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1 Executive Summary

On April 15, 2008 the Government of Alberta created the Capital Region Board Regulation bringing the
Capital Region Board into existence. The Regulation callatidarreation of a Capital Region Growth
Plan that would:

1 Provide an integrated and strategic approach to planning for future growth in the Capital
Region;

1 Identify the overall development patterns and key future infrastructure investments that would
bestcomplement existing infrastructure, services and land uses in the Capital Region, and which
would also maximize benefits to the Capital Region; and;

1 Coordinate decisions in the Capital Region to sustain economic growth and ensure strong
communities and &ealthy environment

The Regulation required the Growth Plan to include Four Principal Components: a Land Use Plan; a
Housing Plan; an intenunicipal Transit Plan; and a Geographic Information Services (GIS) Plan.

Through the work of a number of communities and a variety of consultationsGitesvth Fan was
developed with a priority on the integration of the vawis components. e Growth Plarreceived
approval from theGovernment of Albertan March 11, 2010.

In approving the Capital Region Growth Plan, the tweotyr (24) member municipalities and the
Province of Alberta made a commitment to work in partnership to address the challenges the region is
and will face associated with present and future growth pseses An integrated and strategic
approach to planning for the future was developed and includes the four principle components
mentioned above.

The Housing Plan recognized that housing plays an important role in building strong communities and
definingthe social fabric of places. It recognized that to achieve the economic potential of the region
requires the municipalities to ensure all residents have choice and diversity of housing with access to
employment opportunities, transportation options, andaessible amenities. dutlined the challenges
facing theNJB 3 Andugiidpalities namely theirhigh growthrates, escalating land and housing prices

and reducedavailability and affordability of housing.

The Housing Plan identifiekisting housing aps and projected housing neaaver the next thirtyfive

(35) years relating to two categories of housing: M®arket Housing and Market Affordable Housing.
Non-Market Housing is defined as housing operated, funded, or created through direct government
subsidies. Market Affordable Housingrental or ownership housing that j{grovided by the private
marketfor moderateincome households without upfront or egoing direct government subsidies

The vision of the Housing Plan is:

GThere is a sufficienttdlL)t 8 3 OK2AOS YR RAGSNEAGE 2F K2dzaAy3

Pages of 106



It was identified in the Housing Plan that the City of Edmonton had approximately seventy (70%) percent
2F GKS NBIA2YQa LIBWEKIGG X% W2 00 dds NEOISfirked basingifesS NS I A 2
methods of planningpriority settingand supply delivery had not achieved the desired vision.

The Housing Plan suggest&deed forchange and therefore advocatédar:

1 An approach that would move planning and prioritization on #nagrketand market affordable
housing towards a model based on need and coregbiat a sukregional level;

I The bcation of future noAmarket and market affordable housinp be based on general
criteria derived from the principle that a more equitable distributiof this housingshould
allow citizens to remain in their community, close to friends and family and close to
employment opportunitie, support services and transit; and

1 The implementation of the desired change be done through the creation of a Regidrigen
(10) Year Rolling Housing Plan based onrsgmnal planning models.

The plan created six Sitegions for planning purposes and identified sHertn and longterm targets
for delivery of NorMarket Housing in each Stegion.

The CRB Regional Housing Committee is now determining how to begin working towards the change
needed to realize the vision of the Housing Plam.order to move forward it was determined that an
environmental scan should be carried out to evaluate theremir nonrmarket and market affordable

landscape and the challenges and opportunities it presenthéalevelopment of the desired regional

rolling plan. The City of Edmonton had recenty2 YLX SGSR + addzRe OFffSR da¢K:
Planon Housing ad Supports: 201-R01% providing insight in to its current housing landscape, but

more information was needed on the othawenty-three (23)regional municipalities

Consultants were engaged to carry out the environmental s@&eyworked incollaboration with CRB

Staff and a Steering Committee (see Appendix J). Through a number of data and information collection
processegsee Appendix G) relevant information was gathered on each municipality and then evaluated
for the challenges and oppontities presented.

The environmental scan is not a housing plan, nor is it a need and demand assessment. It is a snapshot
in time, in this case of the namarket and market affordable housing planning and delivienthe

Capital Region. It identifieasfar as possible what has changed in the Capital Region since the housing
work on the Growth Plan, and the challenges and opportuntties the existing landscape preserfts

in the creation of a rolling plan and the integrated planning associated twith i

The citizens and communities they live in are diveesalthe objective of sufficientguality, affordable
and appropriately locatethousing optiongloes not happen without integrated and strategic planning.
Current gowth is bringinggreater divesity inboth citizens and communities and as a result demands
greater diversityn how and where to provide solutions.
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Many householdgestimated to be 80% the region are fortunate enough to hasefficient income to
afford" housing provided by the prate sectoreither through ownership or rentalThis is called/larket
Housing Municipalities spend a great deal of time on encouraging and regulating the development of
market housingoptions within their boundaries to ensuré& is appropriately locad , of sufficient
supply, andthat neededcommunity amenities are provided taccommodateplanned growth

Keeping Market Housingptions affordable for those whee incomes are at or just above median
income is agrowing challenge ini KS NXB 3 A 2 y Q& Builddzy fac@ Nisidig fdéveioprieat and
construction costshigher demand for available units means risingghase priceslow vacancy rates
translate into higher rents.

Recognizing this affordability challengke CRB memlvanunicipalitiesn partnership with industry and
community expertsrecently developedthe Our Affordable Futurgolicy framework The framework

calls for strategic collaboration and gotnerships to be formed Yo municipalities industry and the
community h planning for and delivery dfousing to meet the affordability needs of households whose
incomes are in the range of 100% to 150% of median income. Such strategies and the housing options
created are calledMarket Affordable Housing The framework wildllow municipalities and industry to

build on existing strategies and introduce greater innovation and collaboratidmeend result will be
healthy communities thaare able toattract and retaincitizens who will want to remain and contribute

to their neighbourhoods and communities.

Little information on current Market Affordable Housing strategies and the units produced was provided
by municipalities during this environmental scan. Some of the strategies mentioned were: land
donations; property taxeductions; zoning changeand a willingness on the part afunicipalitiesto

work with developers towards this goalThe presence ofexondary suits is the only quantifiable
indicator of Y NJ SG I FF2NRI 60f S K2dza Ay 3 ligliidsOBeyodd theBl3Y | y &
units that were identified in this scant is assumed thathere are additional units in a number of
communitiesthat were deliveredthrough one or more market affordable strategies, but the number,
location and enabling stragy are currently unknown.

We encouragethe CRB member municipal councils to implement the recommendations irOtlre
Affordable Futurdramework beginning with the appointment of Ambassadors (Council Member) and
Champions (Municipal Administration Méer). These individuals can work with those from other
municipalities andndustryto sharebest practisesand to explorecollaborative, flexible and innovative
approacheswithin their sub-Regions and regionally Regional resources can be put to work in every
sub-Region and municipality producing Market Affordable Housing options.

Integrated and strategic planning to address housing supply, quality, location and affordability cannot
stop at those with householdhcomes at or above median incom&here is an increasing awareness in
the Capital Region municipalities of a growing humber and diversity of households with below median
incomes living or wanting to live within their boundaries. There is an insuffisigutly of affordable

lAffordability is defined as shelter cost being at or below 30% otarénousehold income
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housing inthe region to meet the needegtimated at over51,593 householdy A portfolio of
governmentsubsidized housing options (called Ngiarket Housing) hakeen createdin the region
over a number oflecadesproviding affordaility to a portion of those in neect@rrently 30,493).

How does a municipality prepare to address its challenges in an environment of limited government
funding for additional options, limited flexibility in existing regional resources, possibleilgappport
services and increasing demandPe answer is integrated and strategic planning on arsgional and
regional basis.

Pastneed, demandand planningexercises by individual municipalitippoduced a variety of documents

and information oftenfocused on available funding rather tham assessment dhe comprehensive
needs of the community.These plans and documents were produced by different consultants, using
different definitions and collection processansd done at different times. Theften failedto consider

how existing resources in regions might be leveraged in their plans or how plans of other jurisdictions
might impact theirs.

A regional planning framewoffior NorntMarket Housing based on suibgional planning is neededThe
framework should provide th@pportunity andtools necessaryfor municipalities to participate in a
collaborative assessment of needtmand,supply delivey, capacity building, etcThe objective would
be a planning document that can be presenténl government and other fundersin order to
demonstrate how effective existing resources ane meeting current needhow their effectiveness
might be enhancedo meet future needand how best to allocate new funding to produeglditional
options of theright type in the right locatiorthroughout the region.

The Province has expressed its interest in being more involved with the municipalities, keyydeliver
agents such as Management Bodies and other community stakeholders intelomgstrategy
development. SubRegional models for planningill allow participation by aroad range of key
stakeholders whose input is most needed. Idgvinput into planning developgreater buyin when
implementation and delivery need to be donén integrated and strategiegional planbuilt from the
grassroots upwill have a significant influence on government funders and their willingness to support
the initiatives identified as best serving the region.Through the frameworkexisting SudRegional
planning models canébenhanced or new models developed to achieve the desired results.

The Province is on board, municipalities have expressed the need for and interest in more effective
planning. Somehaveindicated they are waiting for the regional framework before theggeed with

future planning. Tey see a regional process away to share costsproduce comparable data and
informationand to have a greater influence achievinghe distribution of resourcedn theregion. The
challenges include determining who Wiad the sukregional planning efforts and where to find the
resourcedor the process.

The local Management Body would appear to be a logical consideration as the entity to lead sub
regional planning. They are existing agencies, established byrthéce,through which funding can

22009 Figure from CRB Housing Plan. Assumed to have increased along with population growth in Region.
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easily be channeled. In most cases their membership is representative tbe subregiom a
municipalities. They have established working relationships and industry connections locally, nationally,
and internationally. &me currently limit their mandate to housing for seniors, but the Province is
encouraging them to expand that mandate.

Thisdal yIF ASYSy (i madRRas éxigted[in$he Reéluc SBegion for a number of years with
the Leduc Foundation as lead. idtviewed as a best practice modelfted a study to determine an
appropriate model for the Strathcona S#egion, the two municipalities amalgamated three
management bodies into one amdandated thenew Heartland Housing Foundation to lead their Non
Market Housing planning. They are currently developing their swkgional planning process. This
could present a pilot program opportunity for the CRB in development of a regional framework.

Summary

The conplexity of housing challenges is growing daily.order to meet the housing challenges future
growth will present, there must be an equal emphasis on planning for Market Housing, Market
Affordable Housing and NeMarket Housing. Ambassadors and Chamgiormust come forward from

the Province, Municipal Councils, communities, delivery agents, and industry ready to build healthy
communities by planning for future housing challenges. Tlaebassadors andhampions must be
prepared toengage irthe difficult process of assessirge effectiveness of existing programs, setting
priorities for enhancing effectiveness, guiding implementation and delivery and developmgunity
acceptance of housing diversity as a contributor to community health.

Adoption of he recommendations in th®ur Affordable Futurétamework and moving forward on the
following recommendations will go a long way to realizing the vision of the CRB Housing Plan.
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Recommendations

1. The Capital Region Boardshould lead the development and
implementation of aRegional Planning Framework for Market Affordable
and NonMarket Housing.

The Frameworlshould informthe creation of a regional ten (10) year rolling housing plan based
on subregionalrolling housing plans created by stdgional planning committees.

2. A Standardized SuRegional Planning Tool should be developed and
adopted for reporting purposes by each subgion.

This willallow for subregional plango bein similar formats poviding for effective integration
into a regional plan. This could be as part of the Framework development in recommendation
#1.

3. Regularly Scheduled, Standardized Needs Assessm&misild be carried
out.

Need, demand andupplystudies are the found&in of planning. Itis recommended that these
studies be carried out at least every five (5) years. They should be done at the same time in all
subregions This will enhance compatibility and comparison of findings on a regional basis.
Consideration lsould be given to carrying these out at times when needed census and other
data become available. They should also be carried out using standardized assessment tools
and formats that will feed appropriately into the standardized planning format suggedsted
recommendation #2 above.

4. ¢KS ahdzNJ ! FF2NRE 6t S Cadzii dzNB € shauldve] S Ay
implemented.
As planning for the future delivery of Market Affordable and Mdarket Housing is
implemented there will be an even greater need to educate aathmunicatein an effort to

gain support for innovative approache®evelopment of the Marketing an@ommunications
Planhas beerinitiated and needs to be launched as soon as possible.
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2 Scope of Environmental Scan

In the implementation plan of the R@®nal Housing Strategy section of the CRB Housing Plan there is a
recommendation that six sulegions be established for nemarket and market affordable housing
planning purposes.The diagram below provides a visual of the geographic boundaries ofapi¢alC
Region Boardnd the six sulbegions
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NB: The following names will be used throughout this document to refer to timelividual

sub-regions. The SubRegion Name should be interpreted to be inclusive of all municipalities in
that sub-region.

SubRegion Name
Leduc SulRegion

Municipalities in SubRegion
Leduc CountyCity of Leduc, Beaumont, Devon, Calmar, Thorsby, Warbu

Parkland SukRegion Parkland Countywabamun, Stony Plain, Spruce Grove

Sturgeon SulRegion Sturgeon County, StAlbert, Morinville, Legal, Bon Accord, Redwat

Gibbons
Strathcona SukRegion Strathcona CountyFort Saskatchewan
Lamont Sul=Region°‘ Lamont CountyBruderheim, Town dfamont

Edmonton SukRegion Edmonton

® The municipalities of Mundare, Andrew, Chipman are not pithe CRB and are not included in Lamont-Sub
Region defined herein and were not included in the scan.
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In January 20126 KS @Ga9RY2y 2y | NBI [ 2YYdzyAGe tEtHnymp2gy | 2
OKSNBAYI FOSNI NBFSNMBiRgt § 2 yEA GKS WBRE2USRY (0 KNR dz3K
CRB considers the EdmontstousingPlan to contain sufficient information for its gasses on the

Edmonton SukRegion.

Therefore the focus of the work done on this environmental scan wwagather informationon the
other five subregions. The detailed findings on each of the five-isgions ae found in Appendices B
through Fto this document. The EdmontoHousingPlan may be viewed atww.homewardtrust.ca
Various sections of thisnvironmental scarhave drawnon information from the Edmontortdousing
Plan as required.

The environmentascan was to give consideration to the following areas as they affectmarket and

market affordable housing planning and delivery: housing policy; housing plans; legal agreements;
mandate/authority of delivery agents; client groups served and how; matof support services
provided across the housing delivery organizations and gaps; supply of housing to meet household size
needs and income affordability; challenges and opportunities in the development a regioyaki0
rolling housing plan.

3 Current Hou sing Landscape

The environmental scan process provided the following insights into the existinmmaddet and market
affordable housing landscapé.or more detailed information on what the scan identified please see the
subregional profiles ilppendices B through F of this document.

3.1 Regional Growth

If one compares the 2006 federal census figures with those of the 2011 ¢eénsugvident that the

type of population growth projected in the 2009 CRB Housing Plan has been occurring in the region. The
average annual growth rate for the municipalities in the subjectragions is 2.4% as shown in the
table below.

Table #1- Changein Populationsince 2006¢ Federal Census Numbers

SubRegiors Census 2006 Census 2011 Average
Annual Rate
of Growth
since 2006

LeducSubRegion 48430 61,130 5.24

Parkland SukRegion 61,775 72,495 3.47

Sturgeon SukRegion 90,690 97,720 1.55

Strathcona SulRegion 97,465 111,540 2.89

Lamont SubRegion 6,825 6,800 -0.07

Edmonton SukRegion 730372 812201 2.24

Totals All SubRegions 1,035557 1,161,886 2.44
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The CRB Housing Plan predicated that the population number for the region would be 1,218,231 by the
end of 2014. If one applies the average annual growth rate of 2.44% to the 2011 census numbers and
projects to 2014 you reach a population number of 1,509, well in excess of the CRB Housing Plan
projection.

There is going to be continued growth in the Capital Region and it will probably exceed the projections
of the CRB Housing Plan. Municipalities must recognize that this growth will continue tntpres
opportunities and challenges going forward to the economic viability and health of their communities.
Demand for diversity of housing and related support services will be felt throughout the region.
Planning for normarket and market affordable housj must be done so as to take advantage of the
opportunities and find solutions to the challenges that will arise.

3.2 Stakeholders

Planningfor and delivery of normarket and market affordable housing requires strong partngrshi
involving government, indas/, non-profit organizations and the private sector. Working together on
affordable housing makes the Alberta Capital Region a better place to live, work and @eutions
4.2.1 through 4.2.7 provide an overview of tkey st&keholdersin the CapitaRegionidentified through
the scan

3.2.1 Federal and Provincial Governments

Nonmarket housing is defined dsousing operated, funded, or created through direct government
subsidies The Federal and Provinciatders of governmenhave been the primargources of those
subsidies, through a variety of programusd funding agreementsThere id~ederalProvincialbwnership

or unilateralProvincialownership ofmost ofthe Community Housing units and Seniors -Selhtained
units in the region. The Province owns somehaf Supportive Living (Lodge) facilities in the regien
well. Capital grants are provided fapnstruction of Affordable Housing units. Funds habeen
allocated to municipalitie$or housing purposes through such programs as the Municipal Sustainability
Initiative. Operating, rent and other subsidies are provided to a number ofprofit organizations to
make rents more affordable and for the ptision of related support services in some facilities.

