, and life skills training)  

• Group homes that are designed to accommodate various levels of independence 
and the ability to live communally (i.e. some common spaces, but individual 
bedrooms and bathrooms) 

• Mediation service with landlords, including addressing confidentiality issues in 
order to allow for open communication and eviction prevention 

• A “flex” fund, which could be used by on-site support teams to address 
emergent needs  

• Service providers as landlords 
• Cleaning services  
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• Medication supports 
 

6. Negative Attitudes 
 

Another barrier to securing and maintaining housing is negative attitudes. These include 
stigmatization and discrimination, and involve tenants, service providers, landlords, 
employers and the general public. Clients report feeling “judged” or “embarrassed” by 
workers and by society, as if people choose to be poor and/or homeless. As one tenant 
said, “Just because we are poor doesn’t mean we have no pride.” Several participants 
complained about a “middle class understanding of poverty” characterized by stigma and 
service hours and patterns that do not match client needs. Many stories were shared 
reflecting discrimination (particularly against youth and seniors), as well as racism on the 
part of landlords and prospective employers. “NIMBY” attitudes continue to be quite 
prevalent. For individuals struggling with low self-esteem, trauma, family breakdown, and 
health challenges, these negative experiences within affordable housing system often rob 
them of their dignity, resulting in a sense of hopelessness. 

 
7. Administrative Challenges, including Policy and Governance 

 
The administration of the government systems related to homelessness and affordable 
housing was frequently identified as a barrier. Concerns in this area related to specific 
rules that are seen as problematic, and policies having unintended negative effects.  
 
Examples of policies and rules that act as barriers to eliminating homelessness cut across 
all jurisdictions (municipal/provincial/federal) and ministries (departments), and include 
the following:  

 
• Making housing conditional on references and credit checks, specifically newcomers 

and victims of domestic violence. As a recent immigrant commented, “How can I 
show evidence of a job when I’ve been in the country for 10 days?” This applies to 
market housing as well as social housing. 

• Having to pay full arrears before qualifying for social housing 
• Requiring victims to pay for damage to homes as a result of violence 
• Relocation requirements for social housing based on family changes and availability  
• Disability-related funding tied to definitive medical diagnoses, which for some 

disabilities (e.g. chronic back problems) are hard to prove  
• Low moving allowances, particularly for rural residents whose moving costs are 

higher than their urban counterparts due to distances  
• Tying rent supplements to units rather than people, limiting choice  
• Rent eligibility calculations that do not take medical expenses into account 
• Restricting the amount of time adult children (who find themselves homeless) can 

stay with their parents in social housing, when they have nowhere else to go 
• Planning requirements for new construction are costly, such as physical accessibility, 

energy conservation, and required parking spaces (also septic issues in Erin)   
• High development charges, even to build tiny units (pocket housing) 
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• Excessive paperwork for grants, making it not worth the bother for many landlords 
and housing service providers 

 
There is also a perception that social housing developments are poorly managed, with 
units sitting empty for months at a time while waiting lists grow. 
 

8. System Navigation 
 
Some participants expressed concerns related to navigating the housing system, for 
example: not knowing who to call, where to get information, how to find out the 
features of particular neighbourhoods/buildings, or what supports are available (what 
questions to ask); forms are complicated; and information is miscommunicated and 
often varies by worker; etc. Help with system navigation is needed, especially for 
newcomers and for individuals with complex needs. As one person said, “Vulnerable 
people fall victim to misinformation.”  

 
9. Community Planning and Design  

 
The final cluster of responses relating to barriers has to do with community planning. 
Issues of transportation figured very prominently in the consultations, throughout the 
Wellington and Guelph CMSM area. Stories were shared of jobs being turned down 
because applicants had no way to travel the 10-minute drive to reach them, or of people 
choosing to live in their car rather than in an apartment so that they could at least get 
to work. Affordable housing needs to be located accessibly, ideally within walk-able 
communities or close to public transportation. In the Guelph area, accessibility often 
means downtown locations that are more expensive. In the Wellington area, public 
transit is simply not available and existing transportation programs are insufficient to 
meet the demand.  
 
Other elements of community planning include the need for intentional strengthening of 
(mixed, integrated) communities. As one person commented, “There is a misconception 
that housing is just a building.” Many participants indicated that the best way to keep 
people housed is to build community. Others talked about the need for improved safety, 
especially for young people, in social housing neighbourhoods.  
 
