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Abstract

This dissertation examines the growing Canadian housing crisis by exploring
the structural, economic, and policy factors contributing to the lack of affordable and
accessible housing. Despite ongoing federal and provincial efforts, many individuals
and families continue to experience instability, financial strain, and limited access to
safe and appropriate housing. This study aims to analyze the barriers, lived realities,
and policy gaps affecting housing affordability while identifying strategic opportunities

to strengthen housing support systems and sustainable policy responses.

A mixed-methods research design was employed, integrating a review of
national housing data with qualitative insights from community perspectives, policy
documents, and practitioner observations. Findings reveal three core challenges:
escalating housing costs outpacing income growth, insufficient affordable housing
supply, and systemic policy misalignment between government levels and service
delivery organizations. These factors collectively exacerbate vulnerability, particularly

for low-income households, newcomers, and marginalized populations.

The study highlights the need for coordinated public policy reform, increased
investment in social and affordable housing, and community-based strategies that
foreground equity, inclusion, and long-term sustainability. Beyond identifying
challenges, the research contributes evidence-informed recommendations to help
guide policymakers, housing advocates, and community organizations in developing

responsive and humane housing solutions.

This dissertation underscores that addressing Canada’s housing crisis requires

more than infrastructure expansion; it demands integrated policy frameworks and



collaborative approaches grounded in social justice, human dignity, and community

well-being.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.0 General

Affordable housing stands as a fundamental pillar underpinning social welfare,
public health, and economic stability in Canada. It is a critical component of socio-
economic development and urban planning that deeply influences individual well-being
and the resilience of communities. Recognizing affordable housing as more than mere
shelter, numerous scholars and policy advocates have highlighted its centrality in
addressing inequality and fostering inclusive urban growth [Hulchanski, 2002][Carter
et al., 2021]. Despite progressive policy frameworks and significant government
initiatives developed over recent decades, Canada continues to face a persistent
shortage of adequate and affordable housing options. This shortage is reflected in
rising rates of homelessness, increasing housing instability, and exacerbated social
problems across the country [Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC),
2018]. The growing demand for affordable housing, driven by rapid urbanization,
widening income disparities, and overall population growth, has intensified the urgency
to develop effective solutions that can address these entrenched systemic challenges

[Gaetz, 2020].

This dissertation seeks to critically examine the complex systemic barriers that
impede the effective implementation of affordable housing policies in Canada. It aims
to evaluate innovative and pragmatic strategies capable of overcoming these obstacles
to realize meaningful improvements in housing accessibility and affordability. By

delving into the multifaceted challenges and underlying factors affecting policy



translation into practical outcomes, this study aspires to deepen understanding of
implementation gaps. It also endeavors to offer actionable recommendations tailored
to strengthen policy execution and impact [Moore & Skaburskis, 2004]. This chapter
sets the foundation for the research study by outlining its background, articulating the
problem statement, presenting the research questions and hypotheses, and detailing
the scope and significance of the work. Furthermore, it provides an overview of the

structure of the dissertation to guide the reader through the forthcoming chapters.

1.1 Background of the Study

The evolution of affordable housing policy in Canada is embedded within a
complex interplay of historical, socio-economic, and political contexts. Initially, in the
post-World War |l era, policy efforts largely emphasized direct government provision of
social housing targeted at marginalized and vulnerable populations [Bacher, 1993]. A
pivotal development in this period was the establishment of the Central Mortgage and
Housing Corporation (CMHC) in 1946, which marked the federal government’s
assertive role in financing and facilitating the development of social housing projects

nationwide [Hulchanski, 2002].

Throughout the mid-20th century, large-scale public housing initiatives sought
to alleviate severe housing shortages, focusing on providing accommodation for low-
income families, immigrants, and veterans returning from war. However, these
programs frequently encountered significant challenges including chronic
underfunding, insufficient maintenance, and social stigmatization of residents, all of
which undermined long-term sustainability and effectiveness [Carroll, 2020]. Entering

the 1980s and 1990s, there was a marked policy shift characterized by retrenchment



of direct government involvement, with federal funding cuts to social housing
development and an increasing reliance on market-oriented approaches. This era saw
diminished public sector roles and heightened emphasis on privatization and market

mechanisms in housing provision [Moore & Skaburskis, 2004][Bacher, 1993].