These orders of governmeatre the source of funding that makes it possible for housing providers to
address the affordability issueand some of the support needsf lower income households in the
region. Current funding agreements will expire and could pose a significant risk to thearkat
housing portfolio in the region.Negotiations are currently underway regarding devolution of more
housing responsibility to the Province from the Federal €gsoment. The outcome could have a
significant effect on the delivery of nemarket housing in Alberta.

The Provinciajjovernmentsees the municipal government as the order of government that will be most
familiar with local housing needs. There is ar@nt interest in having integrated planning at the
municipal and regional levels to help identify housing priorities in the proviite. Province is facing a
LIS NR 2eRperBefedudioné 0 dzR IThay Wil Eedeeking innovative approachesallocdion of
available resources.
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The Province established thleapital Region Boarépproved the CRB Housing Plan and supports that
tflyQa STT2NIaA (261 NRa NBIA2Y It Lkslaywsyxo/hdlp theyh K 2 dzd A
continue to provide neded funding in the most effective way.

The Province establishes Management Bodies (by Ministerial Order) totepgoaernmentowned
housing and administer other programs such as rent supplement.

3.2.2 Municipal Governments

The housing role ahost municipalgovernments has historically been limited to regulatory and zoning
functions(i.e. leasing of land, property tax exemptions, zoning incentives, density bonuses,Tétose
with Community Housing units in their municipalities have in the past contribuie to ten percent
(10%) towards the capital construction costs and operating deficifShose with Supportive Living
(Lodge) facilities are subject to requisitions for lodge operating deficits.

Growth in the Capital Region has resulted in housing isbeegg) a regular item on many municipal
council agendas

Municipalities are being challenged to promote Market Affordable Housing in their commuagias
economic driver.¢ KS / w. NB OSylidz8) INBT 5NIRIGREWSKoGaaitedeNBich
encourages and shows how Market Affordable Housing can be provided.

There are examples of municipal ownership of lodges, community housing, affordable housing, etc.
Some are direct ownership by the municipalities; others are through municipalihed ron-profit

corporations. The City of Edmonton will become the owner of most of the Community Housing units
within their boundaries as the land leases they granted the Province expire a number of years from now.

Municipalities are being challenged to exy their non-market housing role. The Province has
allocated funding for housing to some municipalities and requested that the determination of how to
allocate that funding be made at the municipal level. The CRB Housing Plan proposes that
municipalites participate irsubregional planning, then in regional priority setting.

The municipalities in the region are at different points in their readiness and capacity to respond to
these challenges. Common barriers identified in the scan, especially dgrsmahicipalities were:

9 Lack of resources (funding, staffing, etc.) to carry out need and demand analysis
1 Lack of servicefmedical/dental, shopping, transportation, etcjeeded by low income
householdsr even to attract new households the community

3.2.3 Capital Region Board

The Capital Region Board is a regional partnershipr@fty-four (24)Y dzy A OA LI t AGAS& Ay | f
Region.¢ KS / w. Q& pboh@tes th& membek nfunicipalities to establish regional partnerships

in key priority areas fogrowth, recognizing the positive benefits of shared development, infrastructure

* A number of years ago the Province forgave this contribution for many of the Community Housing units in the
Province. Some municipalities decidedcontinue their contributions and directed the funding towards other
non-market housing options.
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and policy frameworks. One of those key priority areasgiowth is lousing and a CRB Housing Plan
has been developed and approved by the ProvinGke Plarsuggests the inlpmentation of a new
approach to planning for nemarket housing and that a concerted effag made to distributenon-
market housing more equitably throughout the regiofhe Housing Plamvorks towards accomplishing
its vision through its Regional Hougi@ommittee.

Initiatives arising from the CRB Housing Plan to date include

A Market Affordable Housing Policy Framewaikh dzNJ ! ¥ F 2 NR Buildin$ Strénggi dzNB
I 2YYdzyAGASa Ay dtKsSrepdriid e (platform ir@rwhizhytie CRB Iviiase
efforts to encourage the development of more Market Affordable housing in the Region

A Marketing & Communications Programh dzNJ ! T F 2 NRthedfdurlationdzdbdagisné
wide public relations prograrwas developedvith the aim of encouragingoublic acceptanceof
the need for a broader range of affordable housing types and tenure to support population and
employment growth in the Region. The program targets a common objection to development
NIMBYism (Not in My Backyardsm). The funding reqined to launchand sustairthis program
has not yet beersecured

1 ReEnvisionHousing Symposiunt the CRBplans and organizes yearly education and
development session focusing on current housing ¢epio support the goals of the Growth
Plan.

1 Developmenbf a subregional planning framework Working withthe Province, this project is
exploringthe development and implementation of a planning model framework to support the
identification and prioritization of housing needsd supply issuesithin the Capital Region for
non-market and market affordable housing

This environmental scan is the first phase in the development of theegibnal planning framework
initiative.

3.2.4 Management Bodies

Managenent Bodies are established byoRincial mnisterial order. The ministerial order identifies the
members of the management bo&nd defines the housing facilities it is to managel programs it is
to administeron behalf of the orders of government.They operate under authority of the Alberta
Housing Act and the regulations thereto.

There are currently twenty (20) Mnagement Bodies in the regipfourteen (4) within the City of
Edmonton alone Many of those in the City of Edmontamly manage Seniors S€tbntainedHousing
units. SeniorSeltContainedunits are fully funded by therBvince and therefore municipalities are not
typically members of those management bodies.

There areseven (7 Management Bodies in the region thzve one or more municipalities as members

or with the rightto appoint board members If a Management Bodya LJ2 NJi T 2atSapportikey Of dzR S
Living (Lodge) facility it is granted authority by the Province to requisition its member municipalities for

any lodge operating deficit. Therefore the Province appoingsnianicipalities subject toequisiton as

members of the Management Body.
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The Capital Region Housing Corporation is a Managementd@utihe Corporton is the sole member
of the Management 8dy. Although the &/ of Edmonton is not a member it has ée given the
mandate to appoint two individuals totsin the boardof the Corporation t does not manage a lodge
and has no requisitioning authority. Its programs are focused wariety ofclient groups. @&ne ofthe
programs delivered by the Corpdai@n, like rent supplement serveultiple subregions.

The Managementdlies in the region that have one or more lodges as part of their portfolio are:

Greater Edmonton FoundatieEdmonton SulRegion, current focus is seniors

Leduc Foundation EdmontonSulbRegion, current focus multiple client groups

Meridian Foundatiorg Parkland SutiRegion, current focus seniors

Sturgeon Foundatiog Sturgeon SuiRegion, current focus seniors

Heartland Housing Foundati@nStrathcona SuliRegion, current focus multipldient groups
Lamont Foundatiorq Lamont SukRegion, current focus seniors
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The Management Body is an example of how municipalities are already partnering orregmnal
basis. As members of the management body, the municipalities are planning aneridglikiousing
subregionally.

The Provinceis encouraging Management Bodies to consider consolidation of operations where this
would provide more efficient and effective management and administration of its housing and
programs. They are also encouragiknagement Bdies to explore expansion of their mandates to
address multiple client group needs. The Heartland Housing Foundation is the most recent esfample
this, where three existing Managemenwdes consolidated into one with a mandate to address
multiple client group needs.

Management Bodies have become the lead agencies in theegibnal planning modelalready in

place in the Leduc and Strathcona Sgions With their focus on housing and their connections with

the Province, it seemed lagil to have thee Management Bodies ensure that planning occurs. They do
not become the sole planners and delivery agents, but rather facilitate planning by key stakeholders
who determine who best to deliver.

Some Management dglies in the region have panded their mandates from that of property and
program managers for governmentvned housing to that of owning their own housing facilities.
Having been successful in applications for affordable housing grants, some Management Bodies now
own rental housig units.

3.2.5 Not-for -Profit Sector

Non-profit companies are organizations formed to promote art, science, religion, charity or other similar
endeavors, or they may be formed solely for the purpose of promoting recreation for their members.
Nonprofit housingorganizations promote charity by serving lower income households.common
misconception is that netor-profit organization cannot make a profit. Nfutr-profit organizations can
generate profits from their operations, but those profits must beimeested in the objectives of the
organization. No member or shareholder can benefit personally from the profits generated and when
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the organization is dissolved, the proceeds must be directed to another organization with similar
objectives.

There are a large number of nfr-profit organizations serving the housing and support needs in the
Capital Region.They typically address the needs of a specific client group, often with a special need.
They often have support funding as well as hogsiubsidies to meet the needs of their target clients.

This sector includes groups like:

i Habitat for Humanity, providing ownership opportunities to lower income families

1 E4Cc providing housing and a number of programs to address a variety of neets inrer
city neighbourhoods of Edmontaand some rural communities

i Strathcona Schizophrenia Housing Foundagieerving persons with disabilities

1 CTD Housing Solutions Ewomon Ltd. ¢ The HOME Progranproviding homeownership
education and down paymentaistance to lower income households

The scan identified at total nine (9) such agencies outside the City of Edmonton. The City of Edmonton
number was not identified in the Edmonton Housing Plant probably exceeds seventy (70)These

agenciestend t(K S | LI aa4A2Yy FTARIZGESANISHANBDIAIEAANBYAL

resources, and attract charitable donations to their causes.

It was indicated in the scan that the biggest challenge these organizations face in the current
environment ifunding to meet the increasing demand for their services.

Municipalities also use ndor-profit companies for housing purposes. Two examples of this were
identified in the scan:

T 12YS9R A& GKS 2LISNY GAy3 vy l-profit hdudnhioipdtadion/ Pheye 2 F
own a portfolio of noAmarket rental housing. Administrative services for the corporation
provided byY SY 6 S NB 2 Fadministation. AMogge and other subsidies make these
units affordable. The City of Edmonton is Hude shareholder in this corporation.

1 The Pioneer Housing Non Profit Foundation is owned by Strathcona County, and holds title to
some projects managed by the Heartland Housing Foundat®®mathconaCounty is the sole
shareholder of this organization.

3.2.6 For-Profit Sector

The housing need of eighpercent(80%) of households in most communities is typically met by private
market housing. The privateo 2 fdpriHitQ sector also plays a key role in the provision of Market
Affordable and No#Market Housng in the region. It is private developers that will work with the
municipalities to produce entrevel ownershiphousing. The CRB3ur Affordable Futuréramework
provides a tool for both the developers and the municipalities to use.

Privatelandlords partner with government in rent supplement programs, turning market units inte non
market housingoptions If there is no housing supplsent supplement programs do not work. In the
current low vacancy market, the interest of landlords in peogs such as rent supplement can decline.
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However, many landlords who have been participating in the programs for some time seem to have a
commitment to continued participation. Low vacancy rates provide an opportunity for increasing rents
and rent incr@ses put pressure on programs with limited funding.

3.3 Non-Market Housing Provision

As mentioned above, the private sector typically provides houtiag is accessibléo eighty (80%)
percent of households. The other twenty (20%) with lower incomes daafiord market housing
options.

Recognizing this gap, governments have provided income support and hcusegly programgo
address some of the variety of needs in this sector of the populatiocome Support provides financial
benefits to individials and families who do not have the resources to nakbdftheir basic needs, like
food, clothing and shelterHousing subsidy progranastempt to address the shelter needs of a variety
of groups includingthe homeless and those at risk of homelesssieincome support recipients;
students; seniorsthose with special needs; those unable to transition to better employment; those
transitioning to better employment; etc..

Housingoptionsprovided through direct government subsidiaie known adNon-Market Housing.

3.3.1 Households Currently Served
Here is a table showing theumber ofhouseholds served through nemarket housing options in the
region as identified in the scaand the Edmonton Housing Plan

Table #2¢ Households Served by NeMarket HousingOptions

Housing Program Leduc | Parkland | Sturgeon | Strathcona | Lamont | Edmonton | Total
Sub Sub Sub Sub Sub Sub Served
Region | Region Region Region Region Region
Affordable Housing 205 178 178 129 0 6,103 | 6,793
Community Housing 42 0 2 0 2 4,244 4,290
Cooperatives 0 90 93 110 0 1,245| 1,538
Habitat For Humanity 3 14 35 24 0 100 176
Rent Supplement 188 54 73 35 3 5,200 5,553
Secondary Suites 0 0 75 10 0 528 613
Seniors Sel€ontained 170 135 113 158 36 1,500| 2,112
Shelters / Transitional 0 0 0 35 0 2,050 2,085
Supportive Living 181 57 256 238 36 5,200 5,968
(Lodge)
Other (group homes, 0 37 36 192 0 1,100 1,365
special needs)
Totals 789 565 861 931 77 27,270| 30,493
2009 Total 701 491 728 731 77 20,079 | 22,807
Net Change Since 2009 +88 +74 +133 +200 0 +7,191| 7,686
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The scan identified 30,498useholds receiving assistance through market housing programs in the
Capital Region.This isan increase of7,686 householdsfrom the numbers identified in the 2009 CRB

Housing Plan.

developed since 2009 and the addition3700 rent supplerants.

The majaontributors to the increase were som@300 affordable housing units

Just over eightyine (89%) percent of the househol{7,270)are served in the Edmonton Siitegion.
This is an increse from eightyeight (88%) in 2009In that SubRegionit is estimated thatseventyfive
(75%)percentof the householdserved(20,357)are non-senior households Supportive Living (Lodge)
and Seniors Se€ontainedprogramsare targeted at seniors, while most of the other programs have
non-seniors agheir primary target grouppout do serve some seniors as weBenior households served
in Edmonton are estimated at 6,913.

In the SubRegions outside of Edmonton the ratio betwesenior and nosseniorhouseholds serves
significantly differentas shown in the table below

Table #3¢ Non-Seniors Households Served by Sub Region

Leduc Parkland Sturgeon Strathcona Lamont

Sub Region | Sub Region| Sub Region| Sub Region| Sub Region
Non-Seniors Served 54% 41% 43% 50% 3%
currently as %f Total (420) (227) (357) (451) 2)
currentlyServed in Sub
Region
Non-Seniors Served in 50% 52% 36% 34% 3%
2009 as % of Total (350) (257) (265) (246) (2)
Served in Sub Region in
2009

What the scan shows is that there have been significant increases in the number-ofanket housing
options in the region. There has been an increase in the number of options available-semorand
seniorhouseholds in most sulegions, but these déve fallen short of the recommended numbers in the
CRB Housing Plan all subregions except the City of Edmontofnhere was no evidence found that
consideration was given to the CRB targets in any planning associated with the delivery of additional

options since 2009.

3.3.2 Programs & Delivery Agents
K2dzZAAY R dHBAARIAGEEY K& @aa Ay 3T A
government programs. Program funding is provided to a number of delivery agencies.

gives an oveiew of who is delivering these programs in the Capital Region:

Because notY' I NJ S i

0 Aa
The following

i1 Affordable Housingg private forprofit and notfor-profit developers, public noprofits
including Management Bodies, municipalities.

1 CommunityHousing, Supportive Living (Lodge), SeniorLCaelfained; Management Bodies

=

Cooperative HousingCooperatives

1 Rent Supplemerg Management Bodies, Municipalities
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1 Secondary SuitesMunicipalities
91 Shelters/Transitional, Groups Homes, Special NeBdisate notfor-profits

Habitat for Humanity igxclusivelydeliveredin the regionby one notfor-profit organization Habitat for
Humanity Edmonton|t is an affordable ownershimodel. See Appendid for more information. One
other ownership model thlashould be mentioned is the HOME Program. It prepdmsseholdsto
become homeowners through education and then assists qualifying households with dowrentaym
assistance. See Appendi®i more information on this program.

ProgramObservatios:

i Affordable Housing provides rental rates at least ten (1@#pw market. Operators are
supposed to house households from local Management Body waitindilistts This does not
always occur and sometimes those on the waiting list cannot afford the rentsincfease
affordability of these units rent supplement is sometimes provittedualifying residents

Affordable Housing Grant recipients commit to keeping their units affordabieafperiod of

time (typically 1820 years). At the end of that term tlyeare free to do whatever this wish with

0§KS LINBLISNI&® ¢tKSe Ifaz2 KI @S | yThadifiakigkyhatT 2 NJ & S
these units could be lost at some time in the fut@&nonmarket housing options.

1 Rent Supplements are providedrttugh a number of different funding programs. Some provide
a fixed amount of subsidy; some provide subsidiesebdeon income. Some are fundédough
a fixed pool of money and Wiend when that money is expead. Some have egoing funding
allocatiors with annual allocations dependent on the current fiscal environment of the funder.
The number of households served through rent supplement can therefore vary dramatically
from year to year.

1 There is avery significant asset held in tHerm of governmen-owned normarket housing in
the region. The asset is ageing and every effort needs to be made to ensure that it is maintained
S0 it can continue to serve the needs in the regidttential leveraging of the asset to produce
additional housing optionsni the region should also be explored. Planning for both
maintenance and leveraging of the asset needs to be carried out in the concept of integrated
regional planning.

3.3.3 The Right Housing Options in the Right Place s

The location of many nemarket housingoptions has been the result of Provincfahding decisions.
Because of the absence of an integrated regional housing plan, these decisions were based on available
funding and did not look at factors suchahbat already exists in the location, who best to deliver, etc.
Housing options for nosenior households have historically tended to be in centers where needed
supports such as transportation were located. Housing options for seniors have been based on the
principle of allowing seniors to remain in their communities. As communities have gtiogvneed for
non-senior housing options has growas well These householdalso wish to remain in their
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communities. Growing communities also need people to fill g those people want to live close to
their employment.

