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PARKDALE NEIGHBOURHOOD LAND TRUST
 Parkdale Neighborhood Land Trust (PNLT) is a community land trust (CLT) in 
Parkdale, Toronto led by a group of residents and organizations that have come together 
to protect the social, cultural and economic diversity of Parkdale by redefining how land 
is used and developed. Through the community land trust model, PNLT will acquire land 
as well as promote community participation in guiding how land is used to benefit the 
community and keep Parkdale affordable and diverse. 

The PNLT was established in 2012 through a series of community consultations that 
engaged over 100 community members and stakeholders, and incorporated in 2014. It 
is currently run by the board of directors, consisting of local non-profit organizations and 
groups that represent the diversity of Parkdale. This includes the Parkdale Activity-Rec-
reation Centre (PARC), The West End Food Co-Op, Greenest City, Roncesvalles-Macdonell 
Residents Association, Parkdale Community Legal Services, Parkdale Village BIA, St. 
Christopher House, and Sistering. 

 The PNLT will also act as a vehicle for community participation and engagement in 
local planning. To this end PNLT aims to support youth leadership to actively influence 
local decision-making, and help break down barriers in the current planning process to 
address long-term community needs.  
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TORONTO’S NON-PROFIT 
HOUSING SECTOR

INTRODUCTION

 The Toronto non-profit housing sector is under significant 
stress, due to a multiplicity of factors. Housing responsibility in 
Toronto has changed substantially as a result of neoliberal political 
practices that have downloaded federal programs onto provincial 
and municipal governments. The lack of funding is a dominant 
concern among social housing providers; in particular, the Toronto 
Community Housing Corporation (TCHC) has an $896M capital 
repair back-log, and needs $2.6B for capital repairs over 10 years 
(TCHC, 2015). Furthermore, federal operating agreements with 
social housing providers are expiring in the next several years. The 
subsidies that are part of these agreements are critical to the con-
tinued provision of social housing—many providers will lose their 
functioning capacity once they no longer receive subsidies and 
must depend exclusively on rental revenues. The Toronto non-profit 
housing sector is experiencing heightened pressure due to increas-
ingly unaffordable housing and rental prices and a lack of affordable 
housing development. Formerly middle income households cannot 
afford housing in Toronto, and are forced to consider social housing 
options, which are not readily available. As of December 31, 2014, 
there were 78, 248 households, which translates to approximately 
91, 000 people, on the social housing waiting list (City of Toron-
to, Toronto Social Housing by the Numbers). Non-profit housing 
providers are restricted by strict provincial regulatory frameworks, 
thus their ability to implement creative solutions is considerably 
hindered (City of Toronto, 2015). Lastly, the alleged beneficial aspect 
of municipal housing responsibility is in a city’s ability to tailor pro-
gramming to the diversity of local residents, yet the City has failed 
to sufficiently develop unique housing projects. The non-profit 
housing sector requires considerable re-investment and structural 
re-adjustment; yet, certain unique models demonstrate the ability 
of non-profits to innovate in a financially constrained environment. 

THE Toronto-CONTEXT

 Housing in Canada is not a clearly legislated responsibility; 
currently, the provision of affordable housing in Canada represents 
a “constitutional quagmire” (De Jong, Oct. 20), as the constitution 
provides no delegation of housing responsibility. Beginning in 
the 1980s, federal funding for affordable housing was drastically 
reduced, and, in 1993, the federal government’s national housing 
strategy was cancelled (Gaetz, Gulliver & Richter, 2014). In 1999, the 
Social Housing Agreement (SHA) was signed by Canada and On-
tario, effectively transferring social housing responsibility from the 
federal government to the Province of Ontario (Ministry of Munic-
ipal Affairs and Housing, 2013). The provincial government further 
downloaded administration of housing responsibility to municipal 
service managers, which is the municipal government in the City of 
Toronto. 