In the 21st century, the Canadian housing landscape has increasingly been
defined by an amplified affordable housing crisis. Accelerating urbanization, soaring
housing costs, and growing socio-economic inequalities have exacerbated housing
insecurity for many Canadians [CMHC, 2018]. The launch of the National Housing
Strategy (NHS) in 2017 represented a seminal federal commitment, channeling $40
billion over ten years to reform housing policy and expand affordable housing offerings
systematically. The NHS promotes an integrated and human rights—based approach,
aiming to reduce homelessness substantially and foster collaboration among federal,
provincial, municipal governments, Indigenous organizations, non-profits, and private
sector actors [Government of Canada, 2017] [Pomeroy, 2021]. Despite these
advancements, measurable alleviation of housing insecurity remains limited, signaling
persistent and intricate barriers obstructing effective policy implementation [Gaetz,

2020].

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Canada currently confronts a deep and persistent affordable housing crisis, with
millions of individuals and families experiencing housing instability. Approximately
235,000 persons experience homelessness annually, marking a profound social and
economic challenge [CMHC, 2018] [Homelessness Partnering Strategy (HPS), 2020].

Although contemporary policy frameworks, such as the NHS, incorporate dignity-



centered and human rights-based principles aligned with global best practices, the
disconnect between policy design and on-the-ground execution undermines their
effectiveness. This implementation gap manifests as chronic deficiencies in housing

supply and accessibility.

Key obstacles constraining effective implementation include financial limitations
driven by escalating land acquisition costs, rising construction expenses, and limited
public funding availability [Moffatt, 2021]. Political fragmentation across multiple
governance layers leads to inconsistent priorities, coordination challenges, and
resource misallocation [Smith, 2019]. Furthermore, bureaucratic impediments such as
protracted approval and permitting processes, inconsistent zoning regulations, and
constrained institutional capacities significantly delay or complicate project delivery
[Tsenkova, 2021]. Social and cultural factors, particularly pervasive community
opposition (commonly termed NIMBYism), anchored in misconceptions regarding
crime, property values, and neighborhood changes, further obstruct acceptance of
affordable housing initiatives [Dear, 1992][CBC News, 2023]. This confluence of
multifarious barriers generates entrenched systemic dysfunctions, necessitating a

comprehensive investigation into their nature and possible remedies.

Therefore, this dissertation aims to illuminate and analyze these core barriers
impeding the translation of well-intentioned affordable housing policies into effective
actions across diverse Canadian contexts. Addressing this implementation problem is

vital to closing the gap between policy ambition and social realities.



1.3 Research Question

Guided by the identified challenges, the central research question directing this study
is: What are the barriers to the effective implementation of affordable housing policies
in Canada, and how can these barriers be overcome to improve housing affordability

and reduce homelessness?

To explore this overarching inquiry deeply, the following sub-questions are
posed: First, how do financial, political, bureaucratic, and social factors individually and
interactively constrain housing policy implementation? Second, what best practices
and integrated strategies have demonstrably succeeded in mitigating these barriers?
Third, how do contextual variations—particularly among urban, rural, and Indigenous

communities—influence implementation challenges and dictate tailored solutions?

1.4 Hypotheses

This study advances the following hypotheses: (1) Financial limitations
represent the most significant impediment to effective affordable housing policy
implementation; (2) Political discontinuities and governance fragmentation disrupt
sustained policy execution and result in fragmented outcomes; (3) Bureaucratic
inefficiencies, including complex regulations and procedural delays, critically hinder
timely project completion; (4) Community opposition rooted in social stigma
substantially impedes project approval and development; and (5) The application of
integrated, multidimensional strategies addressing financial, political, bureaucratic,

and social barriers collectively improves the success rates of policy implementation.



1.5 Objectives of the Study

The study pursues multiple objectives. Primarily, it seeks to systematically
identify and categorize the structural barriers undermining affordable housing policy
execution in Canada. It aims to critically evaluate contrasting case studies of
successful and unsuccessful projects to extract key lessons concerning effective
implementation. Further, the research strives to formulate evidence-based and
actionable recommendations tailored for policymakers, practitioners, and stakeholders
engaged in housing. Additionally, it contributes to academic discourse by addressing
gaps relating to integrated conceptualizations of policy barriers and strategies within

public administration and housing scholarship.

1.6 Significance of the Study

This dissertation offers a multifaceted contribution. From a policy perspective, it
informs federal, provincial, and municipal actors about persistent bottlenecks and
delineates pathways for strategic improvements [Carter et al., 2021]. Socially, it aspires
to advance housing access and reduce homelessness, consequentially enhancing
public health, educational attainment, and economic productivity [Hulchanski, 2007].
Academically, it addresses critical gaps by integrating theoretical frameworks such as
the Multiple Streams Framework and policy implementation theories, advancing
understanding within public policy and administration fields. Practically, the study
equips housing practitioners with strategies for navigating complex governance
systems and socio-political challenges, facilitating more effective project development

and service delivery.