The location of additional nomarket housing optionsver the past few yearsasalsobeen driven by
Provincial priorities for Affordable Housing Grants and for allocation of rent subsidies.tyPsaiting
was done without the benefit of a regional need and demand study being carried out.

The question this scan cannot answer is whether or not the current portfolio ofnmemket housing
options reflects the desired principle of the right typehafusing options in the right place? That is a
guestion only a regional need and demaanthlysis and an integrated planniagercise can address.

Such an exercise could address the following:

Who are the client groups in need in the region and wheretlaeg located?

What are their current housing and support needs and gaps?

What are the best program options fareeting the needs anfilling the gaps?

Who would be the best delivery agexfor the best programs?

What might need to be done to allodelivery in the best placdyy the best agency?

=A =4 =4 =4 =9

The scan identified a number of municipal and agency plaAgimg documents. In many cases the
principle driving factor for creation of these plans and needs assessmentsovggport an application

for Provincialaffordable housing requests for proposals; or to determine how municipalities would use
funding theProvinceallocated to them for housing purposes. The plans and needs assessments were
done at different times, by different consultants or onjzations using a variety of approaches,
definitions, and reporting formats. This makes comparability of results extremely diffituibt
impossible Compaability is a key component of integrated planninghere is a need for a regional
planning franework that would result in regular planning exercises producing comparable information
from all municipalities allowing for an integrated approach to the provision of-market housing
options.

The scan did identify some existing segional planning mdels for nommarket housing:

i Although unique in that it is a oamunicipality sukregion, he Edmonton SuRegion has
produced regular community plans that have involved extensive stakeholder consultations,
need and demand analysis and establishment a@brjites. The planning and implementation
strategies have developed over many years.

1 In the Leduc SuRegion, the Leduc Foundation (Management Body) serves as thegiobal
planning vehicle. There has lvea pooling of available fun@sd allocation bsed on identified
priority needs in the sulbegion.

i1 In the Strathcona SuRegion Strathcona County and Fort Saskatchewes working on a new
subregional planning model. The Heartland Housing Foundation (Management Body) is to act
as lead in bringinthe key stakeholders together for integrated planning.
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The model for subegional planning can be adapted to meet the needs of anyreglon. However
these models need to producsoordinatedand comparable data that allows regional priorities to be
estaldished and households in need served thgbuhe best available options.

3.3.3.1 Support Services

Sustainable Community Development works toward building a solid relationship between economic
factors and other community elements such as housing, educatiomah&al environment, health and
accessibility. While a range of housing is important to community sustainability, not every community
will have or need each of the housing options located in the commuiityusing options of the right

type for the commurty is based on a number of elements including demographics, regional assets and
community supports. Community services that support addictions, child care, education, employment
health, income, mental health and needed resources (such as food, clotihingaee key components

of a healthy community and integrally linked to the development of these housing optidogever,
keeping in mind that real sustainability is community driven and community led, communities must be
their own champions in strengtimng local supports with regional partnerships and external alliances.

3.4 Market Affordable Housing Provision

The Capital Region Board recently released a market affordable housing policy and implementation
document entitledOur Affordable Future It provides a road map of how to ensure that market
affordable housing is welhtegrated, attractive and of sufficient quantity in the Capital Region
municipalities. It will help stakeholders make market affordable housing a contributor to theegtra

to deal with economic growth expected in the Capital Region.

The Capital Region Board and the municipalities now have a tool to help them develop market
affordable housing strategies in their communities.

Limited information was provided by the muipalities on their current market affordable housing
strategies. Some of the strategies mentioned during the scan process were: land donations; property
tax reductions; zoning changes; and from some of the smaller municipalities, willing to work with
deelopers if they will come.

Little information was provided by municipalities on the number of housing units provided through their
market affordable housing strategies. Secondary suite numbers (613) were the only numbers identified
in the scan. It is aamed that there have been additional units delivered in a number of communities
through one or more market affordable strategies, but the number, location and enabling strategy are
currently unknown.

It is believed that many municipalities are nowiening their market affordable housing strategies as a
result of the recent work on this through the CRB. Future planning should include encouragement of
strategy development, reviews of these strategies showing their results, current effectiveness and
relevancy. A method of sharing the strategies and number of units produced amongst the Capital
Region municipalities should be explored.
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4 Recommendations toward a Planning Framework

The following recommendations are intended to help the Capital Region Board developregguial
planning framework leading to a ten (10) year rolling plan on-mamket and market affordable
housing.

4.1 The Capital Region Board should lead the develop ment and
implement ation of a Regional Planning Framework for Market Affordable
and Non-Market Housing.

For the Capital Region Board to be successful in its vision for the regianKel  NJhahicipayitiesa

must be willing to carry out planning related non-market and market affordable housing. Recognizing
that not all municipalities have the resources or the support services necessary to meet all the housing
needs in their communities, a subgional approach would be strongly recommended.

It is reconmended that the following suggestions be considered in the development and
implementation of such planning models.

4.1.1 Sub-Regional Plans should be 10-year plans with annual updates
In order to achieve a regional ten (10) year rolling plan;ragional planing must focus on the same
timeframe.

More certainty is known for the immediate future, so plans would have more detail on specific goals and
actions in the three (3) to five (5) year time frame and larger picture strategies and objectives going out
to ten (10) years. Annual updates will ensure that implementation strategies are followed up on and
adjustments are made to reflect current conditions and resources.

The plan could include identification of housing and related support needs and gapthevasext 10

year period and the priority of each. The plan could then recommend strategies to address the priorities
including how and by who the components of delivery, ownership, operation and management of
housing facilities and programs should be ashed. The plan could also address awareness strategies
to promote acceptance of nemarket housing as an economic driver in our communities.

The plan will assist municipal councils and other funders in their deliberations over what is to be
approved andfunded. Final acceptance of the responsibility for all or part of delivery, ownership,
operation and management of any facilities or programs would rest with the boards of the applicable
agencies.

4.1.2 Sub-Regional Planning Committees be established to carry out the planning
A committee of key stakeholders should be established in eackregibn to carry out the planning
process. As a minimum there should be representation fitwarfollowing:

1 each municipality in the sutegion
9 the Province
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i the Capital Rgion Board

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

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

bject matter experts would be invited to participateas needed It is recommended that a
municipality or agency in the striegion be given the responsibilitp ifead the planning process. They
would ensure that the planning committee meets to carry out its planning mandate and chair the
committee meetings. This responsibility could be rotated through the committee membership as
deemed appropriate. Having th@anning committee chair be one of the representatives on the CRB
Regional Housing Committee would be a good governance principle.

4.2 A Standardized Sub-Regional Planning Tool should be developed and
adopted for reporting purposes by each sub -region.

Tobe able to develop a regional plan, comparable information and data must be reported in the sub
regional plans. Then in regional planning discussions everyone is talking the same language as priority
setting takes place. Reporting of unique programsasestc. would always bencouragedo educate

others andwouldreceive consideration in the planning deliberations.

The tool could:

provide standard definitionor programs, client groups, ejdo be used

define the type of information and data tme reported on

define reporting formats for the informatiofi.e., templates)

RSTAYS ONRGSNALF G2 (GKS LINAYOALX S 27F GNRIKI
delivery models

1 Identify key stakeholder groups wieinput should be sought

E NE B

4.3 Regqularly Scheduled, Standardized Needs Assessments should be carried
out.

Identifying the gaps that need to be addressed is crucial to planning. Principles of good planning dictate
that this is done on a regular basis so plans can be adjusted to charigingnstances or efforts
enhanced to achieve planned objectives. The goal of regional anctgigmal planning would suggest

that needs assessments should produce comparable information to feed into tmpasable plans
suggested in 2.
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4.3.1 Regularly Scheduled Assessments

For integrated planning purposes it would be ideal if the needs assessments in all municipalities in the
Capital Region were aardinated to happen during the same time frame and at least every five years.
As federal census data on poptibn, incomes and dwellings is crucial to this planning, these
assessments should be timed to have access to that data. There is typically a two (2) year waiting period
before the most current census data is available.

Given that municipalities have lited resources to dedicate to needs assessments, consideration should
be given to carrying out the needs assessments on at least-eegliimal basis. Collaboration by one or
more or even all subegions may also help with resource allocation.

4.3.2 Standardiz ed Needs Assessment Tool
Regional and subegional planning will be more effective if the information on the gaps to be addressed
can be easily compared from municipality to municipality.

A standardized assessment tool could:

provide standard definitins (for programs, client groups, etto be used
define the minimum information and data to be collected

define reporting formats for the information and datiee., templates)
identify potential sources for information and data

identify key stakeholdegroups whaeinput should be sought

=A =4 =4 =4 =4
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be implemented.

It is recommended thathe/ w. Q& RS @S markehn$ anhd cordrifunidations plamontinue and
that it be implemented to ensurecorrect information and encourages community support and
involvement in noAmarket housing.

There is often a significant lack of understanding and/or misinformation, both with politicians and
community residents, about nemarket housing (what it really is dnits beneficial role in a
community). A strategy to raise awareness and provide correct information needs to be implemented.

An ongoing communications/education strategy could:

i provide accurate information on nemarket housing, cliergroups servedhow it helps the
economic development of communities that embrace it, and how to address the challenges it
may present

i encourage citizens to get involved in a variety of way:

serve on existing boards, committees

help form new support service or deliveryawies

makecash donations

make Voluntary Labour donations

© O O O
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o help form housing societies, aips
0 GSRdzOF 1S¢ GKSANI FIFLYAfe&Y FTNRASYRA |yR LR2tAGAC
1 encourage politicians and key municipal employees to support housing initiativesegiamal
and regional planing
1 provide information reports on progress and best practices in region and elsewhere

5 Opportunities / Challenges / Roles

tKAa SYGANBYYSYGlf ao0ly Aa (GKS 7FA N#gionallgkmniags Ay /
framework for nommarket housing.

The purpose of the scan and this report is not to create the framework, but to provide an understanding
of the current environment and the opportunities and challenges it presents to the Capital Region
Board, the Province, the Municipalities in the mgi the delivery organizations and other related
stakeholders.

It was evident during the scan that the majority of stakeholders are anxious to see thegiahal
planning framework developed, often wanting to make the scan phase into the developtnase p
Great opportunities exist for the various stakeholders.
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The opportunity exists for the CRB to take on the lead role in development and implementation of an
integrated planning strategy for namarket and market affordable housing. The existing governance
structure and working relationship between the CRB, Bimevince and the municipalities positions the
CRB tdoe an effective ceordinator of the integrated planning strategy.

The most significant challenges to the CRB and an integrated planning strategy include:

9 establishing acceptable processes and criterrarégional priority identification

i1 determining fow to achieve participation by all municipalities in selgional planning

i creating an acceptable balance between identified priority needs/expectations and available
funding

i creating a sustained effort to Edate/Communicate the positive messages around diversity of
housing in communities as an economic driver and contributor to healthy community
environments.

9 allocatingfunding and resources to the project and-gaing role

The role of the CRB going forwlashould include leading the development and implementation of an
integrated planning framework that promotes swbgional planning and leads to a regional ten (10)
year rolling housing plan. Components of that role could include:
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i identifying/developing, in consultation with key stakeholders, suvdgional planning models and
present such to municipalities for their consideration

9 encouraging all municipalities to become participants in agional planning process.

i creating, in consultation with key staholders, templates for planning and needs assessments
that will result in the production of documents that will contribute to desired integrated
planning and priority setting

i participatingin the work of all sulsegional planning committees to shareegional perspective
and to help guide the production of the plan to desired integrated planning formats

i creatinga multifaceted Education/Communications strategy to address identified education and
communication needs

i leadnga process for identification of innovative funding models
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The Province of Alberta is a strong supporter of housing as a contributor to healthy communities. The
Province encourages planning for houseigthe local level. They recognize that municipalities and
housing delivery agencies are closest to the client groups being served. The development of a regional
ten (10) year rolling plan presents the opportunity for the Province to have at tool toithatiieve its
housing mandate and to better plan for long term funding requirements. It also provides an excellent
forum for discussion on the overall delivery of housing.

The most significant challenge for the Province will be how to address the gapdrethe need that

will be identified and the available funding to address the need. A ten (10) year rolling plan will be a
constant identifier unmet needs. Loigrm planning is also a strategy that is difficult for governments

to commit to.

The roleof the Provinceshould include:

1 continuingto fund nonmarket housing options through flexible and innovative approaches
1 participatingwith and provide funding for CRB roles identified above
i1 beingan active participant in the regional and stégional planning processes

5.3 Municipal Opportunities/Challenges/Role

The development of an integrated planning model for the Capital Region will provide the greatest
opportunities to the Municipalities. Tdbse that already have a subgional planning model it will
provide additional tools to help them achieve their objectives. To those who are currently looking at
creating sukregional planning models it will provide tools that will allow them to redliet goal faster

and with greater confidence in its success. To those who are not sure-iegiamal planning is for
them it will provide better information to assess patrticipation in such a process.

The main challenges that will face Municipalitieslude:
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acceptance of regional priority setting

possible allocation of funding and resources tegming planning and delivery

commitment to longrange plans is sometimes difficult for governments
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The role of Municipalities should include:

i participation in subregional planning through allocation of resources as needed

1 identification ofkey representation from the sutegions to participate with the CRB in carrying
out itsroles as identified above

i advocacy byMunicipal representativesitting on the subregional planning committee$or
housing with other politicians including MPs, MLAs, other Municipal Council members in the
region and provincially

1 encouragment of subregional planning committees to develop education/communication
strategies for the sulegion, building on the work that will be done by the CRB

5.4 Delivery Organization Opportunities/Challenges/Roles

Delivery of normarket and market affordable and related support services is not and cannot be done by
one organization. It takes a variety of organizations to provide the housing and support services need by
the diversity of client groups to be served. Integrated planning will present opportunities and
challenges to the providers.

This will be an opportunity for those who deal with the day to day delivery of services to the client

INRdzLJA G2 &AKFINB ¢KIFG 62N] as ¢ K lthithe Rianfets vt dlecisien K | {
makers. It is an opportunity to show how various program can contribute to effective delivery with

limited resources. It is also an opportunity to learn what others are doing and to perhaps improve their
program delivery.

When all the planning is done, the delivery organizations are the ones who must be relied on to develop
and operate housing units and needed support services.

The challenges delivery organizations may face include:

1 acceptnce ofsubregional and regionalriority setting for available resources
i1 acceptance of possible recommendations for restructuring of their existing programs
i acceptance of possible recommendations for expanding their current mandate

The role of delivery organizations should include:

i effective and efficient delivery of their existing programs
i participation in the subregional planning process including:
0 identifyingchallenges their existing programs face and potential innovative solutions to
those challenges
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0 helping to determine capacity ottheir organization to achieve delivery of planned
programs in mulple communities
0 providinga voice representing target client groups at the planning table
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Appendix A z Glossary of Terms

The following definitions will assist the reader in the interpretation of a number of terms/references
made throughout the sulbegional profiles.

Affordable Housing Program¢ KS t NP GAYy OS 2F ! f oSNIIQa ! FF2NRIFIo6f S
capitalgrants for the construction/acquisition of rental housing units. Grant recipients are required to
provide rents that are at least 10% below market. Units are targeted at households with incomes at or
below CNITS. There are no operating subsidies faethaits.

Community Housing Program ¢ KS t NP @AY OS 2F 1§ o0SNIFQa /2YYdzyAd
subsidized rental housing to leincome households who cannot afford private sector accommodation.
Applicants whose income falls below CNITS are eligibsoply. Management and tenant selection is

delegated to the local housing operators (usually a Management Body). Applicants are given priority
based on need, as determined by income, assets, and current housing condition. A tenant's rent, which
includes heg water and sewer expenses, is based on 30 percent of a household's adjusted income. The
tenant is responsible for electricity, telephone and cable television, as well as any additional services

they may request (i.e. parking). Operating deficits are -shstred with Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation. The units are owned by one of the orders of government.

CNITS (Core Need Income Thresholddocal income limits are established each year by Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporatiohlouseholds wittannual incomes equal to or less than CNIT are said
to have insufficient income to afford the egoing costs of suitable and adequate rental units in their
area. Incomes below this level may be eligible for various rental subsidy programs.

Habitat for Humarty Homes- Under this program housing units are built using cash and material
donations as well as voluntary labour. When completed the units are sold to qualifying working low and
moderate income households. The household is provided an interest foegage and the mortgage is
FY2NIAT SR (2 wp:r 2F (KS K2dz2aSK2f RQa AyO02YSo 2 KS
sold back to Habitat for Humanity and another qualifying household receives a place to live.

Home Program- The HOME Program helps low income people become homeowners, through
education, financial assistance and emaone counselling. The education component is open to
anyone interested in owning a home. Participants do not have to be first time buyers andéowe
buyers.

Low income buyers (below CNITS) who have completed both education sessions can apply for down
payment assistance

Housing Ceperative - Housing ceops are membepwned and controlled organizations. The monthly
housing charges are set byettmembers to cover the costs of running the@m Governance is about
the overall direction of the cop and is the job of directors and members of theam Ceops are
democratically run and each member has a vote. A member's right to live in #bpisgrotected.
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A member can live in a aap for as long as he or she wishes as long as he or she follows the rules (by
laws) of the ceop and pays his or her housing charge (rent) on time. Houshaogps@an also be strong
communities, where members actily participate in the business of the-op. In addition to standard

tasks such as approving the annual budget, members often share maintenance tasks (e.g. lawn care).

Other Nonprofit ¢ Nonprofit organizations providing rental housing at rents below kearates who
do not receive housing subsidies from government.