 The City provides over 95,000 units of social housing, 
including approximately 70,000 rent-geared-to-income units; 
the largest non-profit housing provider is TCHC, which owns and 
manages over 58,000 social housing units (City of Toronto, 2015). 
TCHC housing is antiquated and dilapidated, “by 2020, some 60% 
of rental apartments will be at least 50 years old” (Housing Op-
portunities Toronto, 2009, p. 21). To ensure safe and sanitary living 
conditions, these buildings require significant capital repairs. From 
an environmental perspective, the buildings are some of the least 
energy efficient buildings in the city, and are a considerable source 
of greenhouse gases, which means they impose an “energy burden” 
on low-income households. In addition to TCHC, there are over 
240 community non-profits and co-operative housing providers 
in Toronto (City of Toronto, 2015). Two crises within the non-profit 
housing sector are occurring simultaneously. The number of social 
housing units is insufficient to accommodate low income popula-
tions in need of assistance, and the existing units are severely di-
lapidated, contributing to a worsening quality of tenant life. Delays 
in repairs, poor quality housing and increasing precariousness are 
de-stabilizing forces which threaten tenant well-being, yet other 
units are unavailable (Plaizier, personal communication, March 
4, 2016). Social housing in Toronto is a complex system lacking 
overarching cohesion which is demonstrated by inefficient service 
delivery. 

It is important to define affordability in the context of this discus-
sion, as numerous definitions exist, and have shifted with time. 
The Provincial Policy Statement provides a definition of what is 
affordable:

a) in the case of ownership housing, the least expensive of: 
1. housing for which the purchase price results in annual accom-
modation costs which do not exceed 30 percent of gross annual 
household income for low and moderate income households; or 
2. housing for which the purchase price is at least 10 percent 
below the average purchase price of a resale unit in the regional 
market area

b) in the case of rental housing, the least expensive of: 
1. a unit for which the rent does not exceed 30 percent of gross 
annual household income for low and moderate income house-
holds; or 
2. a unit for which the rent is at or below the average market rent 
of a unit in the regional market area. 

 Recent definitions regarding affordable housing projects 
set a benchmark of affordable equaling a certain percentage of 
current market rates - 80 per cent is common (Plaizier, person-
al communication, March 4, 2016). This contrasts the historic 
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definitions, outlined above, which stipulate affordability as 30% of 
a household’s income. The idea of “affordability” is difficult to articu-
late, due to the contrasting opinions evident across the literature 
and demonstrated in practice. 

 Provincial and municipal governments recognize the 
existing social housing system is significantly flawed. The 2009 
Annual Report of the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario 
states, “the Ministry collects little information on how well the $40 
billion in social housing stock is being maintained or whether there 
is an adequate supply to meet local needs” (Pearson, 2010). A quick 
examination of the current waiting list for social housing in the City 
of Toronto illustrates that there is not an adequate supply to meet 
local needs, and the supply that does exist is rapidly deteriorating. 
The City of Toronto (2014) states, 

In reality, the system that is managed by SSHA (Shelter, Support 
and Housing Administration) is a collection of separate service 
silos that have evolved in response to specific historic provincial, 
federal and municipal funding programs, some of which go back 
decades and few of which were created in harmony with others. 
Because the existing service system is fragmented and pushed 
by funding programs and rules, rather than by local needs and 
priorities, it lacks a unifying view (p. 4). 

The devolution of housing responsibility has significantly compli-
cated service provision, but has ultimately produced a severely 
under-funded system that lacks functional capacity. 
 
 Furthermore, discrepancies exist within the social hous-
ing system regarding income support programs. Individuals on 
Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP) pay the required shelter 
allowance, while people with the same income on Canada Pension 
Plan Disability Benefit (CPP-D) pay 30 per cent of their income 
(what is deemed affordable by the Provincial Policy Statement), 
which can be significantly more than what those on ODSP are 
paying toward their rent (Eagan, personal communication, March 
3, 2016). The artificially low housing benefit for those on OW and 
ODSP creates a massive revenue problem for the city, and leads to 
a loss in revenue for the non-profit housing sector. Fundamentally, 
the municipality and the non-profits subsidize income security 
programs, which allows such programs to maintain housing allo-
cations that are far below market rates. It also limits the ability of 
Rent-Geared-to-Income (RGI) providers to develop creative subsidy 
models and affordability models when the disconnect concerning 
social security and social housing widens the gap between the 
market and housing benefit allowances (Eagan, personal communi-
cation, March 3, 2016). 