1.7 Scope of the Study

The scope of the study encompasses a broad geographical range across
Canada, with emphasis on diverse contexts including urban centers (such as Toronto
and Vancouver), suburban and rural settings, as well as Indigenous communities.
Temporally, the research focuses chiefly on policies enacted since 2000, with particular
attention to developments post-2017 following the NHS’s initiation. Thematically, the
study concentrates on the core barriers—financial, political, bureaucratic, and social—
and their interplay with policy implementation. Methodologically, it employs a mixed-
methods research design integrating qualitative and quantitative data to ensure
richness and validity. Additionally, the analysis considers regional variation to account

for differential challenges across Canada’s vast and diverse landscape.

1.8 Organization of the Study

The dissertation is systematically organized into six chapters. Chapter 1
introduces the foundational premises, research questions, and scope. Chapter 2 offers
a comprehensive literature review detailing the historical trajectory of housing policies,
identification of barriers, and relevant theoretical frameworks. Chapter 3 elaborates the
methodological design, data collection strategies, and analytic procedures. Chapter 4
presents empirical findings derived from qualitative and quantitative analyses
alongside illustrative case studies. Chapter 5 offers a critical discussion contextualizing
the findings within academic literature and practical implications. Finally, Chapter 6
provides concluding reflections and synthesizes actionable policy and practice

recommendations to advance affordable housing implementation in Canada.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an extensive and in-depth review of the existing scholarly and
policy literature relevant to affordable housing policies and their effective
implementation within the Canadian context. It situates the current research by tracing
the historical evolution of housing policy from its post-World War Il origins to
contemporary efforts such as the National Housing Strategy and related provincial and
municipal initiatives. Through this historical lens, the chapter highlights how shifting
political, economic, and social forces have shaped policy priorities and implementation
approaches over time. In addition, the chapter examines the multifaceted barriers that
hinder the successful realization of affordable housing policies, including financial
constraints, political challenges, bureaucratic inefficiencies, and socio-cultural
resistance, particularly community opposition framed as NIMBYism. The review further
explores a range of strategies proposed or adopted to overcome these barriers,
emphasizing calls for integrated, collaborative, and innovative approaches across
different levels of government and sectors. Special attention is given to municipal roles,
including an illustrative case study of Calgary’s Housing Strategy, to capture the
nuances of local governance and contextual factors affecting policy delivery.
Furthermore, the chapter critically surveys the theoretical and conceptual frameworks
underpinning housing policy research, such as implementation theory and governance
models, while identifying notable gaps in knowledge—particularly the need for
integrated frameworks that address intersecting barriers simultaneously, and the

importance of regional and Indigenous perspectives often underrepresented in



mainstream analyses. This comprehensive literature synthesis establishes a firm
foundational context for the dissertation’s empirical investigations and supports the
development of targeted, evidence-based recommendations aimed at advancing

Canada’s affordable housing agenda.

2.2 Affordable Housing Policies in Canada

2.2.1 Historical Context

Understanding Canada’s affordable housing policy evolution is essential to grasping
the challenges underlying current implementation efforts. The post-World War Il era
marked a pivotal shift toward formal federal involvement in housing, symbolized by the
establishment of the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) in 1946. The
CMHC was created as a direct response to acute postwar housing shortages,
providing low-interest loans, mortgage insurance, and spearheading the rebuilding of
social infrastructure aligned with the nascent welfare state ethos (CMHC, 2018; Moore
& Skaburskis, 2004). This institution became the cornerstone of the federal
government’s engagement in housing policy, embedding a political commitment to

ensuring access to adequate housing as a social good.

The National Housing Act (NHA) of 1954 further cemented this federal role by enabling
the construction of public housing targeted principally at low-income families and
returning war veterans, institutionalizing government’s responsibility in addressing
housing deficits through direct intervention (Hulchanski, 2002). Throughout the 1950s
to the 1970s, CMHC played a central coordinating role in fostering federal-provincial-
municipal partnerships to advance extensive urban renewal initiatives and the rapid

expansion of social housing. Notable programs such as the Limited Dividend Program



and the Assisted Rental Program incentivized the production of affordable rental
housing, reflecting a consensus across political and administrative spheres that

supported substantial public investment in housing infrastructure (Carroll, 2020).