Provincial Private Nosprofit Program - This program provides monthly subsidies to #mofit
organizations to cover operating deficits, including a reserve allocation and the mortgag@adranail

interest payment based on eligible capital costs. Individuals who currently occupy a crowded or
inadequate dwelling would be eligible for housing in these units owned by privatemdih groups.

The operating deficits are coshared with Canadilortgage and Housing Corporation. Rents are based

2y on LISNDSyild 2F || K2dzaSK2f RQa | R2adzaiSR AyO02YSo

Market Affordable Housingz! & RSTFAYSR Ay GKS /w. Q& | 2dzaAy3 tfly
or ownership housing that is modest in form and spedificaand is capable of being produced for
moderate income households without upfront or ongoing direct government (e.g. through regulatory
change, efficient design, tax incentives, etc.). Generally it applies to households earning moderate
incomes (i.e. btween 100% and 150% of the median income for their household size).

Non-Market Housing- Housing operated, funded or created through government funding requires
direct capital or operating subsidies to enable rents or ownership costs to be affordalilege at or
below median income.

Rent Supplement Programs A subsidy is provided to reduce the market rent for a household with
income below CNITS. There are a variety of rent supplement programs, some providing subsidies
directly to the landlord, otherslirectly to the tenant. The subsidy can be a fixed rate or based on the
income of the household. Typically these subsidies are funded by the province and administered by a
Management Body

Rural and Native Housing ProgranThis Provincial Program fundelget construction of a small number
of housing units throughout Alberta. The units are now typically rented out by Management Bodies in
the same manner as the Community Housing Program defined above.

Secondary Suites PrograrmFunding or incentives providefor the development of an additional self
contained living unit within an existing single family dwelling.

Seniors SeiContained Program- This Province of Alberta program provides apartment type
accommodation to low and moderaiecome seniors who arfunctionally independent with or without

the assistance of existing community based services. A tenant's rent, which includes heat, water and
sewer expenses, is based on 30 percent of a household's adjusted income. The province owns most
apartments undethis program, and any operating deficits are fully funded by the province.
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Management and tenant selection are delegated to the local housing operators (typically a
Management Body). Senior citizs whose income falls below ISl are eligible. Appliots are
prioritized on the basis of need.

Shelters- Temporary places for people to live until more permanent housing is foundenmfargency
shelteris a place for people to live temporarily when they cannot live in their previous residence, similar
to homeless sheltersThe main difference is that an emergency shelter typically specializes in people
fleeing a specific type of situation, such as natural or imeatle disasters domestic violenceor victims

of sexual abuseA more minor difference is that people staying in emergency shelters are more likely to
stay all day, except for work, school, or errands, while homeless shelters usually expect people to stay
elsewhere during the day, returninenly to sleep or eat. Shelters sometimes facilitateport groups

and/or provide meals.

Supportive Living LodgeSupportive living settings operated under tAéberta HousingAct (usually by
a Management Bodywhich are designed to provide room and board for seniors who are functionally
independent with or without the assistance of commuHitsised services.

Page31of 106


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homeless_shelter
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Disasters
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Domestic_violence
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sexual_abuse
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Support_group

Appendix B - Leduc Sub Regional Profile

The Leduc SuRegion incldesLeduc County and the municipalities of City of Leduc, Town of Beaumont,
Town of Devon, Town of Calmar, Villagerhorsby, and Village of Warburg.

The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the sub region at the time of this study. This profile
offers an overview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:

1

T
T
1
T

current nonmarket and market affordable situation
identified gaps

potential need and demand

regional and suegional partnerships

long term planning opportunitieand challenges.

The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:

1
1

interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in theegibon
interviews and surveys with representatives of identified program providers

1 areview of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies.

Table B1:Response to the Consultation Process

Leduc Thorsby Warburg Program Provider(s) \

1 Director Planning 9 CAO 9 Municipal 9 Director of Families for|
andDevelopment 1 2 Councillors Administrator Habitat for Humanity
1 Long Range Planne 9 Executive Director of

Leduc County Beaumont | Calmar
9 County Manager 9 Development Officer |  CAO 1 Director of Community

and Economic
Development

the Leduc Foundation
1 Representativef
Anderson Builders

Findings:

1 the Leduc Sub Region has experienced the evolution of an effective model for sub regional, non
market housing planning and delivery in the form of the Leduc Foundation

1 as members of the Foundation, the municipalities have supported the expansion of the
C2dzyRIFGA2yQa YIYRFIGS 2@SNIJ I ydzYoSNI 2F &SI NA
communities

1 as a result of the confidence in the work of the Leduc Fotiadathere is no direct delivery of
non market housing programs by the municipalities

1 because some of the municipalities in the SRégion have experienced success with policies

and incentives related to the development of market affordable housing optitirere is
potential to further encourage this with best practice models
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1 while there is a perception of a housing shortfall across the Sub Region, a needs assessment is
required to provide the evidence to support that and funds must be made availablenguct
the study

1 if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housing the data suggests that as many as 3,367 households in tire§ion would be
in need of housing

B1: Current Housing Situation

The infomation on the current housing situation, both nomarket and market affordable, is based on
consultation with municipalities and housing providers and research of the websites of additional
private sector housing providers.

B1.1 NonMarket Housing

A range of nommarket housing providers were identified in the SRbgion through the research and
consultation process. Table B2 provides a snhapshot of the providers, programs delivered, the number of
units within each program and the number served a thme of this report.

Observations:
9 the historical focus on delivery of housing to seniors and non seniors by the Leduc Foundation is
unique when compared to the other Management Bodies in otherBegdions
1 as a result of the confidence in the work tetLeduc Foundation, there is no direct delivery of
non market housing programs by the municipalities
the local FCSS is seen as the primary coordinator of support services in {Re@@ab
from 2006 to 2012 the Community Housing portfolio decreased bgi& while there has been
a significant increase in the number of Rent Supplement units (+162 units)
1 GKS mod ! FF2NRIofS | 2dzaAy3 dzyrda FRRSR (2 GKS
were supplemented with 66 units developed by a private seoperator
no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or SenieE@eHined units
the Leduc Foundation is the principal administrator of the Rent Supplement program
while homelessness is not demonstrably evident, there is some atecelvidence that it exists

= =4

=A =4 =4
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TableB2: Non Market Housing Providers

Provider \ Provider Description Programs Delivered # of Units # Served
Rental HousingProviders:
Leduc ManagemenBody AffordableHousing 139 249
Foundation Community Housing | 42 113
Rent Supplement 186 307
Senior&elf Contained | 170 172
Supportiveliving 181 193
Anderson Builders PrivateSector Joint Affordable Housing 66 at least 66,
Venture Developer / number
Operator not reported
Capital Region Housin{ Management Body | Rent Supplement 2 at least 2,
Corporation number
not reported
Leduc Regional Terra | Housing Cooperative, Cooperative Housing | O 0
Haven Housing (project in progress)
Cooperative
Total Management Body = 718 786 Beaumont =
Private Sector = 68 163
HousingCooperative = 0 Calmar = 43
Devon = 103
Leduc = 691
Leduc Cty = 28
Thorshy = 24
Warburg = 50
Total = 1,102
Habitat for Humanity | Charitable Habitat for Humanity | 3 at least 3,
Edmonton Organization homes number not
reported
CTD Housing Solutiong Private Non Profit Home Program 0 not reported
Organization (Program
started in
2012 in
Leduc.)

Table B3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the seven hundred and-wiglifg6) rental
housing units identified ifable B2 by:

91 the provider

1
T
)l
T

what is unique about their provision
the primary target group

the number and location of units
the waiting list numbers for the program.

Table B4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offered in the Sub Region.
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Table B5 identifies the increase/decrease in the number of non market housing units between 2006 and

2012.

Provider

TableB3: Non Market Rental Housing Programs

Unigue Delivery

Models / Practices

Affordable Housing= 205

Target Client

# of Units

Units by Location

#on
Waiting List

Leduc Works to set rents| Low to nmoderate 139 Beaumont (Villa 162
Foundation | at 1520% below | income households Beauregard) = 35
market Calmar =8
Devon (Maddison
Manor) = 28
Leduc (The Willows,
Yule Meadows Manor
LeducTerrace,
Connect Crossing) = 6
Anderson Low to noderate 66 Beaumont (Montrose | not
Builders income households Place) = 66 reported
Community Housing = 42
Leduc Low income 42 Leduc =42 included
Foundation households Affordable
Housing
numbers
Cooperative Housing = 0
Leduc Low to moderate Project Leduc =0 not
Regional incomehouseholds under reported
Terra Haven development
Housing
Cooperative
Provincial Private NonProfit O
None 0 0 0
reported
Other NonProfit= 0
None 0 0 0
reported
Rent Supplement 188
Capital Region Low to moderate 2 Devon=1 1
Housing incomehouseholds Leduc=1
Corporation
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Provider Unique Delivery Target Client # of Units Units by Location #on

Models / Waiting List
Practices
Leduc 3year pilot rent | Seniors 65+ 15 Devon (Discovery Placg 3
Foundation supplement =15
program working
with the
Integrated Care
Low to moderate income 171 Beaumont = 3 18
families Calmar =5
Devon =13
Leduc = 142
Leduc County =2
Thorsby =5
Warburg =1
SecondanSuites= 0
None 0 0 0
reported
SeniorsSelf Contained 170
Leduc Seniors 65+ 170 Beaumont (Beauregard| 17
Foundation Manoir) = 12
Calmar (Northern Lights
Apartments and Sunset
Apartments) = 24
Devon (Goldring Manor
Apartments) =24
Leduc (Goldage
Apartments and
Westgrove Apartments)
=90
New Serepta (Sunset
Manor Apartments) = 4
Thorsby (Happy Haven
Apartments) = 16
Shelters =0
None 0 0 0
reported
Supportive Living (Lodge) 181
Leduc Seniors 65+ 181 Leduc (PlanevieRlace) | 46
Foundation =121
Warburg (Cloverleaf
Manor) = 60
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Total # of | Affordable Housing 205 786 Beaumont = 116 247
Units Community Housing 42 Calmar = 37

Cooperative Housing 6 Devon =81

Private NonProfit= 0 Leduc = 464

Other NonProfit =0 Leduc County = 6

Rent Supplement 488 Thorsby = 21

Secondary Suites =0 Warburg = 61

Seniors Self Contained = 170

Shelters =0

Supportive Living 481

Table B4: Non Market Housing Ownership Programs
Provider Unique Delivery Target Client # of Units Units by Location # on

Models / Practices Waiting
List

Habitat for Humanity = 3

Habitat for Low to moderate 3 Leduc=3 not
Humanity incomehouseholds reported
Edmonton

Home Program = 0

CTD Housin¢ Program started in| Low tomoderate None to None to date not
Solutions 2012 in Leduc income households date reported
Ltd.

TableB5: Estimated Change to the Number dfon Market Housing
Units Between 2006 and 2012

Program Generic Change Seniors
Estimated # Estimated #
Change Change
Affordable Housing 205 0
Community Housing -9 0
Rent Supplement 147 15
Secondary Suites 0 0
Cooperatives 0 0
Shelters 0 0
Other (group, special needs) 0 0
Sub Totad 343 15
Total # Changed = 358
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B1.2 Market Affordable Housing
The consultation uncovered litti@formation regarding market affordable housing. Table B6 provides
an overview of:

1 market affordable options identified by respondents

1 incentives provided by municipalities for market affordable housing.

Observations:
1 some of the municipalities in thBubRegion have developed policies and incentives to
encourage the development of market affordable housing

TableB6. Market Affordable Housing

Leduc County Beaumont | Calmar
1 provided flow through | 1 none reported 1 Town policy welcomes | 1 none reported
financing from ACFC tc proposals that include a
support the variety of housing
development of two development options
non market housing

projects

Leduc Thorsby Warburg ProgramProvider (s)

1 City staff work with 9 2012 Residential 1 none reported 1 none reported
agencies to follow their, development plan
plan, flexible land use,| supporting quick
annexed land for and flexible
development responses

7 development fees are
waived on a casby-
case basis

B.2 ' Potential Need/Demand
The information in this section was developed from the consultation with municipalities and program
providers, waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see Tables B7 through B11).

Observations:
9 there is a perception of a housing shortfall across the-Bebion
1 needs assessments have not been conducted due to a lack of funding
1 the Leduc Foundation focuses on delivering a range of non market affordable housing as
opposed to focusingn seniors
1 247 waitlisted applications have been identified across the-Relgion, most of which are from
the Leduc and Beaumont areas
1 the statistical data points to a growth rate of 15.77% across theR&gion between 2006 and
2011
the majority of tre population increase occurred in Beaumont
the median age fluctuated between 32.3 in Beaumont to 41.9 in the County for-R&jibnal
average age of 37.1

= =
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9 in 2011 the critical workforce (aged -B8) was 56% of the population while thel@ age cohort
accounted for 21%
the retiring (65+) workforce increased from 9% to 10% between 2006 and 2011
in 2011, 10% of the population were 65+, 13% were in lone parent families, and 5% were
widowed
1 the majority of households were two person households (35%) vBhlerson households were

the lowest at 11%, showing an increase of 7% over 2006

TableB7: Housing Gaps

Leduc County Beaumont Calmar

9 aware that the 1 additional housing for | 9 none reported |  new housing options /
Leduc Foundation| single parent families stock to meet needs of
has waiting lists and large (5+) moderate income

households families

9 more high density 1 rental housing and
housing and smaller more
apartments for seniors affordable housing
and adults units

1 no assessment of need 1 general mix of housing
for persons on AISH or options needs to be
income support improved
households

Leduc Thorsby \ Warburg Program Provider(s)

9 aware that the 9 affordable rental 9 rental 1 deeply subsidized
Leduc Foundation| housing accommodation| housing for singles anc
has waiting lists |  housing for young for low / families

single persons moderate
income families
and New
Canadians

Table B8 Population by Age Cohort

Age Cohort Leduc County Beaumont Calmar Devon
2006 2011 2006 \ 2011 2006 \ 2011 2006 2011
0-14 2,450 | 2,505 | 2,360 | 3,390 | 455 400 1,390 | 1,425
1524 1,745 | 1,725 | 1,360 | 1,740 | 280 255 815 820
25-34 1,120 | 1,400 | 1,245 | 2,185 | 265 265 1,080 | 980
3544 1,965 | 1,735 | 1,540 | 2,120 | 315 320 935 965
4554 2,445 | 2,520 | 1,530 | 2,015 | 280 315 905 950
55-64 1,615 | 2,015 (580 |1,245 | 195 235 580 725
6574 915 1,060 | 220 | 360 100 110 280 370
75+ 460 575 130 | 225 70 55 275 270
Total Population (#) | 12,715 | 13,535 | 8,965 | 13,280| 1,960 | 1,955 | 6,260 | 6,505
Median Age 41 41.9 315 | 323 342 368 |335 |[352
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Age Cohort Leduc Thorshy Warburg SubRegion
2006 2011 2006 | 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011
0-14 3,190 | 4,995 | 205 | 175 110 145 21% | 21%
1524 2,540 | 3,170 | 110 |55 60 70 14% | 13%
2534 2,325 | 4,410 | 150 | 120 80 110 13% | 15%
3544 2,435 | 3,370 | 125 | 100 75 100 15% | 14%
4554 2,535 | 3,150 | 125 | 115 75 110 17% | 15%
55-64 1,890 |2,550 |90 85 95 95 11% | 12%
6574 980 1,415 |75 65 55 90 5% 6%
75+ 1,065 | 1,215 |60 70 80 75 4% 4%
Total Population (#) | 16,960 | 24,275 | 940 | 785 630 795 48,430| 61,130
Median Age 36.8 34 35.8 | 38 435 418 |[36.6 |37.1

TableB9: Population byMarital Status

Marital Status Leduc County Beaumont Calmar
2006 2011 = 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011
Single 26% 22% 28% 22% | 30% 24% | 29% 22%
Married 62% 69% 63% 70% | 53% 61% |57% 65%
Separated/Divorced | 8% 6% 7% 6% 13% 11% | 9% 9%
Widowed 4% 3% 2% 2% 4% 4% 5% 4%

Marital Status

Single 24% 29% 18% 23% | 20% 28% | 22% 30%
Married 63% 48% 65% 48% | 60% 55% | 64% 53%
Separated/Divorced | 9% 15% 10% 16% | 10% 11% | 9% 11%
Widowed 4% 8% 7% 13% | 10% 6% 5% 6%

Family

Characteristics 2006 2011

TableB1Q Population byFamily Characteristics
Leduc County |

Beaumont

2006

2011

Calmar

2006

2011

D

2006

evon

2011

Couple Families 1,825 1,890 | 1,600 2,245 | 240 265 955 920
w/children

Couple Families 1,665 1,885 | 705 1,180 | 240 210 675 720
w/out children

Lone Parent Familiej 320 330 275 395 90 100 185 245

P
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Family Leduc | Thorsby Warburg SubRegion

- Characteristics 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011
Coupk Families 2,225 3,175 | 115 90 60 85 49% 48%
w/children

Couple Families 1,995 2,790 | 110 110 80 100 39% 39%
w/out children

Lone Parent 740 1,005 |20 30 25 10 12% 13%
Families

TableB11: # of Households by Household Size

Household Size Leduc County = Beaumont Calmar Devon |
2006 | 2011 | 2006 | 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011