FUNDING

 The largest challenge facing non-profit housing providers 
is insufficient funding. Currently, the City provides the majority of 
funding for social housing, contributing 53% in 2015 (City of Toron-
to, 2015). The federal social housing financial commitment is dras-
tically declining—it is estimated that the federal contribution will 
be $0 by 2033 (City of Toronto, 2015). Funding is emphasized as the 
primary challenge facing non-profit housing providers, yet there 
are nuances to the funding situation that are important to consider. 
Firstly, the federal operating agreements under the Section 95 
program will expire between 2015 and 2022, which means that 
many social housing providers will no longer receive subsidies, and 
will not be required to maintain affordable units in their buildings 

(City of Toronto, Expiry of Operating Agreements). O’Brien (2011) 
explains how the subsidies were implemented to allow social 
housing providers greater funding flexibility while they paid the 
debt on their mortgages. The operating agreements were designed 
to provide additional funding until mortgages reached matura-
tion, and at that point, it was assumed social housing providers 
would have adequate cash flow to maintain affordable rental rates, 
without the help of federal subsidies (O’Brien, 2011). The Canadian 
Housing Renewal Association explains that once these agreements 
expire, as much as half of all social housing might have to be sold 
or rented at higher rates. The functional capacity of Toronto social 
housing is seriously threatened without federal financial support. 

 Interviews completed with St Clare’s Multifaith Housing 
Society, COTA, Ecuhome, and Green Phoenix demonstrate the 
further funding distinctions facing non-profit housing providers. 
The operating agreements, outlined above, function irregularly, in 
that certain non-profit housing providers did not subscribe to the 
multi-year mortgages, and therefore exist independently of the 
federal financing programs. Other housing providers, such as St 
Clare’s Multifaith Housing Society, acquired capital using individual, 
distinct loans, and must adhere to their own specific deadlines. 
Green Phoenix received federal funding, yet their mortgage is set 
to expire in 2027, which is outside the timeline stipulated in the 
federal operating agreements. Ultimately, the interviews illustrat-
ed the financial situation of each non-profit housing provider is 
unique, dependent on their own particular funding sources. 

 A report on the End of Operating Agreements produced 
by the City of Toronto states, “Case studies that have been conduct-
ed in different areas indicate that operating viability may be an 
issue where providers still receive a substantial amount of section 
95 subsidy, have a high ratio of rent-geared-to-income market rent 
units, and/or have kept market rents well below private market 
rents” (p. 11). The Mental Health Commission of Canada produced 
a report which indicated, “non-profit housing projects established 
prior to 1986 are better placed to contend with the expiry of their 
agreements, as they tend to have a higher level of income mixing 
and more units close to market rent” (p. 22).  If certain housing 
providers are able to manage their projects without a Section 95 
subsidy, capital repairs pose a serious financial hurdle that will be 
difficult to surpass without federal investment. The City of Toronto 
conducted a report titled, “Tied in Knots: Unlocking the Potential of 
Social Housing Communities in Toronto”, which emphasized, “many 
social housing providers lack the economies of scale needed to 
complete complex retrofit programs, and also are unable to repay 
loans until their mortgages are paid off, which may not be until 
2020” (2007, p. 17). Funding for non-profit housing is complicat-
ed—numerous factors have led to an overly-stressed, under-fund-
ed, at-or-above capacity scenario. 

Structural Barriers
 
 The provincial regulatory framework is overly prescrip-
tive; innovative financing and re-modelling solutions are not 
supported by the current policy environment. Firstly, Service Level 
Standards, which refer to the minimum required number of RGI 
units and modified units in Service Manager areas are problematic 
(MMAH, 2013). The City of Toronto (2015) clarifies, “they are set 
based on the number of RGI units downloaded to municipalities in 
2002 and do not reflect the multiplicity of housing stability options” 

 



TORONTOS NON-PROFIT HOUSING SECTOR 5

 (p. 16). The structure of RGI assistance is inflexible; RGI subsidies are 
linked to specific providers or units, which limits where residents 
can live, and restricts their mobility once they are housed (City of 
Toronto, 2015). This system is archaic—new financing structures 
must be explored. Housing allowances present a viable alternative, 
yet there is currently no regulatory framework for housing allow-
ances outside of the Provincial Investment in Affordable Housing 
(IAH) funding program (City of Toronto, 2015). Innovative policy 
alternatives are available, yet the motivation and commitment from 
different governing bodies is limited. 
 