There is also a need for more innovation among the development sector, to help break 
out of entrenched patterns. As one respondent remarked, “The usual suspects will not 
transform the Guelph market. Outside developers are being more creative.” 
 

4.6	  Ideas	  for	  Improvement	  
 
Participants were asked to identify ideas for improvement in multiple ways, such as “what 
would give us the biggest bang for the buck”. Most of their responses were directly related to 
the nine categories of barriers, phrased in reverse as ways to help. For example, improving the 
supply of housing stock, paying people a living wage, offering a wider variety of services closer 
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to where people live and incorporating more choice into housing service provision were all 
repeatedly mentioned, as were raising social assistance rates, treating people with greater 
dignity, and making it easier to navigate the system. Virtually every concern and barrier was 
matched with a range of suggestions to eliminate it, for example: 
 

• Treat people community-wide with dignity and respect  
• Develop an integrated housing strategy across all levels of government and ministries, 

with cross-ministry pots of money  
• Adopt a Housing First approach, where appropriate 
• Designate a percentage of every building (private and public) as affordable housing 
• Invest in local multi-service community centres like Shelldale 
• Establish eviction prevention programs that partner with and provide incentives to 

landlords, including paying for damage to properties caused by violence 
• Maintain an inventory of available affordable housing units, perhaps with a 24/7 hotline 
• Invest in community education to reduce stigma and build awareness of the realities of 

poverty among decision makers 
• Find more creative ways to assist people with arrears/credit issues to access housing  
• Establish a charitable foundation for affordable housing 
• Track how much things actually cost in order to make wiser spending decisions 
• Employers who help with housing, especially for newcomers 
• Tap into the volunteer resources of faith communities (e.g. Out of the Cold programs) 

 
Regarding improving the mix and supply of housing across the continuum, participants were 
asked what they would build if resources became available to do so. More than one respondent 
commented that: “No single profile works.” There is a need for both variety and choice, 
including the ability to move back and forth along the continuum as personal situations change. 
But, in general, rent supplements and/or housing vouchers are seen as preferable to building 
new units, especially financial assistance programs that help keep people in their homes rather 
than requiring them to relocate.  
 
Other priorities included:  
 

• Transitional housing, especially for individuals being discharged from institutions, such as 
hospitals and jails, as well as victims of domestic violence who often return to unsafe 
situations due to lack of adequate life skills and supports  

• Short-term (temporary) social housing options, specifically for newcomers with families. 
The waiting list for new immigrants is too long. They require immediate housing 
availability, but only for six to 12 months while they get settled and find work. As one 
newcomer related, “I thought getting a job would be difficult, but finding housing was far 
worse.” 

• More supportive housing and housing with supports, designed to accommodate various 
ages, levels of independence and ability to live communally 

• Multidisciplinary teams that support people to find and maintain housing  
• More family-size units, plus homelessness prevention programs that better 

accommodate families  
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• Better maintenance of existing rental housing stock  
• Improved transportation systems (creating walk-able communities) to allow people to 

get to and from work easily  
• Integrated affordable housing throughout the region 

 
 
 
5.	  EMERGING	  THEMES	  AND	  STRATEGIC	  DIRECTIONS	  
 
This section provides a preliminary synthesis of the problems, needs and ideas, which have been 
gathered to date through the literature review, data analysis, and consultation feedback. These 
issues have been grouped into six themes for discussion purposes. As well, a proposed vision 
statement for the HHP has been crafted. It is envisioned that the vision and themes will form 
the building blocks of the 10-year HHP. Further dialogue of priorities and models/approaches 
will be required in order to turn these themes into strategic goals and actions.  
 

5.1	  Proposed	  Vision	  
 
Moving forward, it will be important to articulate an overarching vision statement to unite and 
guide the strategic directions in the HHP. Based on the community feedback received during 
the consultation process, it is recommended that the strategic vision be bold, direct and simple. 
For instance, 
 

“A place for you to call home in Wellington and Guelph.” 
 

5.2	  Preventing	  and	  Eliminating	  Homelessness	  	  
 

The most cost effective way to end homelessness is to stop it before it begins. Current 
emergency shelter funding is provided to the shelter operators on a per diem basis of 
$43.50/night per shelter occupant, plus an additional amount of $4.40/night can be provided 
directly to the occupant as a Personal Needs Allowance (PNA). Under CHPI, the total amount 
of funding available for shelters will be fixed, and will not increase, even as overall demand for 
shelter beds continue to increase. This funding system needs to be reconsidered, as it is not 
sustainable. In addition, it is theoretically cheaper to house families in a hotel, or pay their rent 
(short-term) in an affordable apartment, than house them in an emergency shelter. 