1 785 845 225 490 140 170 425 455

2 1,745 1,950 | 785 1,300 | 260 260 775 825

3 685 770 565 920 120 145 440 440

4 1,190 840 1,110 1,085 | 180 125 610 430

5+ 180 565 115 575 25 65 50 245

1 1,465 1,945 | 115 95 70 75 18% 18%
2 2,330 3340 | 135 125 | 95 125 35% 35%
3 1,070 1,695 | 55 50 35 50 17% 18%
4 1,520 1,530 | 80 45 45 35 27% 18%
5+ 140 785 10 25 5 25 3% 11%

B.3

SubRegional and Regional Partnerships

Representatives of the seegional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Tables B12 and B13):
9 existing and potential partnerships within the stdgion and the Capitd&egion

1 Dbarriers to developing partnerships within the stdpion and the Capital Region.

Observations:

1 partnerships between municipalities and leadership of the Leduc Foundation have evolved over
time into a model for the delivery of sefegional housing

9 municipal authorities in the SuBegion indicate they would support housing needs assessment
studies on a subegional basis

1 smaller municipalities appear to feel significantly disadvantaged at the Capital Region level and
guestion the capacity of the Cigl Region Board to improve their housing circumstance

1 the general consensus amongst municipal authorities is that the role of the Capital Region Board
would be to support diversity of housing throughout the SRégion and coordinate learning /
sharing ogportunities
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TableB12 SubRegional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers

Partnerships

Leduc County

1 strong partnership in
place in the region

1 partnered effectively
with Leduc, Town of
Beaumont and Devo
through the Leduc
Foundation

Beaumont

1 partnering with the
Leduc Foundation
has worked very
well

Calmar

1 subregional
partnerships should
be organized by the
CRB

Devon

1 Leduc foundation
serves regional
needs very well

1 partnering with the
County is acceptabils
and shared finding
strategies are
possible

Barriers

Partnerships

9 none reported

1 significant success in
using MSdollars in
partnership with
Beaumont and Devo
for affordable
housing developmen

9 rely on Leduc
Foundation to
facilitate subregional
partnerships

9 willingness of all
sub-regional
municipalities to
continue to
develop
partnerships

Thorsby

1 participate in a
39/20 community
based organization

9 uncertain about
the potential of a
sub-regional
approach to
housing

9 none reported

Warburg

1 participate in a 39/20
community-based
organization
although they have
not achieved any
housingrelated
outcomes to date

9 uncertain about the
potential of a sub
regional approach to
housing

9 unaware of any
significant barriers

Program Provider(s)

9 municipal and
provincial
partnerships have
beenvery successfu

9 envision
partnerships with
corporations,
government,
churches, social
service agencies,
volunteers and
benefactors

Barriers

9 smaller
municipalities feel
disadvantaged in
terms of priority

1 none reported

1 none reported

1 none reported

Page42 of 106



TableB13: Capital Region Partnerships and Perceived Barriers

Calmar

Devon

Partnerships

Leduc County

andpartnership
with the Leduc
Faundation

1 partnerships with
other Capital
Region
municipalities will
develop asub
regions solidify
their approach to
planning and
delivery of non
market housing

| Beaumont
1 active engagement| | re-written land-

use bylaws to
follow CRB
guidelines

1 the CRB needs to
coordinate any
partnerships

1 envisionghe CRB ag
the coordinator of
information sharing,
learning and
networking events,
distribution of funds

Barriers

Partnerships

9 none reported

Leduc
9 see their sub

region as a model

that could be
considered for
other subregions

1 prefer to work with

4 to 5 subregions
becausehey feel
sub-regional
partnerships are
more successful

1 none reported

| Thorsby

1 no potential for
improvement of
the local housing
situation via
partnership with
CRB

1 possibility for CRB
to develop 2
housing advisory
committees to
differentiate
between larger
and smaller
municipalities
within the regions

9 none reported

Warburg

9 minimal potential
for improvement
of the local
housing situation
via partnership
with CRB

1 potential for a
small
communities
housing
committee as part
of the Capital
Region
organizational
structure

1 no significant
barriers

Program Provider(s)

1 envision CRB
providing a way to
coordinate referrals
to and from other
agencies and
municipalites,
coordinating regular
communication
opportunities

1 envision CRB
assistingwith
referrals and
creative gift
programs

Barriers

1 history

1 politics

I bureaucracy

9 mixed success
results on other
partnering
endeavours

1 NIMBY

9 Funding

1 none reported

1 none reported

1 capital funding
1 regular
communication
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B.4 Long Term Planning

Representativesf the subregional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see

Table B14):

1 existing planning documents, projections and / or needs assessments / studies

1

Observations:
1

future plans to conduct studies or develop plans

In general, municipal planning documents are not current
1 The Leduc Foundation has not undertaken a needs assessment on behalf of the sub region
however their business plan does prioritize non market housing consistent with municipal needs

TableB14 Existing Planning anButure Intentions

Leduc County |

Beaumont |

Calmar

|

9 works with the Leduc
Foundation to address
non-market housing
needs

1 no housing plan reportec

1 no projections reported

1 no plansreported o
conduct further studies

1 believe ahousing study
would best be done on
the subregional level

9 will continue with
strategies articulated in
2008 housing plan

1 no current projections

1 a recent needs studyas
done specific to a cop
venture

1 no plansreported ©
conduct further studies

1 no housing plan
reported

9 no projections
reported

1 no plansreported
to conduct further
studies

Thorsby

9 no documented
plan but have had
conversations with
local land owners
and developers

9 no documented
projections but may
need as many as
500 more serviced
lots in the next 10
to 20 years

1 no plansreported
to conduct further
studies

1 no housing plan
reported

9 no projections
reported

1 no plans
reportedto
conduct further
studies

Warburg

1 no housing plan
reported

1 no projections
reported

1 no plans
reported
conduct further
studies

9 no coordinated
housingplanin place

9 no projections
reported

1 no plansreported o
conduct further studies

' Program Provider(s)

1 no housingplanin
place to address need:

1 no projections
reported

1 no plansreportedto
conduct further studies
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Appendix C - Parkland Sub Regional Profile

The Parkland SuRegion includes Parkland County and the municipalities of Spruce Grove, Stony Plain
and Wabamun.

The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the-regfion atthe time of this study. This profile
offers an overview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:

1 current nonmarket and market affordable situation

9 identified gaps

1 potential need and demand

1 regional and susegional partnersltps

1 long term planning opportunities and challenges.

The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:
9 interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in theagion
T interviews and surveys with representativesidentified program providers
1 areview of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies

Table C1:Participation inthe Consultation Process
Wabamun

Parkland County

Spruce Grove |

Stony Plain

Program Provider(s)

1 Managerof 9 General 9 Director of 9 Economic 9 Executive Director
Planning and Manager of Planning and Development of the Meridian
Development Planning and Infrastructure Officer Foundation

Infrastructure 9 Director of
Community

Services of the City
of Spruce Grove
9 Exective Director
of Jasper Place
Health and
Wellness

Findings:

1  Wabamun is the only municipality in the SRlegion that actually delivers non market housing;
this is via the recently developed 6 unit Affordable Housing project

9 municipal authorities have not relied on the local management body (the Meridian Foundation)
for non market housing other than seniors, therefore opportunity exists for the Meridian
Foundation to work with a range of Si#egional providers to address otheon market
housing needs

1 as a result of the success of existing partnerships, there is potential for henetated
partnerships at the SuRegional level

9 if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housng the data suggests that as many as 3,993 households in thR&1ibn would be
in need of housing
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C1: Current Housing Situation

The information on the current housing situation, both nmarket and market affordable, was
developed from consultation with municipalities and housing providers and research on the websites of
additional private sector housing providers.

Cl1l.1 NonMarket Housing

A range of normarket housing providers were identified through the research and consultation process.
The service area includes Parkland County and the municipalities within. Table C2 provides a snapshot
of the providers, programs deliverethe number of units within each program and the number served

at the time of this report.

Observations:
1 only one municipality in the Sub Region actually delivers non market housing; Wabamun has
recently developed and now operates a 6 unit Affordable Housing project
1 the Meridian Foundation (the local management body whose members are the municipalities in
the subregion) is focused solely on the delivery of housing for seniors

9 the Capital Region Housing Corporation delivers the Rent Supplement program
9 a successful homelessness initiative between Stony Plain, Spruce Grove and thePlasper
Health and Wellessprovides local placement and makes referrals to Edmonton
9 there is a diverse array of unique providers who respond to areas of opportunity and need
1 the local FCSS is seen as the primary coordinator of support services in the Sub Region
1 the 178 Afforcable Housing units added to the portfolio since 2006 is delivered by a
combination of Management Bodies, a Sub Regional municipality and private sector operators
1 no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or SeniaC@eHined units
1 while homelessness is not demonstrably evident, there is some anecdotal evidence that it exists
TableC2 Non Market Rental Housing Providers
Provider Provider Description Programs Delivered # of # Served
Units
Rental Housing Providers:
Meridian ManagementBody AffordableHousing 42 50
Foundation Senior&lf Contained 135 140
Supportiveliving 57 59
Capital Regior Management Body Rent Supplement 54 at least 54,
Housing number not
Corporation reported
Anderson Private sectojoint Affordable Housing 103 at least 103,
Builders venturedeveloper / number
Group operator reported
Strategic Private sector develope| Affordable Housing 27 at least 27,
Group /| operator number not
reported
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Provider Provider Description Programs Delivered # Served
Village of Municipality Affordable Housing 6 at least 6,
Wabamun number not

reported

Grove Seniors Housing Cooperative | Cooperative Housing 90 at least 90,
Housing (mobile home number not
Cooperative | development) reported
Association Private NonProfit Group Home 6 6
for Supported | Organization
Community
Connections
| Have a Private NonProfit Group homes 23 at least 23,
Chance Organization number not
Support reported
Services
Rehoboth Private NonProfit Special needs 8 at least 8,
Christian Organization number not
Ministries reported
Total Management Body = 288 551 566

Private Sector = 130

Municipality = 6

Housing Cooperative = 90

Private NonProfit = 37
Habitat for Charitable Organization| Habitatfor Humanity 14 at least 14,
Humanity Homes number not
Edmonton reported

Table C3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the five hundred aronié&t(651) rental
housing units identified in Table C2 by:
91 the provider

)l
1
1
)l

what is unique about their provision
the primarytarget group

the number and location of units
the waiting list numbers for the program.

Table C4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offered in the Sub Region.

Table C5 identifies the increase/decrease in the number of non madketing units between 2006 and

2012.
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Table C3:Non Market Rental Housing Programs

Provider Unigue Delivery Target Client # of Units | Units by Location

# on Waiting
Models / Practices List

Affordable Housing= 178

Meridian Seniors 65+ 42 Stony Plain = 42 13
Foundation
Village of Municipally owned 6 Low to moderate 6 Wabumun = 6 not reported
Wabamun | unit complex income households
Anderson | 103 unit complex: Low to moderate 103 Spruce Grove = 103| not reported
Builders Units 10% below incomehouseholds

market = 83

Units for homeless = 2(
Strategic Low to moderate 27 Spruce Grove = 27 | not reported
group income households
Community Housing O
None 0 0 0
reported
Cooperative Housing 90
Grove Low to moderate 90 Spruce Grove = 90 | not reported
Seniors income households
Housing 55+
Cooperative
Provincial Private NonProfit 37
Association Children / youth 6 Spruce Grove =6 | not reported
for
Supported
Community
Connections
| Have a Individuals facinga | 23 Stony Plain = 23 not reported
Chance variety of mental
Support health challenges
Services
Rehoboth Developmentally 8 Stony Plain = 2 not reported
Christian disabled individuals Spruce Grove = 6
Ministries
Rent Supplement 54
Capital Low to moderate 54 Spruce Grove = 36 | Parkland
Region income households Stony Plain = 18 County =1
Housing Spruce Grove 1
Corporation 14
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Provider Unique Delivery Target Client # of Units | Units by Location | # on Waiting

Models / Practices List
Secondary Suites O
None 0 0 0
reported
SeniorsSelf Contained 135
Meridian 135 Stony Plain=101 | 35
Foundation Spruce Grove = 30
Wabamun =4

Shelters= 0
None 0 0 0
reported
Supportive Living (Lodge) = 128
Meridian Senior65+ 57 Stony Plain = 57 50
Foundation
Total # of | Affordable Housing =178 551 Spruce Grove =298 116
Units Cooperative Housing = 90 Stony Plain = 243

Private NonProfit = 37 Wabamun = 10

Rent Supplement = 54

Seniors Self Contained = 135

Supportive Living = 57

TableG4: Non Market Housing Ownership Programs
Provider  Unique Delivery Model Target Client # of Units Units by Location # on

/ Practices Waiting
List

Habitat for Humanity = 14

Habitat for Low to moderate 14 Stony Plain = 8 not
Humanity incomehouseholds Spruce Grove = 6 reported
Edmonton

Home Program = 0

None Low to moderate None to None to date not
reported income households | date reported
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TableC5 Estimated Change to the Number dfon Market Housing
Units Between 2006 and 2012

Program Generic Change Seniors
Estimated # Estimated #
Change Change
Affordable Housing 136 42

Community Housing 0 0
Rent Supplement 0 0
Secondary Suites 0 0
Cooperatives 0 0
Shelters 0 0
Other (group, special needs) 0 0
Sub Totad 136 42

Total #Changed = 178

Cl1.2 Market Affordable Housing
The consultation uncovered little information regarding market affordable housing. Table C6 provides
an overview of:

1 market affordable options identified by respondents

T incentivesprovided by municipalities for market affordable housing.

Observations:
1 two municipalities in the SuRegion have had some success with policies and incentives to
encourage the development of market affordable housing

Table ®: Market Affordable Housig

Parkland Count Spruce Grove Stony Plain Wabamun Program
Provider(s)

9 none reported |  fundedHabitat for |  none reported| § providesa tax 9 none reported

Humanity and also break

adeveloper for (development

construction of incentive plan) for

affordable housing housing

units construction

projects

C.2  Potential Need/Demand
The information in this section was compiled from the consultation with municipalities and program
providers, waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see TabtbeoughC11).
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Observations:

T
1

= =

the four municipalities display a signditt difference in their perspectives on non market and
market affordable housing needs, gaps and markets

116 waitlisted applications have been identified across the-Relgion, most of which are from
the Spruce Grove and Stony Plain areas

the statisticaldata points to a growth rate of 17.55% across the-Relgion between 2006 and
2011

the majority of the population increase occurred in Spruce Grove

the median age fluctuated between 34.4 in Spruce Grove to 43.3 in Wabamun for a Sub
Regional average agé 89.2

in 2011 the critical workforce (aged -B3) was 56% of the population while thel@ age cohort
accounted for 20%

the retiring workforce (65+) increased from 9% to 11% between 2006 and 2011

in 2011, 11% of the population were 65+, 13% were in Ipagent families, and 5% were
widowed

the majority of households were two person households (38%) while 5 person households were
the lowest at 10% showing an increase of 7% over 2006

Table @: Housing Gaps

Parkland Spruce Grove ’ Stony Plain Wabamun Program Provider(s)
County
1 none 1 housing for families 1 affordable | { existing / T FF2NREF 6 f ¢

reported individuals on AISH an{  housing in available housing housing
income support, lone general does not 1 housing for persons
partners under 35, encourage new with disabilities,
singles under 25 people/families single parent, young
seniors on fixed income to come to the families, income
support with low assets community support/AISH clients

Table @: Population by AgeCohort
Age Cohort Parkland Spruce Grove  Stony Plain Wabamun SubRegion

County
2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011

0-14 6,110 | 5,870 | 4,185 | 5,660 | 2,575 | 2,860 | 10 135 | 21% | 20%
1524 3,770 | 3,790 | 2,850 | 3,610 | 1,740 | 2,120 | 70 60 14% | 13%
2534 2,605 [ 2,705 | 2,905 | 4,410 | 1,575 | 2,045 |75 75 12% | 12%
3544 4,850 | 4,215 | 3,000 | 3,900 | 1,850 | 1,970 |70 75 16% | 15%
4554 5,550 | 5,975 | 2,860 | 3,605 | 1,745 | 2,160 | 100 [ 100 |16% | 16%
55-64 3,780 | 4,580 | 2,095 | 2,810 | 1,240 | 1,740 |70 85 12% | 13%
6574 1,820 | 2,440 | 1,025 | 1,425 | 840 1,100 | 75 80 5% 7%
75+ 770 1,005 | 580 785 830 1,050 | 35 55 | 4% 4%
Total 29,265( 30,580 19,500| 26,205| 12,395| 15,045| 605 | 665 | 61,755| 72,495
Population (#)

Median Age 40.1 | 422 |344 |337 |36.8 |[37.7 |[42.7|43.3|385 |39.2
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Table @: Population byMarital Status

Marital Parkland Spruce Grove Stony Plain Wabamun SubRegion
Status County
2006 2006 2011 2011 2006 2011
Single 25% | 21% |29% |24% |28% |[24% |[31% |18% |29% | 22%
Married 62% | 70% |57% |65% |55% |[62% |45% |64% |56% | 65%

Separated/ | 10% | 6% 11% | 8% 10% | 8% 18% | 12% | 10% | 8%

Divorced
Widowed 3% 3% 3% 3% 7% 6% 6% |[6% |5% 5%

Table @0: Population byFamily Characteristics
Family Parkland Spruce Grove  Stony Plain ~ Wabamun SubRegion
Characteristics County
2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011
Couple Families 4,395 [ 4,340 | 2,805 | 3,620 | 1,660 | 1,785 | 75 80 49% | 45%

w/children
Couple Families 3,715 | 4,215 | 2,150 | 2,935 | 1,345 | 1,865 | 85 85 40% | 42%

w/out children
Lone Parent 735 805 875 1,070 | 520 665 - 25 11% 13%

Families

Table @1. # of Households by Household Size

Household Parkland Spruce Grove  Stony Plain Wabamun SubRegion
Size County

2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011

1 1,380 |[1,570|1,200 |1,710|1,015 |1,335|114 65 |17% 18%

2 3,955 | 4,420( 2,500 | 3,455(1,615 |2,215(135 95 37% 38%

3 1,685 1,785| 1,250 1,735| 745 860 |55 40 17% 17%

4 2,780 |1,870|1,955 |1,810(1,130 |920 |80 30 | 26% 17%

5+ 430 1,280| 170 905 | 115 505 |10 25 3% 10%

C.3  Regional and SuRRegional Partnerships
Representatives of the sufegional municipalities angrogram providers identified the following (see

Tables C12 and C13 below):
9 existing and potential partnerships within the stdgion and the Capital Region
1 Dbarriers to developing partnerships within the stdgion and the Capital Region.