 Inclusionary zoning presents a viable mechanism to 
increase the provision of affordable housing, and governmen-
tal support has recently been secured. The updated provincial 
affordable housing strategy requires developers to set aside a 
percentage of their new units for low to moderate income house-
holds (Monsebraaten, 2016). The directive from the province will 
require implementation by the municipality; Ontarian cities will be 
able to set the specific rules, based on local context and hous-
ing needs. By implementing inclusionary zoning as a municipal 
practice, developers would be required to include a percentage 
of affordable housing units in residential developments with over 
20 units, and, in return, they would receive fast-tracked approvals 
and other incentives (Layton, 2015). Mike Layton publicly endorsed 
the amendment to the Long-Term Affordable Housing Strategy 
to include inclusionary zoning, which is a sentiment that has also 
been expressed by city councillor Ana Bailão. Federal politicians, 
such as Adam Vaughan, have expressed their support of innovative 
re-financing models, such as directing Section 37 money to the re-
habilitation of Toronto’s rental stock. He explains, “If 10% of Section 
37 money had gone to rehabilitation over the past ten years, there 
would be no backlog in TCHC’s portfolio” (Black, 2012, p. 34). There 
are identifiable alternatives to the current unsustainable model of 
housing provision, yet a federal funding commitment is a necessity.
 
 The approval authority system for development issues is 
similarly outdated, as the Province retains exclusive decision-mak-
ing power. The City of Toronto (2007) states, “this often introduced 
significant delays and additional costs even when the transaction 
being contemplated involves little risk, such as the granting of an 
easement” (p. 8). Non-profit housing service delivery is constrained 
by municipal, provincial and federal regulation. The City of Toronto 
maintains an outdated approach to affordable housing and home-
lessness: “they remain too invested in keeping the shelter system 
intact, draining funds that could be used in other areas of housing 
provision more effectively” (Turner, 2007, p. 39). Recently, howev-
er, John Tory, announced a program which will seek to fast-track 
development approvals for affordable housing projects. The Open 
Door initiative includes incentives such as waiving permit fees, 
streamlining the application process and deferring development 
charges (Pagliaro, 2015). Certain critics question the Open Door 
initiative, and posit such a program repackages tools that already 
exist in order to promote the sense that action is being taken to 
address the affordable housing crisis (Eagan, personal communica-
tion, March 3, 2016). The program is based on important objectives, 
however, Open Door’s impact is questionable without longer time 
horizons, better tools and a clear delegation of authority. 

 The sector would benefit from a greater level of auton-
omy, as projects are incredibly diverse and an overly prescriptive 
regulatory environment is detrimental. Turner (2007) clarifies that 
organizations receiving municipal RGI subsidies must conform 

to the requirements detailed in the Social Housing Reform Act 
(SHRA): “carry out day to day property management; create an 
internal transfer list, and a market waiting list; fill vacancies using 
the centralized waiting list; carry out RGI administration under RGI 
Service Agreements; report to the municipal Service Manager” (p. 
29). Receiving municipal funding is beneficial, yet the funding is 
contingent on numerous prescriptive obligations, which limits the 
possibility of flexible programming, designed for specific popula-
tions.

 Black (2012) explains how non-profits are stifled by 
re-financing models: “the Social Housing Reform Act (SHRA) of 
2000 allowed non-profits to refinance, subject to some restric-
tions, such as needing permission from the Service Manager, the 
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, and the lender” (p. 34). 
The SHRA was replaced by the Housing Services Act in 2011. These 
restrictions are debilitating and negatively affected the majority of 
social housing providers, as only the largest providers were able to 
benefit from refinancing (Black, 2012). Furthermore, streamlining 
service provision would improve program administration, and 
allow housing providers to tailor services to address complexity 
of client need. The City of Toronto (2007) explains, “The City and 
housing providers administer more than 20 different housing pro-
grams—these programs, established at different times by different 
governments, each have slightly different rules for tasks such as 
subsidy calculation, financial accounting, land disposition and 
reporting statistics—makes for costly program administration” (p. 
9). Refinancing models are difficult to navigate, yet sector studies 
suggest local organizations with capable leadership demonstrate 
proficiency in administration as well as funding.