 
In order to end homelessness, the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area needs to establish a 
comprehensive prevention system that:  
 

• Builds on the expertise of the existing homelessness services providers network 
• Focuses on early detection. For example, home visiting programs that are delivered in 

partnership with local health and social service agencies and neighbourhood groups (e.g. 
Seniors Offering Support) 
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• Provides emergency financial assistance to households in need (e.g. utility banks, rental 
assistance for low-income households) 

• Works proactively and collaboratively with landlords to resolve housing issues (e.g. rent 
arrears, property damage, etc.) 

• Provides immediate access to short-term housing, with housing assistance services, for 
newcomers and families (Housing First for targeted populations such as the Southleigh 
units which are designated for Linamar employees)  

• Establishes transitional housing programs for victims of domestic violence and individuals 
being released from institutions (e.g. halfway/recovery houses, housing with supports to 
prepare people for living on their own) 

• Offers emergency shelter beds for people who do become homeless, including 
establishing spaces that are appropriate for families 

• Utilizes local volunteer resources, particularly interested faith communities (e.g. 
volunteer cleanup and moving crews) 

 
In addition, due to the disbursement of the population across large rural areas, it is not 
financially sustainable to open a traditional emergency shelter in the Wellington area. 
Alternative models for housing individuals from rural areas in times of crisis need to be 
explored. 

 

5.3	  Supportive	  Housing	  and	  Housing	  with	  Supports	  
 
For many individuals, homelessness is the result of an inability to maintain housing. Some 
people, for example, as a result of medical issues related to aging, developmental disabilities, 
and mental health issues may require permanent housing coupled with onsite supportive 
services (e.g. group homes, retirement homes, etc.). But, the majority of people can be 
successfully housed with support services in subsidized and market rental housing.  
 
Although highly desirable, given the current economic environment, it is unlikely that new 
purpose-built supportive housing units will be constructed in the immediate future. Instead, it is 
envisioned that supportive housing services would be provided in partnership with 
multidisciplinary teams involving local community agencies and programs, as well as landlords.  
 

5.4	  Income	  and	  Affordability	  
 
One of the root causes of homelessness and housing affordability problems is low incomes. It’s 
simple math – people need a living wage in order to maintain their housing, and pay for other 
necessities of daily life. Although financial assistance programs are available, many of these 
mainstream services provide such inadequate supports that they inadvertently contribute to 
homelessness. Therefore, the Wellington CMSM and other HHP partners have an important 
role to play in advocating for policy reforms to social programs that are funded and legislated 
by upper levels of government (see section 4.5 – administrative challenges – for examples).  
 
Examples of other income-related activities that the HHP could encourage include:  
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• Incentives for landlords to rent to low-income households 
• Creative uses of housing vouchers and allowances to improve affordability 
• Career-based employment services to help people build the skills (and obtain the 

credentials) necessary to increase their income 
 

5.5	  Housing	  Supply	  	  
 
The HHP clearly needs to address the need for both an appropriate supply and mix of housing 
options across the continuum and within the geographic area. The research and analysis 
demonstrates that there is a need for the development of new affordable accommodations, the 
preservation of the existing market rental and social housing stock (from going private market), 
and maintenance and capital repairs to aging social housing units. This is evident through the 
very low vacancy rate for market rental housing, long wait lists for social housing, and the 
limited supply of new rental housing stock that has been built in the past decade in the area. 
 
With respect to expanding the supply of affordable (rental and ownership) housing units, a 
number of specific ideas have been put forward. These include, but are not limited to:  
 

• Reviewing current planning regulations and by-laws to identify barriers to building small 
(pocket) housing, such as parking requirements (e.g. In Guelph, providing affordable bus 
passes rather than requiring developers to build parking spaces.) 