Observations:
1 partnerships at the SuRegion level have been successful although none have been heusing

related
1 municipalities in the SuRegion appear to be interested in stdgional planning as opposed to

regional
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Parkland County

Spruce Grove

Stony Plain

Table C2: SubRegionalPartnershipsand Perceied Barriers

Wabamun

Program
Provider (s)

Partnerships

fexisting
partnerships
include
participation in the
Meridian
Foundation

fpartnerships have
been relatively
successful so there
could be some
opportunity for
housing
partnerships at the
sub-regional level

Parkland County

flexisting partnerships
include participation
in the Meridian
Foundation

fino housing
partnerships are in
place or planned at
this time

fmunicipal housing
partnerships would
be preferred

fisub-regional housing
authorities may be
worth considering

Spruce Grove

{existing
partnerships
include
participation in
the Meridian
Foundation and
working with
Spruce Grove
on the housing
booklet

{lother regional
partnerships
have been
successful

Stony Plain

flexisting sub
regional
partnerships
have focused o
recreation,
emergency
response, etc.

{'some sharing of
information
regarding
housing
opportunities in
the subregion

Wabamun

ffenvision
partnerships
with
municipalities,
provincial
agencies and
other housing
providers

Program
Provider (s)

Barriers

1 political will (no
evidence of need
for nonrmarket
housing in the
County)

9 financial and
political

1 none reported

9 recent failed
negotiations
with Meridian
Foundation on
the
management of
the new
affordable
housing units

9 historical events

9 politics

1 plans that
identify and
support
priority needs

1 willingness of

organizations

to accept
change

risk

politics

= =4

Pageb3of 106




Parkland County

Table C3: RegionalPartnershipsand Perceived Barriers

Spruce Grove

Stony Plain

Wabamun

Program
Provider(s)

Partnerships | 1 envision CRB 1 existing 1 none reported 1 envision CRB | { accepts the
working with the partnerships providing strategy of
municipalities to include opportunities working
focus resources participation in to share together to
and establish the Meridian expertise and respond to
priorities, and Foundation skills and regional
provide best 1 no housing facilitate sub- populations
practice resources  partnerships are regional other than just
and models in place or planning seniors

planned at this 1 subregional 1 CRB might
time planning assist

1 municipal makes the organizations in
housing most sense accepting
partnerships change
would be
preferred

9 sub-regional
housing
authorities may
be worth
considering

Barriers 1 differing priorities | § financial and 9 none reported 9 none reported | T support and
at the municipal political leadership for
level change

1 finances
C.4  Long Term Planning

Representatives of the sutegional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Table Cldelow):

1 existing planning documents, projections and / or needs assessments / studies
future plans to conduct studies or develop plans.

1

Observations:
1 most housingrelated planning documents do not appear to be current
1 Spruce Grove indicates that ttstrategies from the 2008 housing plan have since been acted

upon or set aside
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Parkland County

Table C4: Existing Planning anduture Intentions

Spruce Grove

Stony Plain

Wabamun

Program
Provider(s)

1 no housing plan
reported

1 no projections
reported

9 no housing study
reported

1 no plans
reported to
conduct further
studies or
develop further
plans

1 2008 affordable
housing study

9 no projections
reported

1 no plansto
conduct further
studiesreported

1 an unofficial
initiative is in
place to explore
creation of a
housing
authority,
directly
influencing the
housing market
and/or
partnering with
nonprofit
organizations

1 no projections
reported

9 no plans
reported to
conduct further
studies or
develop further
plans

1 no housing plan
reported

1 no projections
reported

9 no housing study
reported

1 no plans
reportedto
conduct further
studies or
develop further
plans

9 no housing
planreported

9 no plans
reportedto
conduct
further
studies or
develop
further plans
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Appendix D - Sturgeon Sub Regional Profile

The Sturgeon Sub Region includes Sturgeon County and the municipalities of Bon Accord, Gibbons,
Legal, Morinville, Redwater and St. Albert.

The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the-regfion at the time of this study. This profile
offers an oerview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:

9 current nonmarket and market affordable situation

9 identified gaps

1 potential need and demand

1 regional and subegional partnerships

1 longterm planning opportunities and challenges.
The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:

9 interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in theagion

T interviews and surveys with representatives of idéatl program providers

1 areview of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies.

Table D1:Response to the Consultation Process

Sturgeon County Bon Accord | Gibbons Legal

1 CAO 1 CAO 1 CAO 1 CAO

Morinville ' Redwater - St. Albert Program Provider(s)

1 CAO and Director of| 1 CAO 1 Affordable 1 CAO of the Sturgeon
Planning and Housing Liaison| Foundation
Development

Findings:

1 the focus of the management body (the Sturgeon Foundation) is on seniors housing and with
the exception of St. Albert, Stiegional municipalities have not expressed an interest in
delivering norseniors housing

1 the perception that more market affordableousing will be needed in the northeastern portion
of the subregion because of the planned future development of the Alberta Industrial
Heartland requires validation with a needs assessment

1 St. Albert provides financial support to the St. Albert HogiSociety for delivery of Affordable
Housing; as the model evolves there may be opportunity for capacity building to drive further
coordination of services

1 although existing partnerships appear to have been limited to participation in the Sturgeon
Foundaton, the apparent willingness to explore additional SRémgional partnerships is a
valuable starting point

1 if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housing the data suggests that as many as 5,247 holdsein the SuiRegion would be
in need of housing
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D1.  Current Housing Situation

The information on the current housing situation, both rorarket and market affordable, is based on

consultation with municipalities and housing providers and researtheofvebsites of additional
private sector housing providers.

D1.1 NonMarket Housing
A range of normarket housing providers were identified through the research and consultation process.
The service area includes Sturgeon County and the municipalities within. Table D2 is a snapshot of the

providers, programs delivered, the number of @wniithin each program and the number served at the

time of this report.

Observations:

T GKS F¥20dza 27

seniors

iKS

{GdzNAS2y C2dzyRIFI(A2y KI &
the SubRegion have not relied on the Sturgeon Foundation for non mdr&esing other than

5SSy

1 while FCSS is the primary coordinator of support services, the Sunflower Community Resources
Program provides services in Gibbons and Bon Accord
9 sub regional municipalities have not been involved in delivering non market how#timghe
exception of St. Albert who delivers the Secondary Suite and Rent Supplement programs

=a =4

75 secondary suite units were added to the sub regional housing portfolio
the 178 Affordable Housing units added to the sub regional housing portfolio sind &60

delivered by a combination of the local Management Body, private sector operators and
nonprofit organizations

=a =

TableD2: Non Market Housing Providers

no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or SenieC&@eHined units
although some homelessness is acknowledgedughout the sukregion, St. Albert has
identified it as a need in their planning

Provider Provider Description Programs Delivered # of # Served
Units
Rental HousindProviders:
SturgeonFoundation ManagementBody AffordableHousing 48 59
Senior&elf Contained 113 110
Supportiveliving 256 252
St. Albert Housing Nonprofit Organization | Affordable Housing 15 at least 15,
Society number not
reported
Heritage Hills Housing | Housing Cooperative | CooperativeHousing 50 at least50,
Cooperative number not
reported
Liberton Terrace Housing Cooperative | CooperativeHousing 43 at least43,
Housing Caperative number not
reported
Big Pointe Private Sector / Affordable Housing 63 at least63,
Developments and St. | NonProfitProvider number not
Albert Housing Society | Partnership reported
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Provider

Provider Description

Programs Delivered

# of
Units

# Served

City of St. Albert

Municipality / Provider

Secondary Suites

75

at least75,

(delivered via the St. partnership number not
Albert Community reported
Village) Rent Supplement 30 at least30,
number not
reported
Capital Region Housing Management Body Community Housing 2 at least2,
Corporation number not
reported
Rent Supplement 43 at least43,
numbernot
reported
Lo-SeCa Foundation NonProfit Foundation | Residential angrogram | 21 at least21,
supports for number not
developmentally disabled reported
adults
Transitions NonProfit Association | Residentiabndprogram | 15 at least 15
Rehabilitation supportsfor the number not
Association developmentally disabled reported
West Sturgeon Aging in| NonProfit Association | Affordable Housing 52 at least52,
Place Foundation number not
reported
Total Management Body = 462 826 830

Partnerships = 168

Housing Cooperative = 93

| Private NonProfit = 103

| Other Providers:

Habitat for Humanity Charitable Organizatior; Habitat for Humanity 35 at least 35,
Edmonton homes numbernot
reported
CTD Housing Solutions| Private Non Profit Home Program 22 at least 22,
Ltd. Organization number not
reported

Table D3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the eight hundred and tgign{§26) rental
housing units identified in Table C2 by:

91 the provider

what is unique about their provision

the number and location of units

1
91 the primarytarget group
1
1

the waiting list numbers for the program.

Table D4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offered in the Sub Regiie.D5
identifies the increase/decrease in the number of non market raysinits between 2006 and 2012.
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Provider

Table D3:Non Market Rental Housing Programs

Unigue Delivery
Models/ Practices

Affordable Housing= 178

Target Client

# of Units

Units by Location

# on Waiting
List

Sturgeon Seniors 65+ 48 St. Albert (North Ridgg 15
Foundation Place) = 48
Big Lake Low to moderate 63 St. Albert (Big Lake | not reported
Pointe income households Pointe) =63
Developments
West Seniors 65+ 52 Villeneuve (West not reported
Sturgeon Country Hearth) = 52
Aging in Place
Foundation
St. Albert Low to moderate 15 St. Albert (Big Lake | not reported
Housing income households Pointe) =15
Society
Community Housing 2
Capital Regior Low income 2 St. Albert =2 not reported
Housing households
Corporation
CooperativeHousing= 93
Heritage Hills Low and moderate 50 St. Albert = 50 not reported
Housing Co incomehouseholds
operative
Liberton Low to moderate 43 St. Albert = 43 not reported
Terrace incomehouseholds
Housing Co
operative
Provincial Private NonProfit O
None 0 0 0
reported
Other NonProfit= 36
Transitions Residential and Persons with 15 St. Albert = 15 not reported
Rehabilitation | program supports developmental
Association disabilities
Lo-SeCa Residential and day | Adultswith 21 St. Albert 21 not reported
Foundation supports developmental
disabilities
Rent Supplement 73
City of St. Lowto moderate 30 St. Albert = 30 not reported
Albert income households
(delivered via
the St. Albert
Community
Village)
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Provider Unique Delivery Target Client # of Units Units by Location # on Waiting
Models/ Practices List
Capital Region Lowto moderate 43 Gibbons =1 Gibbons =1
Housing income households Morinville=5 Morinville= 6
Corporation Redwater= 3 Redwater= 2
St. Albert = 33 St. Albert =9
Sturgeon County = 1
Secondary SuiteBasement Suite Grant Program) = 75
City of St. Funding program to | Residents of St. 75 St. Albert =75 not reported
Albert develop basement | Albert
suites into safe, lega
rental
accommodation
Shelters =0
None 0 0 0
reported
Seniors SelContained = 113
Sturgeon Seniorsb5+ 113 Bon Accord (Sun Ridg¢ 72
Foundation Manor and Sunset
Manor) = 8
Gibbons (Pine Crest
Gardensy); 18
Legal (Sunrise Villa an
Sunset Villa) = 8
Morinville (Morinville
Lions Manomland
Heritage Place) = 14
Redwater (Golden
Villa) = 12
St. Albert (Chateau
Mission) = 53
Supportive Living = 256
Sturgeon Seniors 65+ 256 Gibbons (Spruce View| 23
Foundation Manor) =43

Legal (Chateau
Sturgeon) = 42
Morinville (Heritage
Place Lodge) = 44
Redwater (Diamond
Springs Lodge) = 40
St. Albert (Chateau
Mission and Northridge

Lodge) = 87
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Total Affordable Housing = 178 826 Bon Accord = 8 128
Community Housing = 2 Gibbons =62
Cooperative Housing = 93 Legal =50
Other NonProfit = 36 Morinville =63
Rent Supplement = 73 Redwater =55
Secondary Suites = 75 St. Albert = 535
Seniors SelContained = 113 Sturgeon Cty = 53
Supportive Living = 256 Total = 826

TableD4: Non Market Housing Ownership Programs

Provider Unique Delivery Target Client # of Units Units by Location # on
Models/ Practices Waiting
List
Habitat for Humanity= 35
Habitat for Low to moderate 35 St. Albert = 35 not
Humanity incomehouseholds reported
Edmonton
Home Progranm= 64
CTD Low tomoderate 20 =down | St. Albert=20 not
Housing income households | payment reported
Solutions assistance
Ltd. 2=nod/p
assistance

TableD5: Estimated Change to the Number dfon Market Housing
Units Between 2006 and 2012

Program Generic Change SENI]6S
Estimated # Estimated #
Change Change

Affordable Housing 78 100
Community Housing 0 0
Rent Supplement 0 0
Secondary Suites 75 0
Cooperatives 0 0
Shelters 0 0
Other (group, special needs) 0 0
Sub Totad 153 100
Total # Changed = 253
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D1.2 Market AffordableHousing
The consultation uncovered little information regarding market affordable housing. Table D5 provides
an overview of (see Table D6):

1 market affordable options identified by respondents

1 incentives provided by municipalities for market affordabteising

Observations:
1 some of the subyegional municipalities have developed policies and incentives to support the
development of non market housing options
1 St. Albert has legalized 148 basement suites since 2007, 75 of which are enrolled in the
BasemenSuite Grant Program

Table B: Market Affordable Housing

Sturgeon County Bon Accord Gibbons Legal
1 funding allocations 1 periodic and limited |  none reported 9 municipal tax is
through the Sturgeon| grant dollars waived util lots are
Foundation sold

1 land purchased/
funding contributed
toward AH
developments

1 land use bytaw
amended to allow
basement suites in al
single family
dwellings, allow for
lots less than 11.5m,
and incorporate R4
medium/high density
housing district

9 approved mid to high
density housing
options and live/work
units

9 MDP acknowledges
that the city will
encourage choice in
housing form and
tenure for entry level,
mature adult and
seniors markets

1 affordable housing is
considered and
encouraged in all new
developments
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Morinville Redwater ] St. Albert \ Program Provider(s)

1 none reported 1 municipal tax is 1 municipal taxes are 1 none reported
exempt for 3 years on| reduced on property
new construction tax portion for AISH
units clients assisted
through Transitions
andLo-SeCa

D.2

Potential Need/Demand

The data in this section was compiled from the consultation with municipalities and program providers,
waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see Tables D7 through D11).