Private Sector Participation
 
 Black (2012) examines the incentives and disincentives 
to private-sector participation and provides insightful conclusions. 
Housing in Toronto predominantly favours condominiums; rental 
housing construction has declined significantly, which has con-
tributed to current shortages of affordable housing. Black (2012) 
states, “Toronto’s high land prices and construction costs, difficulty 
obtaining financing on favourable terms, and lack of incentives to 
create rental apartments make rental development riskier and less 
profitable than condominium development” (p. iii). The incentive 
to build condos is very difficult to overcome as financers only carry 
risk until occupancy, at which point the condo board carries all 
the risk going forward (Eagan, personal communication, March 3, 
2016).  In rental, financers carry risk for the life of the mortgage. 
Federal subsidies to social housing providers encourage rental 
housing construction, yet with the end of operating agreements, 
such subsidies are declining rapidly, and will fail to provide ade-
quate financing for future projects. 
 
 Black (2012) explains how private-sector involvement 
is curtailed by government involvement with affordable rental 
housing; government programs lack longevity; thus, developers 
are hesitant to invest. Furthermore, rental housing results in higher 
construction and operating costs, which dissuades private sector 
partnership (Black, 2012). Non-profit ownership of rental build-
ings is a viable strategy to ensure long-term affordable housing 
availability, however new affordable housing developments are 
absent from the Toronto cityscape. Private sector partnerships are 
a practical approach to an issue that requires significant invest-
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ment.  Black (2012) highlights financial re-structuring formulas that 
would create tax incentives, such as deferring tax on capital gains, 
and establishing greater profit, allowing non-profits to compete 
with for-profit Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) for properties 
in superior condition.  Black (2012) emphasizes the importance of 
tax incentives as a primary method to encourage for-profit owners 
to sell to non-profits as opposed to selling to a REIT or another in-
vestor. A more progressive tax system has the potential to be much 
more impactful; taxing capital gains and dividends on all real estate 
at 100 percent of income would generate billions of dollars if desig-
nated to affordable housing programs (Eagan, personal communi-
cation, March 3, 2016). Currently, private ownership accrues almost 
all the increase in value of a property when the increase in value of 
a property is a significant reflection on the infrastructure that taxes 
have paid for over time (Eagan, personal communication, March 3, 
2016). 
 
 Ultimately, Black (2012) identifies the ideal partnership, 
which she labels a turnkey development: “the developer is part-
nering with a non-profit and taking the project through prede-
velopment and construction before turning it over to a non-profit 
organization, which will then own and operate the building” (p. 23). 
This structure maximizes the assets of both partners; the developer 
is able to take on risks associated with development, while the 
non-profit organization is left with administration and daily opera-
tion responsibilities. The City of Toronto’s “Tied in Knots: Unlocking 
the Potential of Social Housing Communities” identified areas of 
improvement in the social housing sector. One of their suggestions 
was to grant greater local decision-making ability. Private sector 
partnerships allow non-profits to retain ownership and manage 
operations, which facilitates resident input. Absentee develop-
ers are generally unsupportive of community collaboration, yet 
non-profits are more receptive to local involvement. In addition to 
building new affordable housing developments with private part-
ners, non-profits should take advantage of existing buildings. While 
much of Toronto’s social housing stock requires substantial capital 
investment, other buildings remain viable options for affordable 
housing development.  

Possible Solutions
 
 The challenges faced by the non-profit housing sector are 
diverse, yet funding is usually highlighted as the dominant issue in 
relation to affordable housing. Turner (2009) stresses the innovative 
aspect of non-profit housing organizations, in contrast to govern-
ment agencies that are constrained by strict regulation. The ability 
of a non-profit housing provider to provide creative responses to 
the current housing crisis is limited by their lack of financing, how-
ever, partnerships can produce effective economies of scale. Turner 
(2009) defines the ideal size for a non-profit housing provider as 
1500 units, yet numerous non-profits operate significantly below 
this number. In terms of the smallest sustainable model, ONPHA 
indicates that programs operating below 100 units face significant 
challenges for fiscal survival and viability (Turner, 2009). The City of 
Toronto (2007) states, “with the exception of TCHC, social housing 
in Toronto is provided by relatively small housing providers most 
with one building; only three of the 240 other housing providers 
operate more than 500 units” (p. 11). An interview with St Clare’s 
Multifaith Housing Society indicated that their ideal economy 
of scale exists at 200 units per project. Staff from St Clare’s Multi-

faith Housing Society explained, “It is unbelievable watching the 
economy of scale occur after adding the first 26 units…it doesn’t 
take any more staff to provide services for 100 units than for 50. It 
costs the same to service a heating system for a 20-unit building 
and a 190-unit building”.  Mergers may allow non-profits to achieve 
a maximum profitable capacity, yet mergers are also dependent on 
service provision. For St Clare’s Multifaith Housing Society, mergers 
are difficult as they predominantly provide supportive housing to 
specific populations. There are also diseconomies of scale that oc-
cur when size begins to affect human dynamics; larger operational 
capacity may negatively impact the ability of housing providers to 
understand specific community issues (Eagan, personal communi-
cation, March 3, 2016).