• Advocating changes to the provincial building code that could reduce construction costs 
(e.g. mid-rise buildings built with wood frame construction instead of concrete) 

• Exploring inclusionary zoning and/or alternative development standards to promote 
affordability 

• Promoting Tax Increment Financing or the City’s grants for turning unused space into 
residential units (e.g. apartments above retail spaces in downtown areas)  

• Making the regulations governing accessory apartments more lenient  
• Maintaining a more systematic inventory of surplus properties, and develop a process 

that is more proactive about designating those for affordable housing  
• Creating a list of “shovel-ready” proposals to address quick grant opportunities from 

other levels of government and funding bodies 
• Providing an annual budget allocation to support affordable home ownership 

developments (e.g. Options for Homes, Habitat for Humanity), such as grants to cover 
development charges 

• Establishing partnerships between private landlords, the Wellington CMSM and local 
service providers, to provide rent supplements and housing support services 

• Creating a revolving reserve fund that could be used to support payment free second 
mortgages, similar to the financing models used by Habitat for Humanity and Options 
for Homes  
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Considerations for community design and planning also need to take into account the desire for 
mixed, integrated neighbourhoods, safety concerns, transportation (walkability), and 
accessibility (aging populations).  
 

5.6	  System	  Navigation	  	  
 
Navigating the housing market, especially for newcomers and individuals with complex 
challenges, is a difficult task. Providing friendly help and support for people navigating the 
system should therefore be a key component of the HHP. This could involve, for example: 
 

• Housing “locators” who help search local housing markets and build relationships with 
landlords 

• An inventory of available affordable housing units, available with an on-line resource or 
through a 24/7 hotline  

• Workers proactively sharing information about the types and amounts of supports 
available 

• Connecting people with local neighbourhood groups, faith communities and non-
governmental programs (e.g. Hope House)  

 

5.7	  Research,	  Monitoring	  and	  Evaluation	  	  
 
The current housing and homelessness service environment is changing. New approaches, such 
as Housing First are being tested and evaluated in other jurisdictions. A recent Provincial 
Commission has recommended major changes to the social assistance system. Federal 
investments in social housing are coming to an end. And new technologies for energy 
conservation are emerging. It will therefore be important to ensure that a research capacity is 
built into the HHP, in order to monitor these trends and identify which “best” practices are 
appropriate for adaptation to the local context. This should include methods for sharing 
essential information with local stakeholders. 
 
In addition, the HHP will need to include a means for monitoring the outcomes of local 
homeless and housing services, as well as the strategic directions identified in the plan.  
 
 

6.	  NEXT	  STEPS	  
 
Following presentation of this report to the Social Services Committee on February 13, 2012, 
the next stage of the project will involve re-engaging community stakeholders in a validation 
and priority setting process. Community members will be invited to complete an electronic 
survey where they can comment on the proposed vision, rank (agree/disagree) the findings and 
emerging themes outlined in this report, prioritize the approaches and actions they would like 
the HHP to focus on in the early years. The survey will be sent to everyone who participated in 
a previous HHP event, as well as advertised widely so that people who have not been able to 
participate to date can get involved.  
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Further to the validation (survey) process, a 10-year HHP will be drafted by the consulting 
team, in collaboration with the Community Reference Group and CMSM staff. This plan will 
include: 
 

• Clearly articulated vision statement, goals/objectives and action steps  
• Content that identifies and addresses current and anticipated future housing needs in 

the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area, as well as multiple target populations  
• Clarification of the partnerships/collaborations that would be most useful in 

implementing various components of the plan, including the roles and responsibilities of 
key stakeholders (i.e. Wellington CMSM, Community Reference Group, Wellington & 
Guelph Housing Committee, individual agencies, etc.).  

• Indication of what performance measures and indicators could be used to evaluate the 
success of plan, and how progress towards meeting the identified goals will be measured 

• Suggestions for a communication strategy (i.e. how the “story” could be told to various 
stakeholder groups as the plan unfolds)  

 
It is anticipated that the HHP will be completed, and approved by County Council by January 
2014. 
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APPENDIX	  A	  -‐	  GLOSSARY	  OF	  TERMS	  
 
The	  Housing	  Continuum  
 

 
Source: Ministry Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2010  
 
Homelessness – a broad term that encompasses the following: 

• Absolute - living on the street (roofless) or in emergency shelters 
• Hidden or concealed – staying with relatives or friends (couch surfing), or living in a car, 

barn, etc. 
• Relative - living in sub-standard conditions or at-risk of losing their homes (i.e. living in 

“core housing need”) 
 
Emergency Shelter - provide short-term lodging and a temporary personal needs allowance 
until an emergency situation is resolved. Services may also include meals, access to showers and 
laundry, as well as assistance with linking to other services required.  
 
Transitional Housing - facilities that are targeted to those in need of structure, support 
and/or skill building, in order to move from homelessness to housing stability and ultimately 
prevent a return to homelessness. They provide support services such as counselling, job 
training and placement, community activities, and help with life skills. Accommodation is 
temporary (time limited). Residents can typically stay up to a maximum of three years; the 
maximum stay is specified in the service agreement with the CMSM or Service Provider (e.g. 
CMHA). 
	  