Observations:

91 there is a perception that more market affordable housing will be needed in the northeastern
portion of the subregion because of the planned future development of the Alberta Industrial
Heartland

1 128 waitlisted applications have been identified acrtse SubRegion, most of which are from
the St. Albert and Morinville areas

9 the statistical data points to a growth rate of 5.7% across the-F&djon between 2006 and
2011

1 the majority of the population increase occurred in Morinville while Redwater éspeed a
decrease in population

1 the median age fluctuated between 32.8 in Morinville to 40.2 in St. Albert for &R8gimnal
average age of 36.3

9 in 2011 the critical workforce (aged B8) was 55% of the population while thel® age cohort
accounted 6r 20%

1 the retiring workforce (65+) increased from 9% to 12% between 2006 and 2011

1 in 2011, 12% of the population were 65+, 12% were in lone parent families, and 4% were
widowed

1 the majority of households were two person households (36%) while 5 peragseholds were

the lowest at 10%, showing an increase of 7% over 2006
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TableD7: Housing Gaps

Sturgeon County | Bon Accord | Gibbons
1 housing for low 1 homes for rent or 1 affordable 1 assisted living facilities
income residents purchase for low housing for low providing larger units
1 housing for seniors income families to moderate 9 homes for starter
moving out of their income families | home owners
homes
Morinville ' Redwater  St. Albert Program Provider(s) |
1 rental units for low | § homes for rent or 9 more RGI 1 AlISH/special needs
income families purchase for low to housing accommodation
9 homes forstarter moderate income 9 Housing First 1 affordable housing for
homeowners families spaces families and seniors
1 bridging the gap
between affordable
housing units and RGI
units

TableD8 Population by Age Cohort

Age Cohort Sturgeon  Bon Accord Gibbons
County ‘

2006 | 2011 ‘ 2006 | 2011 | 2006 2011 2006 2011
0-14 3,940 | 4,050 | 385 340 660 720 300 290
1524 2,790 | 2,855 | 215 195 330 405 145 160
2534 2,100 | 2,125 | 215 245 | 415 515 165 190
3544 2,920 | 2,610 | 265 215 | 475 455 185 155
4554 3,235 | 3.420 | 270 255 | 380 420 155 160
55-64 2,060 | 2,570 |120 170 205 280 115 135
6574 1,120 | 1,280 | 40 70 110 130 55 80
75+ 470 640 20 20 65 105 90 65
Total Population (#)| 18,635 | 19,550 | 1,530 | 1,510 | 2,640 | 3,030 | 1,210 | 1,235
Median Age 37.1 38.4 334 | 338 |[331 32.9 34.6 34.4
Age Cohort Morinville | Redwater | St. Albert SubRegion
2006 2011 | 2006 | 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011
0-14 1,520 | 1,885 | 435 320 11,445 11,245| 21% | 20%
1524 1,080 | 1,180 | 285 260 8,705 | 8,640 | 15% 13%
2534 895 1,515 | 250 230 6,175 | 6,760 | 11% 12%
3544 1,115 | 1,220 | 325 210 9,015 | 8,340 | 16% 13%
4554 1,075 | 1,250 | 345 330 10,080( 10,345| 17% 17%
55-64 550 835 260 255 6,800 | 8,375 [ 11% 13%
65-74 285 410 160 140 3,245 | 4,395 | 5% 7%
75+ 255 275 125 165 2,250 | 3,365 | 4% 5%
Total Population (#)| 6,775 | 8,570 | 2,185 | 1,910 | 57,715| 61,465| 90,690 97,270
Median Age 33.7 32.8 39.7 | 42.2 |38.2 40.2 35.6 36.3
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TableD9: Population byMarital Status

Marital Status Sturgeon County Bon Accord Gibbons
| 2006 2011 2006 = 2011

Single 27% 23% 30% 22% | 28% 23% | 28% 25%
Married 63% 69% 56% 68% | 56% 65% | 53% 64%
Separated/ 8% 5% 11% 9% 12% 8% 12% 6%
Divorced
Widowed 2% 3% 3% 1% 4% 4% 7% 5%

Marital Status Morinville Redwater St. Albert

2006 | 2006 | 2011 2006

Single 30% 23% 27% 23% | 28% 24% | 28% 23%
Married 56% 65% 54% 59% | 58% 63% | 57% 65%
Separated/ 10% 8% 13% 11% | 10% 8% 11% 8%
Divorced
Widowed 4% 4% 6% 7% 4% 5% 4% 4%

TableD1Q Population byFamilyCharacteristics

Family Sturgeon County Bon Accord Gibbons Legal
Characteristics 2006 \ 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011
Couple Families 2,520 2,965 | 225 220 375 455 160 170
wi/children
Couple Families 2,240 2,350 | 155 175 270 295 150 130
w/out children
Lone Parent Family | 425 430 60 50 125 110 15 45

Family Morinville Redwater St. Albert SubRegion |
Characteristics 2006 | 2006 | 2011 2006 2006 2011 |
Couple Families 990 1,240 | 240 225 | 8,150 8,730 | 49% 49%
w/children
Couple Families 650 900 265 240 |6,345 6,940 | 39% 39%
w/out children
Lone Parent Family | 255 330 75 85 2,155 2,325 | 12% 12%

TableD11: # of Households by Household Size

Household Size Sturgeon County Bon Accord Gibbons Legal \
. 2006 | 2011 | 2006 | 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011

1 740 805 |85 90 170 200 |90 95

2 2,235 | 2,425 | 160 190 | 305 355 | 130 145

3 935 1,055 | 100 115 | 175 165 |65 75

4 1,845 | 1,350 | 165 95 | 275 250 | 115 70

5+ 280 910 |20 55 |20 110 |15 60
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Household Size | Morinville ' Redwater St. Albert SubRegion
2006 | 2011 | 2006 | 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011
1 315 540 | 205 210 3,360 | 4,125 | 16% 17%
2 755 1,025 | 310 285 |6,965 |8,050 | 34% 36%
3 430 615 | 155 120 3,670 |3,890 | 17% 17%
4 715 570 | 175 105 | 6,070 | 4,420 | 30% 20%
5+ 70 325 |25 55 | 490 2,030 | 3% 10%

D.3

Regional and SulRegional Partnerships

Representatives of the suiegional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Tables D12 and D13):
i existing and potential partnerships within the stdgion and the Capital Region
9 barriers to developing partnerships within tkebregion and the Capital Region

Observations:

T

been limited to participation in the Sturgeon Foundation

T

for regional planning purposes

there is a willingness to explore suégional partnerships, although existing partnerships have

municipalities see themselves partnering with the iTapRegion Board by sharing information

TableD12 SubRegional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers

Partnerships

Sturgeon County

existing partnerships
include participation

Bon Accord

1 participates

and contributes

Gibbons

1 participates and
contributes tothe

Legal

1 participates and
contributes tothe

in the Sturgeon to the Sturgeon Sturgeon Sturgeon
Foundation Foundation Foundation Foundationand the
1 West Sturgeon Aging 1 envisions sharing local Economic
in Place Foundation is vision, planning ang¢ Development
a partnership with informationwithin initiative
Sturgeon County the subregion 1 no other
1 willing to partnershps
participate in contemplated at this
partnerships time
understanding that
not all
municipalities
provide all the
services needed
Barriers 9 funding for needs 9 access to 1 history 1 municipal self
assessments and capital 1 municipal self interest
planning interest 1 fear of loss of

1 differing perspectives
of municipalities in the
subregion

1 profit and motive

autonomy and local
pride
1 loss of volunteerism
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Partnerships

Morinville

9 participates and
contributes tothe
SturgeonFoundation
and actively
participates in their
housing program

Redwater

1 participates
and contributes
to the Sturgeon
Foundation

St. Albert

1 participates and
contributes tothe
Sturgeon
Foundation

1 envision partnering
on housing projects
such as market
affordable, funding,
sharing of ideas

Program Provider(s)

1 partner with local
business/financial
institutions for
preferred borrowing
rates

1 willingness to
explore other
partnerships

1 envision partnering

with private
developers and
social clubs
Barriers fmunicipal self interest | 1 municipal self | § funding 1 entrenched attitudes
community being the interest 1 capacity of land I NR dzy R { K
first priority 1 capacity of 1 municipal self gl ac

fichallenge around

common understanding

that housing spans the
County as well asrban
centres

Town staff

interest
1 political will

1 financing challenges
1 lack of awareness o
housing availability

1 need for a sub
regionalcoordinator
1 municipal interest

TableD12: Regional Partnerships and Perceived Barriers

Sturgeon County

Bon Accord

Gibbons

Legal

[ Partnerships

1 the County
supports
compassionate
care housing via
the Land Use By
Law

9 work with other
municipalities to
provide additional
housing options via
the Sturgeon
Foundation

9 not sure what
partnering with
the CRB would
look like

1 vision, planning
and information
within the sub
region

1 willing to
participate in
partnerships
understanding that
not all
municipalities
provide all the
services needed

9 envisions CRB as tfi
coordinator of
information sharing

Barriers

9 none reported

9 lack of transit,
medical support
and/or cultural
centres to
support those in
need

9 lack of trust

1 fear

1 lack of
coordination /
coordinator

1 lack ofcommonality
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Partnerships

Barriers

Morinville

1 envisions CRB role
as sharing of
information and
best practices

Morinville |

9 municipal self
interest, the
community being
the first priority

' Redwater

1 envisions CRB
role as sharing of
information and
best practices

Redwater
9 municipal self
interest
1 capacity of Town
staff

St. Albert

1 envision
partnering on
housing projects
such as market
affordable,
funding, sharing of
ideas

St. Albert
1 funding
q lack of
coordination
1 political will
9 competition

Program Provider(s)

1 partner with local
business/financial
institutions for
preferred
borrowing rates

1 willingness to
explore other
partnerships

1 envision partnering
with private
developers and
social clubs

Program Provider(s)

9 entrenched
attitudes around
GKS K@l &l

1 financing challenges

9 lack of awareness
on housing
availability

9 need for a sub
regional
coordinator

9 municipal self
interest

D.4

Long Term Planning

Representatives of the sefegional municipalities and program providers identified the following:
1 existing planning documents, projections and / or needs assessments / studies
9 future plans to conduct studies or develop plans

Observations:

1 St. Albert (2006 and 2012) and Morinville (2009) have plans in place
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TableD13 Existing Planning anthtentions

Sturgeon County

1 high level policies
prepared for adoption
in the MDP but no
plans are in place
specific to housing

1 preliminary studies on
projected growth have
been conducted
(potentialincrease of
15,000 in the nex80
years)

9 ahousing studywith
limited scope was
conducted, more

Morinville

1 an affordable housing
grant will be used
toward assisting with
meeting the need

1 no projections
reported

9 Morinville Community
Housing Plan was
developed with 5
recommendations in
2009

investigation is needed

Bon Accord |

9 no plan is in place bui
an assessment of lan
is underway

1 projecting 1.5%
growth

1 no plansreportedto
conduct further
studies or develop
further plans

Redwater |

9 no housingplan
reported

1 no projections
reported

9 no plansreportedto
conduct further
studies or develop
further plans

Gibbons |

1 no housing plan
reported

1 no projections
reported

1 no plans
reportedto
conduct further
studies or
develop further
plans

St. Albert |
1 no plan in place
¢ funding is a

barrier

1 no projections
reported

1 2006 affordable
housing plan
(TBD on
updating)

9 2012 affordable
housing delivery,

model

1 no housing plan
reported

1 no projections
reported

1 no plansreportedto
conduct further studies
or develop further
plans

Program Provider(s)

1 no housing plan but
working with
municipalities to
identify where
I RRAGAZ2Y I §
housing can/should be
built
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Appendix E - Strathcona Sub Regional Profile

The Strathcona Sub Region includes Strathcona County, the municipalities within it and the City of Fort
Saskatchewan.

The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the-sefjion at the time of this study. This profile
offers an overview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:

current nonrmarket and market affordable situation

identified gaps

potential need and demand

regional and sulsegional partnerships

long term planning opportunities and challenges.

=A =4 =4 =8 =4

The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:
1 interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in the sub region
T interviews and surveys with representatives of identified program providers
1 areview of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies.

Table E1:Response to the Consultation Process

Strathcona County Fort Saskatchewan Program Provider(s)

9 Manager Corporate 9 Eonomic 9 Executive Director at Pioneer
Planning and Development Housing Foundation (now
Intergovernmental Affairs| Director Heartland Housing)

1 Legislative Project Lead 9 Direct Adult Services Robin Hood

Association

1 President, Strathcona
Schizophrenia Housing Foundatia

1 Manager, Brittany Lane
Cooperative Housing

Findings:

1 both municipalities arecommitted to the philosophy of an holistic approach to long term
sustainability for their communities, understanding that improving the range of non market and
market affordable housing is a key element to that approach

1 the Heartland Housing Foundation waseated as a result of a determination by the
municipalities (through the work of the Capital Region Board) that there was a need to develop
housing planning and deliver non market housing on a sub regional basis; its role being to
implement the model ad deliver the programs

9 the broad array of non profit organizations committed to responding to a population in need
offer solid potential to deliver the non market and market affordable housing options that will
be required by this SuRegion

9 approval to poceed with a new supportive living complex in Fort Saskatchewan will improve the
supportive living circumstance in the region

9 the strong economic development presence in the -Ragion will support and encourage the
development of market affordable hougn
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9 if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housing the data suggests that as many as 6,070 households in tire§ion would be

in need of housing

El: Current Housing Situation

The information on the current housing situation, both rorarket and market affordable, is based on

consultation with municipalities and housing providers and research of the websites of additional
private sector housing providers.

E1.1 NonMarket Housing

A range of nommarket housing providers were identified through the research and consultation process.
The service area includes Strathcona County and the municipalities within. Table E2 is a snapshot of the
providers, programs delivered, the numbef units within each program and the number served at the

time of this report.

Observations:

9 the Heartland Housing Foundation is focused on planning and implementing the model and

delivering a range non market housing programs in the-[Sagion

1 the Capial Region Housing Corporation is the principal administrator of the Rent Supplement

program

= =4

total of 129 additional affordable housing units

= =4 =4

anecdotal evidence that homelessness exists
 thisSuswS3IA2Yy A&

Provider

GKS 2yfe

2y8 Ay

the local FCSS is seen as the primary coordinator of support services
a 60 unit seniors facility was built in 2010 and a 69 unit complex will be occupied in&t(4.2 f

TableE2: Non Market Housing Providers

Provider

Description
Rental Housing Providers:

Programs Delivered

# of Units

g KAOK |

no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or SenieC&@eHined units
36 group / special needs units were added
acknowledged as a risk, homelessness is not demonstrably eyidewever there is some

# Served

562YSYyQa

Heartland Housing Management | AffordableHousing 129 at least 525,
Foundation Body Senior&lf Contained 158 number not
Supportiveliving 238 reported
Capital Region Housin¢ Management | Rent Supplement 35 at least 35,
CGorporation Body number not
reported
Brittany Lane Housing | Housing CooperativeHousing 58 82
Cooperative Cooperative
Davidson Creek Housing CooperativeHousing 52 at least 52,
Gooperative numbernot
reported
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Provider Provider ProgramsDelivered # of Units  # Served
Description

Robin Hood Associatio, NonProfit Residential and support | 187 184

for the Handicapped | Association services

Strathcona NonProfit Residential and support | 5 5

Schizophrenia housing| Housing services

Foundation Foundation

Strathcona Shelter Shelter Emergencyhelter 35 at least 35,

Society number
reported

Strathcona County Municipality Secondary Suites 10 at least 10,
number not
reported

Total Management Body 560 907 928

Housing Cooperative 110
Municipality = 10
NonProfit Organization=227

Other Providers:

Habitat for Humanity | Charitable Habitat for Humanity 24 at least 24,
Edmonton Organization | homes numbernot
reported
CTD Housing Solutiong Private Non Home Program 69 = down at least 84,
Edmonton Profit payment number not
Organization assistance reported
15 = no down
payment
assistance

Table E3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the nine hundred and seven (907) rental housing
units identified in Table E2 by:
91 the provider i
1 what is unique aboutheir provision q
1 the primary target group

the number and location of units
the waiting list numbers for the program.

Table E4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offered in the Sub Region. Table E5
identifies the increase/decrease the number of non market housing units between 2006 and 2012.
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Provider

TableE3: Non Market RentaHousing Program

Unigue Delivery Models /
Practices

Target Client

# of Units  Units by Location # on Waiting List

Affordable Housing = 129

and/or related
illnesses

Heartland Seniorb5+ 60 Strathcona County| Strathcona
Housing Low to moderate| 69 (Silver Birch County =59
Foundation income Manor) = 60
households Strathcona County
(Silver Birch Court
=69
Community Housing = 0
None Low income 0 0 0
reported households
Cooperative Housing = 110
Brittany Lane | some units for persons Low income 58 Strathcona County| 4 families
Housing Co | with developmental households =58 5 unprocessed
operative disabilities applications
Davidson Low income 52 Strathcona County| not reported
Creek households =52
Provincial Private NonProfit = 0
None N/a 0 0 0
reported
Other NonProfit = 192
Robin Hood | Group homes in Strathcon| Functionally 187 Fort Saskatchewal 20
Association | County and Fort independent =15 group home
for the Saskatchewan for adults | adults with beds
Handicapped | with developmental dewelopmental Strathcona County
disabilities disabilities and =116group home
Support homes in individuals with beds
Sherwood Park for higher support Strathcona County
functionally independent | needs =20support home
individuals spaces
Facility providing housing Strathcona County
and services for people (Aspen Village
who have higher support apartments) = 36
needs due to aging, * includes tre 31
medical or mental health rent supplement
challenges provided byCRHC
Strathcona Permanent housing in on( Functionally 5 Strathcona County| not reported
Schizophrenig bedroom condo units in | independent =5
Housing two complexes living with
Foundation schizophrenia
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Provider Unique Delivery Models /|  Target Client  # of Units  Units by Location # on Waiting List

Practices
Rent Supplement = 35
Capital Lowto moderate | 35 Fort Saskatchewal Strathona County
Region income =10 =21
Housing houszholds Strathcona County| Fort
Corporation =25*this number | Saskatchewan =
does not include
the 31 rent
supplement
provided by Robin
Hood
Secondary Suites )
Strathcona 10 Strathcona Not reported
County County=10
SeniorsSelf Contained = 158
Heartland SeniorH5+ 158 Fort Saskatchewal Strathcona
Housing Henry House and | County = 72
Foundation Fort Lions Haven)
=50
Strathcona County
=108
Shelters = 35
Strathcona | Shelter services including Abused 35 Strathcona County| not reported
Shelter emergency lodging (A Safe | women and and Fort
Society Place) and ihouse and their children Saskatchewan = 3
external programs
Supportive Living (Lodge) = 238
Heartland Seniorb5+ 238 Fort Saskatchewar| Strathcona
Housing =58 County =92
Foundation Strathcona County
=180
Total # of Affordable Housing 429 907 Fort Saskatchewan q Fort
Units Cooperative Housing £10 133 Saskatchewan =
Other NonProfit =192 Strathcona County 4 6
Rent Supplement 35 739 Strathcona
Secondary Suites = 10 Combination = 35 County = 244
Seniors Self Contained = 158 Total = 907 Combination =
Shelters =35 20
Supportive Living 238 Total = 270

TableE4 Non Market Housing Ownership Programs

Provider Unique Delivery Target Client # of Units Units by Location ~ # on Waiting
Practices / Models List
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Habitat for Humanity = 24

Habitat for Low to moderate 24 Strathcona County = | not reported
Humanity incomehouseholds 12
Edmonton Fort Saskatchewan =
12
Home Program = 0
CTD Low to moderate 69 = down | Strathcona=64 not reported
Housing income households | payment Fort Saskatchewan=5
Solutions assistance
Ltd.