 Partnerships are frequently identified as an effective 
approach to surmount financial obstacles; Ecuhome in Toronto 
demonstrates the beneficial impacts of partnership. Turner (2009) 
states, “Ecuhome is slowly, but surely, increasing its economies of 
scale and offering growing numbers of tenants better service at 
lower costs” (p. 10). The Ecuhome case study is a valuable example 
of the positive results of partnership; as a larger non-profit housing 
provider, Ecuhome successfully merged with Start 103, “an organi-
zation that provided 19 units divided between two developments 
to a similar population as Ecuhome” (Turner, 2009, p. 10). Ecuhome 
offers services for hard to house populations, thus any possible 
merger required partnering with an organization that served a 
similar group of people. Service provision for the Start 103 tenants 
drastically improved with the merger, as Ecuhome was able to pro-
vide services previously unavailable to the Start 103 tenants due to 
fiscal limitations (Turner, 2009). Ecuhome executive director Angie 
Hains dictates mergers are complicated processes, involving the 
joining of distinct managerial styles and organizational experience, 
yet in the case of the Ecuhome merger, success seems to be the 
dominant result. 

 Angie Hains describes the substantive Ecuhome due 
diligence approach, when considering taking on existing social 
housing from another non-profit corporation; “the work must be 
consistent with the work we already do, financially self-sustaining 
and will not have a negative impact on our assisting operations or 
assets, and is something we do well and has the potential of having 
a positive impact on our organization”. Ecuhome ensures the 
majority of costs are borne by the funder: all legal costs associated 
with the transfer of assets; land transfer taxes; building condition 
assessment and capital reserve study; administrative costs asso-
ciated with the transfer (e.g. obtaining property tax exemption, 
costs associated with any neighbourhood issues, extra administra-
tion required during transition); and extra tenant support costs if 
necessary. Fundamentally, partnership requires similar mandates, 
locational proximity, and financial sustainability.  

 Merging offers a more permanent solution, however 
shared service agreements allow non-profits to access economies 
of scale while retaining their original organizational structure 
(Turner, 2009). Edmond Place provides an excellent example of 
shared service provision; Parkdale Activity-Recreation Centre 
supplies some services, and other organizations, such as Digi-
tal Cement, offer expertise regarding renovations and building 
development. A shared service agreement is a profitable financial 
arrangement among smaller organizations which allows shared 
access to important skills, such as information technology and 
computer support services, that are too costly to hire full-time, or 
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Ecuhome 
1387 Queen Street West 
Acquired in 1999 and houses 24 families. Capital repair money provided in 2010 
through the Canada-Ontario Social Housing Renovation and Repair Program has 
improved building safety.        - CMHC 

St Clare Multi-Faith Housing Society 
180 Sudbury Street 
St. Clare’s Multi-faith Housing worked in partnership
with Verdiroc, a private developer, to build 190 affordable
homes in the West Queen West Triangle on former
industrial lands. 

This is a a mixed-income community, with most units renting 
for 80% of average market rent, while 25% will be geared-
to-income. St. Clare’s received capital funding from the City 
of Toronto and the Canada-Ontario Affordable Housing 
Program. CMHC provided Seed Funding to get the project 
started.                 - CMHC

Green Phoenix
1355 King Street West

The Green Phoenix is a renovated 11-storey, 136-unit social housing apartment 
building. The building was developed by the Parkdale United Church Foundation 

in the 1970’s, with assistance from the federal nonprofit housing program. In recent 
decades the tower needed sustainable upgrades, so the renewal began with an 

integrated design process resulting in more amenity space and lower utility costs. 
The renovations concentrated on energy efficient upgrades including insulation, 
windows, ventilation, green roof, solar panels and renewable geothermal energy. 