Supportive Housing - permanent accommodation that offers an alternative to institutional 
care. There is no length of stay duration. A range of support services is provided in order to 
help residents maintain independence. Supportive housing is geared for individuals with special 
needs, including long-term mental health problems, physical disabilities, developmental delays 
and the frail elderly. Supportive housing is accessed through specific Housing Providers. 
 
Social Housing – permanent housing financed at least partly through government funding and 
mortgage guarantees. A portion of units is rent-geared-to income (RGI), and the remainder may 
be rented at market rents. For these RGI units tenants pay no more than 30% of their 
household income in rent and the remainder is subsidized through government contributions. 
Social housing includes: public housing (which is 100% RGI), municipal and private non-profit 
rentals, and co-operatives where residents contribute to the management of the property to 
increase the sense of community and reduce operating costs. In the Wellington and Guelph 
CMSM area, social housing is accessed through the Centralized Waiting List and from specific 
Housing Providers. 
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Subsidized Rental – subsidies provided to offset private market rents in private rental units 
for low-income households. Subsidies are generally provided by the Wellington CMSM or 
Service Provider (e.g. CMHA) for qualifying households in two ways:  

• Rent Supplement - market rent less RGI calculation (may average $500 per unit 
per month); this involves an agreement with a landlord for a particular unit(s) to be 
allocated to a household(s) on the centralized waiting list 

• Housing Allowance  - fixed housing subsidy (may average $250 per unit per 
month) which is attached to the household rather than a specific housing unit 

 
Market Housing – refers to private (rental or home ownership) where prices are set in 
the open market. 
 

Other	  Housing	  Terms	  
 
Affordable Rental Housing - a unit for which the rent is at or below the average market 
rent of a unit in the regional market area.  
 
Affordable Ownership Housing – the purchase price is at least 10 percent below the 
average purchase price of a resale unit in the regional market area. 

Core Housing Need - an indicator of housing security (calculated for both rental and home 
ownership) that takes into account three factors:  

• Adequacy - Is the dwelling in need of major repair? 
• Suitability – Are there enough bedrooms for the size and make-up of the household? 
• Affordability – Do the households spend 30% or more of their before-tax income on 

accommodation? 
 
Domiciliary Hostels – provide permanent housing with supports for vulnerable adults who 
require limited supervision and support with daily activities (e.g. retirement homes).  
 
Housing First - an approach that involves providing homeless people with immediate access 
to subsidized housing, along with support services. No pre-conditions, such as bringing a 
substance abuse under control or being stabilized on medications, are imposed. 
 
Housing Support Services – help people to live as independently as possible in the 
community. Services are either provided by workers visiting a resident living in market rental 
housing, or within specific government funded accommodations like emergency shelters, 
transitional housing, or supportive housing units. Housing support services provide a range of 
different tasks to help someone maintain their housing, such as assistance to claim welfare 
benefits, fill-in forms, manage a household budget, obtain furniture and furnishings, help with 
shopping and housework, as well as connecting with other specialist services.   
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APPENDIX	  B	  –	  CONSULTATION	  METHODOLOGY	  &	  PARTICIPANTS	  
 
Consultation Objectives 
 

• To engage local community members in the development of the HHP 
• To confirm/validate the five strategic principles of the 2005 Affordable Housing Strategic 

Plan for the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area, and the issues/gaps identified through 
previous research and consultations  

• To identify new and emerging issues, needs and priority populations 
• To develop an enhanced understanding of the roles and contributions of local CMSM 

and non-CMSM service providers, and identify potential partnership opportunities  
• To identify the services and resources needed to support housing stability in the 

Wellington and Guelph CMSM area 
 

Topics of Inquiry    
 
The topics addressed throughout the consultation phase are shown below. Questions and 
methods were customized according to the audience and the format of the gathering (i.e. not 
all topics will be covered at all consultations). Issues listed below each topic further explain the 
nature of the information being sought.  
 
Most meetings involved a briefing on affordable housing and homelessness issues prior to 
starting the discussion. We began by validating that top issues identified in the 2009 CMSM 
housing consultations (e.g. shortage of rent-geared-to-income housing), and then shifted the 
focus of discussion to identifying new and emerging gaps/ issues, as well as exploring low cost 
alternatives (e.g. what would a Housing First approach look like in the Wellington and Guelph 
CMSM area?). 
 

