Access to Provincial Financing for Not-for-Profit Housing Providers
CHAO Feedback – April 2022
Following a consultation of CHAO’s members, we are pleased to share the following feedback to
improve access to provincial financing for not-for-profit housing providers and ensure communities are
able to access the supports they need.
1. Could easier or less costly access to lending increase the supply of not-for-profit housing?
The current commercial and federal lending options are not meeting the needs of not-for-profit housing
providers and are limiting the supply of housing. Commercial lenders desire contractual guarantees from
all levels of government and funders, which is not possible due to the federal government’s practice of
“last-to-the-table”. The current commercial lending tools are not adaptable to the complex and multipartner projects that not-for-profits participate in.
Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC)’s financing has been very helpful on new “coinvestment” approved long-term affordable housing financing needs. However, CMHC is very risk
adverse and is unwilling to provide this financing until all other partners and all capital and operating
funds have been fully committed. This means that these funds are not helpful for pre-development and
construction phases.
These federal funds are also only available for projects that are approved through new federal capital
affordable housing programs. Required financing for projects outside of these programs is incredibly
difficult to acquire. For those who are not able to access CMHC funding, predevelopment approval
becomes very challenging. The province should therefore consider expediting the process and waiving
fees within the municipal approval process for not-for-profit providers through community
improvement plans.
There is also a funding cycle lag between provincial program funding, which is rarely committed for
more than six months in advance of a fiscal year, and the two-to-four-year development and
construction phases of a new project. It is critical for the government to address how support services
are funded and how those align with funding timelines. In addition, there is an arbitrary success rate for
providers depending on their experience with local service managers and lack of coordination with
Ontario Health Teams (OHTs).
2. What are the key barriers and gaps that prevent not-for-profit housing providers in accessing the
capital financing needed to build and repair more housing (for example, through commercial and
government loans or through capital financing and funding provided by federal and provincial
programs)?
The key barriers to accessing capital financing are around risk and timing. The provincial and federal
governments must be first to the table with their commitments and these financing commitments can
be leveraged to bring commercial options to the table when needed. There is a critical need to secure
funding and capital grants at all levels of government, including accessible financing for not-for-profit
providers.
Secondly, timing is always an issue, as federal affordable housing funding contracts often come at the
end of a project, or even after a project has completed. This timing issue creates both a construction
financing gap, and the lack of early commitment hinders private commercial solutions.
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The key barriers to accessing capital needed to repair existing housing is most often associated with an
unwillingness by all levels of government to postpone their entitlement on properties to allow for new
financing options. The current risk sits with the owner of the asset, the provider. Not-for-profit providers
do not have significant capital reserves to draw from and their intentions are directed towards longterm commitments to affordability, unlike typical market real estate developments which often
prioritize flipping properties for profit under a short-term commitment.
It is critical that governments distinguish organizations with “social purpose” real estate, such as
providing long-term care or supportive housing, and assist them in the predevelopment phase to
mitigate risk and financing, and in turn increase access to services in the community. Provincial, federal,
and municipal governments must assist by demonstrating a willingness to take on greater risk if there is
a clear intention from not-for-profit providers to preserve land and provide broader, long-term social
purposes to benefit the community. For instance, not-for-profit providers looking to provide in-demand
supportive housing services in densely populated areas require a partner willing to provide land, as
those regions would have much higher property value.
In addition, long-term public financing should come before private financing to help secure projects.
Governments can place conditions around grants to ensure future use of the land remains as a social
good and/or requires govt approval to dispose of land. These social purpose providers should also be
required to ensure a range of housing and support services are offered to support marginalized
populations, including precarious older adults.
Ultimately, to address barriers and gaps, all levels of government need to partner with the not-for-profit
sector to share any potential risk rather than seeking to have no potential risk, because it is the seeking
of removing all risk for government that creates uncertainty and jeopardises projects.