Funding came from the federal and municipal governments and the Foundation’s 
own fundraising. CMHC provided Seed Funding and Proposal Development Funding 

to launch the renewal plan.    - CMCH

PARC – Edmond Place:
194 Dowling Avenue & 1495 Queen Street West
Parkdale Activity – Recreation Centre (PARC) has transformed Edmond Place from 
a derelict, abandoned rooming house into a renewed heritage property with 29 
self-contained units. Next door, PARC operates a drop-in community centre where it 
delivers services and amenities for people with mental health and addiction issues. 
Funding was provided by the Canada-Ontario Affordable Housing Program, a 50-year 
lease from the City of Toronto and a partnership with Habitat Services.  
http://parc.on.ca/edmond-place/    - CMHC
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in-house (Turner, 2009). The non-profit housing sector is defined 
by inadequate financing, yet collaborative approaches are an ef-
fective means to address structural fiscal inequalities. Turner (2007) 
explains the possible benefits associated with private non-profit 
housing providers:

PNP organizations have the unique ability to more closely provide 
for the needs of tenants not covered by traditional large-scale 
housing programs…they are able to tap into private funding 
sources and receive charitable donations not usually utilized by 
governments (p. 1).

PNP housing providers benefit from greater autonomy—funding 
will remain a consistent challenge, yet operational flexibility is a 
new asset.

Community Land Trust
 When considering models for affordable housing that 
support community benefit and collaboration, the Community 
Land Trust (CLT) is one potential option that is being considered. 
CLTs are able to tailor their programming to specific populations, 
and many CLTs are registered charities and can thus benefit from 
tax-deductible donations. The CLT model is amendable to support-
ing service partnerships, mergers and autonomous management. 
The City of Toronto report, “Tied in Knots: Unlocking the Potential 
of Social Housing in Toronto” (2007), identifies recommendations, 
such as, “strategies and tools to increase community capacity to 
build, maintain and manage social housing”, for future non-profit 
housing projects (p. 2). CLTs are community organizations, repre-
sented by a predominantly locally based governance system, which 
is a structure that reflects municipal government recommenda-
tions. The majority of CLTs employ a similar tri-partite management 
arrangement; “the board of directors is comprised of adults who 
live in leased housing (leaseholders); adults who live in the tar-
geted area (community members); and local representatives from 
government, funding agencies and the non-profit sector (public 
interest)” (Goodmurphy and Kamizaki, 2011). The CLT governance 
structure is inherently democratic—community residents are not 
only entitled to participate and express opinions regarding their 
housing, but also vote and sit on decision-making boards. Fur-
thermore, assets are managed collectively, as the CLT is the legal 
owner of the land in trust (Moore and McKee, 2012). Land is thus 
sheltered from speculative real estate development and practice. 
Local residents are encouraged to actively administer resources, 
which fosters civic action and enhances community involvement 
and cohesion. 

 The Parkdale Neighbourhood Land Trust (PNLT) is an 
example of the partnership/facilitative  CLT model, in which the CLT 
owns land, and then leases the land to an appropriate partner that 
owns the building and operates the programming. According to 
their website, “PNLT is a CLT in Parkdale led by a group of resi-
dents and organizations trying to promote the social, cultural and 
economic diversity of Parkdale by redefining how land is used and 
developed”. The land trust works to provide poverty relief, and by 
owning land, and offering affordable and secure land leaseholds to 
charities and non-profits that offer community benefits, that goal is 
realized. The situation in Parkdale is unique, due to the wide range 
of stakeholders in the community, and the complicated services 
required by many of the affordable housing tenants. 

 Due to the deinstitutionalization of psychiatric facilities 
in the 1980s, a substantial percentage of the former Queen Street 
Centre for Addiction and Mental Health patients were discharged 
into Parkdale (Slater, 2004). Thousands of CAMH patients, as well as 
patients from the Lakeshore Provincial Psychiatric Hospital, were 
forced to grapple with the consequences of welfare state reform, 
which reduced social services dramatically, and initiated the 
inadequately supported “community-based care” as the dominant 
service response (Slater, 2004). Furthermore, a disproportionate 
number of Toronto’s rooming houses and bachelorettes are located 
in Parkdale. These units represent a significant portion of the city’s 
affordable housing stock, yet many rooming houses are being sold 
or converted to capitalize on profits from escalating real estate 
prices. In south Parkdale, over 90% of residents are renters. Further-
more, a majority are tenants in multi-unit apartment buildings, ex-
periencing systemic rent increases. Gentrification is thus creating a 
high-pressure situation for renters, in which Parkdale’s low-income 
residents are struggling to maintain housing. Lower profit land uses 
are insecure, thus the land trust works to provide security of access 
and perpetual affordability. A CLT in Parkdale could secure land to 
be provided at affordable levels to non-profit housing partners, 
many of whom have proven their capacity to manage housing, yet 
in the current moment, have limited access to land to develop for 
new projects. The land trust could thus contribute to the preserva-
tion of existing affordable housing, as well as create the conditions 
to make the development of new affordable housing possible. 