1. Demographic trends  
• Most common client profiles, how those are changing over time, why that is 

significant 
2. Who’s doing what?  

• Who people go to for what services 
3. What’s working well?  

• What should be left alone or enhanced 
4. Needs/Barriers/Service or Policy gaps 

• Things that are not working well or that make finding good housing more difficult 
• Underlying causes 

5. Definitions of success  
• Local outcomes that should be pursued 

6. Priorities for investment and action   
• Recommended policy and program directions 
• Support services needed to keep people housed long-term 
• What we need to do today to achieve the desired outcomes tomorrow 
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• Low cost alternatives in the absence of new money for housing stock and/or rent 
subsidies 

• What Housing First could look like at the community level 
7. Innovative approaches applicable to the Wellington and Guelph CMSM area 

• Specific creative ideas for local action 
 
Meetings Held 
 

• Two ‘open’ Town Hall meetings - one in the Wellington area (28) and one in Guelph  
area (71), involving both service providers and individuals with lived experiences. 
Invitations were widely distributed, and the event was advertised in all local papers. 

• Five ‘targeted’ Focus Groups: 
o New immigrants (11) 
o Mental Health providers (16) 
o Community Voices of the Poverty Task Force (19) 
o City of Guelph staff (6) 
o CMSM staff (22) 

• 9 key informant interviews2  
• Conversations with about 50 clients, administered and recorded by four community 

agencies - AIDS Committee of Guelph Wellington (15-20), Drop In Centre (20), 
Women in Crisis (8) and Wyndham House (3) - on behalf of the consulting team (Nine 
community agencies were invited to participate in this process.) 

 
In addition, a survey of non-profit housing providers was conducted as part of the inventory 
analysis. This survey was distributed by Wellington CMSM staff on behalf of the consulting 
team. A total of 6 responses were received, equating to a 30% response rate.  

 
Participants  
 
All told, about 210 participants contributed to this study (some of whom participated in more 
than one consultation). The following is a breakdown by participant type:  
 

§ 39.5% Community Members (individuals who are precariously housed, and other 
interested community residents)  

§ 33.3% Service Providers, representing 38 community organizations 
§ 23.3% Government representatives 

o 5 Elected officials (2 City of Guelph, 2 County of Wellington, 1 MPP) 
o 28 CMSM staff (Ontario Works, Housing, Child Care, Planning) 
o 10 City of Guelph staff (Planning, Realty, Social Services, Local Immigration 

Partnership) 
o 2 lower-tier municipalities (Planning)  
o 3 out of area, other levels (Service Canada, Dufferin) 

§ 1.9% Private sector (developers, landlords, etc.) 

                                            
2 Two of the interviews were unsolicited involving social housing tenants who saw the Town Hall ad but were 
unable to participate. 
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Rural and Urban Representatives 
 
Representatives from all of the rural and urban communities in the Wellington and Guelph 
CMSM area were invited to participate in the consultations. Participants did not self-identify as 
coming from individual geographies, although certain gatherings targeted particular 
communities. For example, the Town Hall held in Arthur attracted more Wellington area 
representatives than did the one held in Guelph, and representatives from each municipality in 
the CMSM area were invited to participate in separate interviews/meetings. Similar questions 
were asked of everyone, and therefore sharp delineations based on geography were only 
documented when participants identified their comments as such.  
 
Priority Populations  
 
The consultation process was intentionally designed to ensure that the needs of both provincial 
and local priority populations were taken into account. As per provincial policy, the housing 
needs of victims of domestic violence were documented through interviews conducted on 
behalf of the consulting team by rural and urban-based staff of Women in Crisis, as well as 
targeted discussions at town hall meetings. Specific breakout discussions were also held at town 
hall meetings to focus on the needs of seniors, children and youth, and individuals with physical 
disabilities. Youth perspectives were also represented through the agency interviews conducted 
by Wyndham House. The need for transitional housing for those coming out of incarceration 
emerged from the consultation feedback as well.  
 
In addition, based on local feedback from the Community Reference Group members and 
findings of previous research, targeted focus groups were held for newcomers to Canada, and 
for those working with clients experiencing concurrent mental health disorders and addictions.  
 
The Aboriginal population of Wellington and Guelph CMSM area is very low (0.9% according to 
the 2006 Census), but efforts were made to reach out to Anishnabeg Outreach through the 
community meetings and direct personal invitations. 

	  