3. Do the issues around access to financing differ for not-for-profit development of affordable rental
housing compared to home ownership or other types of development? Are they different for private
sources of financing (e.g., commercial lending) compared to government sources?
The issues are very different between market and not-for-profit housing. Market housing is quite simple,
often having only one lender and only one revenue source, the buyers. The formulas of how many units
must be sold prior to construction are well established. In the not-for-profit sector, there is no viable
existing formula or business model for providing deeply affordable housing.
Deeply affordable housing projects without a revenue stream rely on grant funding and only succeed
when there is a mix of all levels of government contributing, in addition to the community making
contributions/donations. In addition, these projects typically have financing from several sources, with
each party seeking to register on title ahead of the others.
It is extremely difficult to finalize commitments from four levels of government and hundreds of donors
before construction must begin to meet completion deadlines and to lock in to current construction
costs. Due to this uncertainty, commercial lenders either avoid the not-for-profit housing sector or try to
push not-for-profit into a product designed for the simplistic for-profit market formula.
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4. What role could government play in addressing those barriers? Is there an opportunity for various
levels of government to work together to address barriers?
All levels of government must work together to make clear and early commitments to projects. The
commitments must include both forgivable and repayable financing. The deeper the depth of
affordability in rent, the deeper the forgivable portion must become. The funding and financing must be
disbursed at reasonable construction milestones.
As previously mentioned, it is critical that provincial, federal, and municipal governments distinguish
organizations with “social purpose” real estate and assist them in the predevelopment phase by taking
on greater risk and providing financing to address these barriers in the system. Health service facilities,
such as long-term care facilities, should also be recognized within municipal housing plans as critical
services to meet the demands of residents, similar to municipal zoning requirements for schools. At the
provincial level, a broader mandate around housing is needed to address those facing precarious
housing, including older adults, patients facing an alternative level of care (ALC) who may require home
and community care, those facing mental health and addictions challenges, and people who are
homeless or underhoused.
Furthermore, the provincial government can and should modernize the funding environment for
supportive housing and unleash a new era of building that will support vulnerable populations in the
most appropriate settings and ensure that current and future funding streams are accessible to
organizations and do not hinder the delivery of care to those who need it most. The CHAO therefore
recommends Ontario develops a Housing Secretariat to pool operating and capital funds from all
ministries and combine them into a single, more accessible fund that offers multi-year commitments to
applicants, including for pre-development funding. The Secretariat should accept regular intakes for
proposals at least twice annually.
Additionally, the remaining 25% of capital funding requirements can be flowed through a dedicated
supportive housing fund at Infrastructure Ontario which should include pre-development dollars. This
funding envelope should be directed to province-wide projects that sponsor organizations can apply to
and would need to be supported on an annual basis to ensure a continuous source of funding and the
most efficient use of dollars.
To streamline this process, the interministerial Housing Secretariat is needed, but increased
collaboration between the province, municipal leaders, and Ontario Health Teams (OHTs) are also
required to ensure service delivery is improved and not-for-profit providers are able to access existing
and new funding and serve Ontarians.
5. How could the government prioritize its financial assistance to not-for-profit housing providers?
No two housing projects are identical. Some housing projects offer significantly more public benefit
than others. A simple calculation should be used to determine level of prioritization and support. This
calculation must look at the savings to rent-payers (reduction in monthly rent) over the life of the
project (years committed to affordable housing) and savings to other taxpayer-funded programming
such as health care, community services, and correctional institutions.
It is critical that governments consider the demographic need and health support services within the
urban planning process. Criteria for prioritizing these projects may include the long-term viability of the
project, whether they have a commitment to social justice and marginalized communities, and meeting
need of community’s population to ensure those in need continue to have access to services.
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However, in the process of prioritizing funding, not-for-profit providers should not be competing against
one another because the municipality has limited funding. Rather, governments should encourage
cooperation and coordination amongst not-for-profit providers to achieve consensus-thinking on project
priorities across the region and serve people better.
6. For not-for-profit developers: does your not-for-profit organization have long-term financing need
for capital expenditure? If yes, then:
a. Does your organization have surplus cash flows to service loan repayment?
Not-for-profit providers often have very limited surplus cash as they are mission-driven, rather
than profit-driven. The project must create cash flow to allow for loan repayment, and it tends
to be smaller organizations that do not have access to surplus funds or loan capacity.
b. Does your organization have a third-party entity, such as a municipal government, that can
provide a financial guarantee?
Not-for-profit providers also have limited access to third party guarantees, as upfront funding
typically needs to be there to access the confidence from a third-party guarantee, which they
cannot sustain. The government should therefore broaden the types of organizations that can
provide guarantees and support organizations to do to, such as hospitals in the region.

7. Do you have other suggestions for ways to improve non-profits housing providers' ability to build
and repair more housing?
To fix the barriers that not-for-profit providers face will ultimately require greater collaboration and
cooperation across the system and tangible support for providers. This requires the government to
allow and encourage access to a simplified pool of funds, surplus lands and buildings, and streamlined
approval processes with the elimination of development fees.
Firstly, provincial, federal, regional, and municipal governments must streamline efforts and focus on
where the need is greatest for each particular community, align regional housing strategies with the
demand, and seek not-for-profit providers who are able to deliver to those populations. For instance,
Ontario Health Teams (OHTs) should be encouraged to partner with providers to allow for alignment
between direct health services and the social determinants of health the community struggles with,
including housing, employment, and mental health and addictions. The Ontario Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing should also be proactively taking on a leadership role to demonstrate to regions and
municipalities the benefits of streamlining the process for not-for-profit providers to improve the
broader outcomes of local communities.

ABOUT THE CHAO
The Catholic Health Association of Ontario (CHAO) is a provincial association of 29 Catholic health
organizations that operate over 40 sites across the province spanning the continuum of care, focuses
where the need is greatest – often with marginalized and disadvantaged populations. In this role, its
members have seen first-hand what can be achieved when government works in tandem with the health
and social sector.
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