The Parkdale Neighbourhood Land Tru 
(PNLT) is a community-controlled 
non-profit organization of residents and 
local agencies that seeks to build a ju, 
healthy, and inclusive neighbourhood. 
The PNLT will acquire and manage land 
under the unique community ownership 
model of a Community Land Tru (CLT), 
promoting long-term community 
benefits, aordability, and  democratic 
local planning. 

ABOUT PNLT

Parkdale is changing rapidly. 
This change is not inherently good or bad, 

but it raises important que	ions 
about a�ordability, diversity, and 
community assets in Parkdale.

How can we ensure that everyone, particularly those with fewer 
resources and lower income, benefit from these changes?

PNLT will acquire land, removing it from the real 
eate market and making sure that it is used to meet 
community needs. As a Community Land Tru 
PNLT will own the land on behalf of the community 
and lease it to non-profit partners who can 
provide community benefits. 

The Parkdale Neighbourhood Land Tru� (PNLT) 
was formed to address this challenge.

Held. Together. 

GET INVOLVED
www.pnlt .ca

info@pnlt .ca
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OUR ACTION STRATEGY 

Community Land
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Community Ownership.  Community Benefit
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Conclusion
 The Toronto non-profit housing sector is under significant 
stress; the current crisis will worsen without immediate inter-
ventions. Funding is a fundamental concern, and illuminates the 
problematic impacts of neoliberal policy development in the late 
20th century. The idea of affordability is contested, and nega-
tively affects social housing tenants with the same income, who 
are required to pay different rents. Affordable housing provision 
is defined by disjointed government responsibilities; the City of 
Toronto manages social housing through inadequate municipal 
property taxes, while Operating Agreements with the federal 
government are expiring, threatening the operational capacity of 
many non-profit housing providers. The regulatory regime is overly 
strict and allows little room for innovative service provision, while 
also limiting the ability of housing providers to define common 
objectives and create programming for specific populations. 
Private sector partnerships warrant consideration, as collabora-
tive projects involving developers and non-profit organizations 
maximize unique skill-sets, which may result in successful program 
development. Partnerships are an effective strategy to produce 
economies of scale—many of the smaller non-profit housing 
providers struggle financially, and while monetary concerns are 
due to a multitude of factors, partnering with other organizations 
may improve operational capacity. Several social housing reports 
emphasize the benefits of involving local community members in 
decision-making; CLTs are designed on a democratic basis, which 
encourages civic participation and fosters community involvement. 
The PNLT is a viable example of how community organizations can 
address inconsistencies in government policy, through collabora-
tive citizen participation. Non-profit housing providers and CLTs 
are practical partners in the housing sector, yet more research must 
be completed to understand the benefits and limitations of such 
working relationships.

 Interviews conducted with non-profit housing providers 
indicate the diversity of arrangements that continue to operate 
successfully, which demonstrates the importance of innovative 
approaches. Green Phoenix did not incur any costs to acquire 
land, as they renovated the site of a church, thereby leveraging 
an existing land asset. They procured substantial funding from 
government programs, and remain independent of the RGI system. 
Ecuhome capitalized on existing assets as well, thus costs to land 
were non-existent. COTA is dependent on private partnerships, and 
benefits from service collaboration with other agencies. St Clare’s 
Multifaith Housing Society relies on internal equity and utilizes RGI 
units. The local housing providers have been able to leverage op-
portunities such as access to land at no cost, different government 
programs, and internal equity to ground a model, or complete 
a new build. These arrangements are inspiring and illustrate the 
ability of non-profits to innovate and produce creative solutions 
collaboratively. 
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