TableES Estimated Change to the Number dion Market Housing
Units Between 2006 an@012

Program Generic Change Seniors
Estimated # Estimated #
Change Change
Affordable Housing 69 60
Community Housing 0 0
Rent Supplement 0 0
Secondary Suites 10 0
Cooperatives 0 0
Shelters 0 0
Other (group, special needs) 36 0
Sub Totad 115 60
Total # Changed = 175

E1.2 Market Affordable Housing
The consultation uncovered little information regarding market affordable housing. Table E6 provides
an overview of:

1 market affordable options identified by respondents

1 incentivesprovided by municipalities for market affordable housing.

Observations:

1 both municipalities have had success with policies and incentives that support and encourage
market affordable housing
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Table B: Market Affordable Housing

Strathcona County Fat Saskatchewan Program Provider(s)

1 serviced land has been donate  the affordable housing strategy | 1 borrowing by County debenture

for desired developments includes policy and regulatory is allowed for new construction
changes to facilitate choice and |  land has been provided for
affordability ASYA2NRQ K2dzaA
1 land has been donated for desire § land and capital support has
developments been provided foa group
9 approval processes can be home project including tax free
expedited status

1 affordable housing is included in
all municipal planning agendas

E.2

Potential Need/Demand

The information in this section was compiled from the consultation with municipalities and program
providers, waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see Edbillesough E11).

Observations:

T

T

= =4

the Heartland Foundation is focused on planning for, and delivering, a range of non market
affordable housing on a sub regional basis

270 waitlisted applications have been identified across the-Belyion, most of which arffeom

the Strathcona County area

the statistical data points to a growth rate of 19.75% across theR&gion between 2006 and
2011

the majority of the population increase occurred in Fort Saskatchewan

the median age fluctuated between 39.1 in Strathc@wunty and 37.1 in Fort Saskatchewan

for a subregional average age of 37.4

in 2011 the critical workforce (aged-B8) was 56% of the population while thel@ age cohort
accounted for19%

the retiring workforce (65+) increased from 9% to 10% betw2@06 and 2011

in 2011, 11% of the population were 65+, 11% were in lone parent families, and 4% were
widowed

the majority of households were two person households (36%) while 5 person households were
the lowest at 10%

Table E: Housing Gaps

Strathcona County ] Fort Saskatchewan Program Provider(s)
1 affordable housing | § additional rental accommodation |  more subsidized and supported
1 significant waiting for single parents and single housing forthe mentally ill
f Aada T2 N individuals of modestincome 1 additional affordable and
rental 9 accommodation for larger accessible housing
accommodation households of 5+ persons 1 housing of the right type

Page76 of 106



TableE8 Population by Age Cohort

Age Cohort StrathconaCounty | Fort Saskatchewan Sub Region
2006 2011 \ 2006 2011 2006 2011
0-14 17,150 17,935 | 2,950 3,675 21% 19%
1524 11,565 12,760 | 2,340 2,755 15% 14%
2534 9.100 10,330 | 1,885 3,010 12% 13%
3544 13,520 13,470 | 2,305 2,745 16% 15%
4554 13,965 15,900 | 2,385 2,795 16% 16%
5564 12,100 11,905 | 1,570 2,095 11% 12%
6574 4,490 6,455 835 1,090 5% 6%
75+ 2,645 3,735 690 890 4% 5%
Total Population (#) 82,510 92,490 14,955 19,050 | 97,465 111,540
Median Age 37.8 39.1 36.4 35.4 37.1 374

TableEQ Population byMarital Status

Marital Status StrathconaCounty  Fort Saskatchewan SubRegion
2006 | 2011 | 2006 2011 2006 | 2011
Single 25% 23% 30% 25% 28% 24%
Married 62% 66% 54% 62% 58% 65%
Separated/ 8% 7% 11% 8% 10% 7%
Divorced
Widowed 4% 4% 5% 5% 4% 4%

TableE10: Population byFamilyCharacteristics

\ Family Characteristics  StrathconaCounty | Fort Saskatchewan SubRegion \
| 2006 | 2011 | 2006 2011 2006 | 2011 |
Couple Families 12,795 13,560 | 2,035 2,505 51% 49%
wi/children
Couple Families w/out | 9,135 10,825 | 1,710 2,245 38% 40%
children
LoneParent Families | 2,585 3,035 625 750 11% 11%

TableE11l: # of Households by Household Size

Household Size StrathconaCounty | Fort Saskatchewan SubRegion
2006 | 2011 | 2006 2011 2006 | 2011
1 3,960 5,320 1,235 1,605 15% 17%
2 10,110 12,010 | 1,980 2,670 36% 36%
3 5,045 5,725 920 1,225 16% 17%
4 9,700 6,715 1,530 1,240 33% 20%
5+ 3,360 600 10%
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E.3

Regional and SulRegional Partnerships

Representatives of the suiegional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Tables E1and E13):
i existing and potential partnerships within the stdgion and the Capital Region
9 barriers to developing partnerships within the stdgion and the Capital Region

Observations:
1 both municipalities are committed to partnerships and partnerspipnning (i.e. Common
Bonds Agreement)

Table E2: SubRegionalPartnershipsand Perceived Barriers

Partnerships

Strathcona County |

1 committed to the 1
notion of subregional
partnering as reflected
by the CommorBonds

T benefits are perceived
from such a partnership

Agreement i

Fort Saskatchewan

Heartland Housing
Foundation is seen as a
positive step toward sub
regional partnering
recent intermunicipal
Common Bonds Agreement
for all municipalities

1 envision working

Program Provider(s)

relationships with the
municipality and other
operators

Barriers

the politicaland
administrative levels

1 difficulty making
decisions about sharing
funds

9 some protectiveness at |

1 difficulty sharingunds

somepoliticians and q

administrabrs

1 differing mandates and

each municipality and

provider tends to focus
on their own situations
and target populations

regulations

Table EB: RegionalPartnershipsand Perceived Barriers

Fort Saskatchewan

Partnerships

Strathcona County

I envision CRBrovidingsome

services/skills not aviable at
the municipal or SR levsiich
as asistngwith common
strategies and educating
about nonmarket housing

1 envision CRB takiran
Grala GkKIra O
achieved at the &-
regional évelsuch as
needs assessmesnand
planningprocesgs

Program Provider(s)
9 not certain partnerships
are the primary key to
solving housing issues

Barriers

1 jurisdictional issues around

taking responsibility for non
market housing

1 CRB bureaucracy
9 some negative funding

relatedperceptions re: CRB

1 CRB bureaucracy

9 the return on investment
from this partnership is not
always obvious

1 historical negative
perceptions particularly
around funding

1 each municipality and
provider tends to focus o
their own situations and
target populatiors

1 differing mandates and
regulations
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E.4 Long Term Planning
Representatives of the suiegional municipalities and program providers identified the following (see
Table E14):

i existing planning documents, projections and / or needs assessmehidiés

9 future plans to conduct studies or develop plans.

Observations:
1 both municipalities have 2008 housing documents that have been used primarily to facilitate
planning for the delivery of housing supports and programs
9 at this time there was no indication of plans to update the documents

Table E4: Existing Planning and Intentions

Strathcona County [ Fort Saskatchewan ] Program Provider(s)
1 2008 housing needs 9 2008affordablehousing plan 9 2011 Fort Saskatchewan
assessment updated in 2011 Foundation needs assessmen
1 work has started on an 1 no needs assessment dousing specific toseniors
affordable housing plan studyplanned because thefir is | § some partial plans but no
including mature that a significant unmet demand| intent to conduct further

neighbourhood strategies and| may overwhelm the community | studiesor develop further
more flexibility in developing | { November 2010 study identified,  plans

non-market housing needs related to seniors
1 no projections reported 1 no plans reported to conduct
1 no further studies are planned| further studiesor develop further
plans
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Appendix F - Lamont Sub Regional Profile

The Lamont Sub Region includes Lamont County and the municipalities of Bruderheim and Lamont.
Although part of Lamont County, the smaller communities of Andrew, Chipman and Mundare were not
identified by the CRB as being part of the scope of this project.

The environmental scan produced a snapshot of the-regfion at the time of this study. Thpgofile
offers an overview of the findings resulting from the research and consultation including:

9 current nonmarket and market affordable situation

9 identified gaps

1 potential need and demand

1 regional and susegional partnerships

1 longterm planning opportunities and challenges.

The research process included both primary and secondary data collection:
9 interviews and surveys with representatives of each municipality in theagion
1 interviews and surveys with representatives of idéatl program providers
1 areview of existing demographics, statistics, housing information, reports and studies.

Table F1: Response to the Consultation Process

Bruderheim Lamont County Town of Lamont Program Provide(s)
1 CAO 1 CAO, a member of the | § Mayor, 1 CAO of the Lamont
FCSS team, and anothe  Councillor and County Housing
County employee CAO Foundation and the
Lamont Heath Care
Centre
Findings:

9 this is the only Sub Region that does not include all communities within the County in the scope
of the project

9 because of the collaboration between Lamad@bunty Housing Foundation and th&mont
Heath Care Centre and the location of the health cardiigcthe Town of Lamont has evolved
into a regional hub for seniors support services

1 the strong Sub Regional partnerships including participation in the regional economic
development alliance and Lamont County Housing Foundation board suggest solidgydten
developing future alliances to support future housing needs in the Sub Region

1 municipalities appear to be willing to explore stdgional partnerships; their acknowledgment
of the importance ofeadership and coordination in housing planning @ongs the notion of
the role of the Capital Region Board as one of coordination, facilitation and support

9 if one applies the often quoted measurement of 15% of households being unable to afford
market housing the data suggests that as many as 400 howdllthe Lamont Sub Region
would be in need of housing
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F1: Current Housing Situation

The information on the current housing situation, both rorarket and market affordable, is based on
consultation with municipalities and housing providers and redearf the websites of additional
private sector housing providers.

F1.1 NonMarket Housing
A range of nomrmarket housing providers were identified through the research and consultation process.
The service area includes Lamont County andhthaicipalities within.

Table F2 provides a snapshot of the providers, programs delivered, the number of units within each
program and the number served at the time of this report.

Observations:

1 municipalities are involved in non market affordable hogsby virtue of their participation as
members of the management body (the Lam&@uunty Housing Foundation) which is focused
2y aSYA2NEQ K2dzAy3

9 although FCSS was identified as the primary coordinator of support services, it was reported
that local orgardations and families also provide a range of support services

1 the local management body administers the rent supplement program
1 no increases/decreases were identified in the number of Lodge or SenigE@eHined units
1 homelessness is acknowledged assk;rsome anecdotal evidence of homelessness does exist
TableR2: Non Market HousindProviders
Provider " Provider Programs Delivered # of Units  # Served
Description
Residential Providers:
LamontFoundation Management | Community Housing 2 at least77,
Body Rent supplement 3 numbers not
{SYA2NRQ &St |36 reported
Supportiveliving 36
Total 77 77

Other Providers:
None ldentified

Table F3 provides a breakdown by housing program of the segensn (77) rental housing units
identified in Table F2 by:

the provider

what is unique about their provision

the primary target group

the number and location of units

the waiting list numbers for the program.

= =4 =4 =4 =4

Table F4 provides detail on the homeownership programs that are offerids iSub Region. Table F5
identifies the increase/decrease in the number of non market housing units between 2006 and 2011.
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Table B: Non Market RentaHousing Progrars

Provider Unique Deliver Target Client # of Units byLocation  # on Waiting List
Models / Practices Units
Affordable Housing = 0
None 0 0 0
reported
Community Housing 2
Lamont 2 Bruderheim =1 None reported
Foundation Lamont =1
Cooperative Housing = 0
None 0 0 0
reported
Other NonProfit = 0
None 0 0 0
reported
Provincial NonProfit = 0:
None 0 0 0
reported
Rent Supplement = 3
Lamont Seniors 65+ 3 Lamont assisted | none reported
Foundation living facility = 3
Secondary Suites =0
None 0 0 0
reported
SeniorsSelf Contained = 36
Lamont Seniors 65+ 36 Lamont (Heritage | 2
Foundation Court) =12
Lamont (Villa 75) -
8
Bruderheim
(Spring Creek
Manor) = 16
Shelters = 0
None 0 0 0
reported
Supportive Living (Lodge)= 36
Lamont Seniors 65+ 36 Lamont (Beaverhil 3
Foundation Pioneer Lodge) =
36
Total# of | Rent Supplement =3 77 Lamont = 60 5
Units Community Housing = 2 Bruderheim = 17
Senior Self Contained = 36
Supportive living = 36
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TableF: Non Market Housing Ownership Programs

Provider Unique Delivery Target Client # of Units Units by Location # on
Models / Practices Waiting
List
Habitat for Humanity = 0
None Low to moderate 0 none to date not
identified incomehouseholds reported
Home Program = 0
None Low to moderate 0 none to date not
identified income households reported

TableF5 Estimated Change to the Number dfon Market HousingJnits Between
2006 and 2012

Program Generic Change Seniors
Estimated # Change Estimated # Change
Affordable Housing 0 0

Community Housing
Rent Supplement
Secondary Suites
Cooperatives
Shelters

Other (group, special
needs)

Sub Totad 0 0
Total # Changed =0

F1.2 ~Market Affordable Housing
The consultation uncovered little information regarding market affordable housing. Table F6 provides
an overview of:

1 market affordable options identified by respondents

T incentives provided by municipalities for market affordable housing

Observations:
9 there is a sense in the sub region that market affordable housing does exist, and is addressed, by
virtue of market vale of homes in the area
1 two of the sub regional municipalities have developed some incentives and policies to support
and encourage market affordable housing
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Table B: Market Affordable Housing

Bruderheim Lamont County Town of Lamont
1 forgiveness omunicipal 9 none reported 9 willingness to negotiate
improvement taxes for the first 3 individually with developers
years

1 willingness of Council to meeitith
developers or local groups

9 Luther Church is interested in
0dZAf RAy3d aSyizN

F.2 Potential Need/Demand

The information in this section was compiled from the consultation with municipalities and program
providers, waiting lists and the observations of the Consulting Team (see Tables F7 through F11).

Observations:
1 the local management body is focused on seniors and as a result of the partnership between the
management body and the health center, the Town of Lamont has become a hub for seniors
1 5 waitlisted applications have been identified across the-Belgion, met of which are from
the Town of Lamont
1 the statistical data points to a growth rate between 2006 and 2011 across theegign
averaged .01%
1 the median age fluctuated between 47.5 in Lamont County and 37.5 in Bruderheim for a sub
regional average age d8.6
1 in 2011, the critical workforce (aged-B8) was 54% of the population while thel@ age cohort
accounted for 17%
the retiring workforce (65+) increased from 17% to 18% between 2006 and 2011
in 2011, 18% of the population were 65+, 13% were irelparent families, and 6% were
widowed
1 the majority of households were two person households (42%) while 5 person households were
the lowest at 7% showing an increase of 5% ove6200

=a =

Table F: Housing Gaps

Bruderheim Lamont County Town of Lamont Program
Provider(s)

9 additional units for 9 affordable housing for | units for low and 1 2 bedroom
seniors providing low income families moderate income senior self
assisted living families and seniors|  contained units

1 low income rental 1 Lodge units are
units small and in an

older facility
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Table B: Population by Age Cohort

Age Cohort Lamont County Bruderheim Lamont SubRegion
2006 | 2011 2006 = 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011

0-14 685 610 250 250 265 300 18% 17%
1524 430 410 155 135 180 175 11% 11%
25-34 295 305 140 160 160 180 8% 9%
3544 510 470 215 175 205 200 14% 12%
4554 745 690 215 205 240 250 18% 17%
55-64 625 670 125 145 230 250 14% 16%
6574 385 445 80 65 160 140 9% 10%
75+ 250 270 35 40 245 260 8% 8%
Total 3,925 3,870 1,215 1,175 1,685 1,755 6,825 6,800
Population (#)
Median Age 45.6 47.5 38 37.5 46.3 46 43.3 43.6

Table @: Population by Marital Status

Marital Status Lamont County ~ Bruderheim Lamont .~ SubRegion
2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011
Single 24% 20% 31% 24% 25% 20% 26% 21%
Married 61% 68% 52% 60% 51% 60% 55% 63%
Separated/Divorced| 10% 7% 14% 11% 12% 8% 12% 10%
Widowed 5% 5% 3% 5% 12% 12% 7% 6%

Table BO: Population by Family Characteristics

Family Lamont County Bruderheim Lamont SubRegion
Characteristics 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011

Couple Families | 580 415 190 135 140 180 46% 38%
w/children
Couple Families [ 525 565 125 140 220 230 45% 49%
w/out children
Lone Parent 85 120 30 60 75 65 9% 13%
Families

Table B1: # ofHouseholds by Household Size

Household  Lamont County =~ Bruderheim Lamont ~ SubRegion
Size 2006 2011 = 2006 2011 2006 2011 2006 2011
1 310 335 90 105 135 150 21% 23%
2 630 710 145 145 245 265 40% 42%
3 225 210 95 85 95 105 16% 15%
4 285 210 110 70 105 80 20% 13%
5, 55 115 15 35 15 50 3% 7%
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