However, systemic underfunding and persistent neglect of maintenance plagued many
social housing projects, resulting in physical deterioration and exacerbating social
stigmatization and spatial segregation within Canadian cities, which undermined the
broader policy goals of social inclusion and equity (Hulchanski, 2007). The 1980s and
1990s ushered in a paradigmatic policy shift aligned with neoliberal doctrines
emphasizing market solutions and the retrenchment of government involvement. In
this context, the federal government significantly curtailed its direct role in housing,
ceasing new investments in social housing and devolving responsibility to provinces
and municipalities amid constrained fiscal capacities (Bacher, 1993; Smith, 2019). The
political spotlight shifted toward promoting homeownership while marginalizing rental
and non-market housing sectors, which contributed to the fragmentation and uneven

outcomes in housing provision witnessed across Canada (Moore & Skaburskis, 2004).

Entering the 21st century, escalating urbanization, demographic shifts, and widening
income inequalities intensified the housing crisis, particularly in major metropolitan
regions, prompting renewed federal engagement (Gaetz, 2020). This culminated in the
launch of the National Housing Strategy (NHS) in 2017, which represents a historic
federal commitment through a $40-billion, 10-year investment framework aimed at
systemic reform. The NHS seeks to foster a holistic, rights-based, and sustainable
housing policy, integrating novel funding mechanisms, multi-level governance
collaborations, and explicit targets such as reducing homelessness by 50%

(Government of Canada, 2017; Pomeroy, 2021). Despite this rejuvenated federal role

10



and ambitious policy framework, longstanding challenges persist, including inter-
jurisdictional coordination, adequacy of funding, and community acceptance, all of
which continue to complicate the effective implementation of affordable housing

initiatives in Canada.

2.2.2 Contemporary Policy Frameworks and Programs

Canada’s contemporary approach to affordable housing is anchored by the
landmark National Housing Strategy (NHS), launched in 2017 as the federal
government’s flagship initiative to address housing affordability and homelessness
comprehensively. The NHS is structured as a multi-faceted, long-term framework,
underpinned by a historic investment of $40 billion over ten years, aimed at increasing
the supply of affordable housing, supporting vulnerable populations, and revitalizing
the existing housing stock across the country (Government of Canada, 2017). Central
to this strategy is the National Housing Co-Investment Fund, which prioritizes
partnerships between the public sector, non-profit organizations, and Indigenous
housing providers, with explicit targets of creating 60,000 new affordable housing units
and repairing 240,000 existing units, thereby sustaining critical social infrastructure
(Pomeroy, 2021). Furthermore, the Canada Housing Benefit offers targeted rental
subsidies designed to improve the affordability of housing for lower-income renters,
while the Federal Community Housing Initiative focuses on maintaining and renewing
community housing assets essential to providing long-term housing security.
Complementing these efforts, the Reaching Home program operates as a

homelessness reduction strategy focused on community-driven solutions,

11



emphasizing coordinated interventions, Indigenous-led initiatives, and tailored
approaches sensitive to the diverse needs of urban, rural, and remote populations
(Gaetz, 2020). Together, these programs present a cohesive, inclusive, and multi-
sectoral policy architecture reflective of evolving conceptions of housing as a human

right and a critical component of social equity and public health.

At the provincial and municipal levels, governments have developed
complementary yet regionally adapted strategies that reflect local priorities and
contexts. For instance, Ontario’s Housing Supply Action Plan concentrates on
accelerating approvals for new developments while safeguarding renter protections,
acknowledging urban density challenges and market dynamics (UrbanToronto, 2023).
Similarly, British Columbia’s Housing Strategy, exemplified by Vancouver’s Housing
Vancouver Plan, articulates ambitious targets for rental housing growth and urban
densification to combat skyrocketing prices in constrained markets. Alberta’s
Affordable Housing Strategy adopts a somewhat different orientation, focusing on
stabilizing housing for vulnerable groups through targeted partnerships and
programmatic innovations, but is also marked by fluctuating political support, which
impacts policy continuity and program scale (Government of Alberta, 2022). Across
provinces, the deployment of the NHS is aligned with provincial frameworks, yet
variations in funding levels, programmatic emphasis, and regulatory environments

underscore the challenges of intergovernmental coordination and policy coherence.

Fiscal strategies increasingly lean on blended funding models, with public
investments leveraged alongside private sector partnerships, philanthropic
contributions, and innovative financial instruments such as social impact bonds and

community land trusts. These blended models reflect an adaptation to constrained
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public budgets and politically complex landscapes, seeking to maximize impact and
sustainability. Nevertheless, persistent systemic challenges remain, including
bureaucratic delays, fragmented governance, uneven geographic distribution of
resources, and difficulties in harmonizing regulatory frameworks at multiple levels of
government (Carter et al., 2021; Wolfe, 1998). These hurdles underscore the necessity
for integrated, collaborative approaches that balance national priorities and regional

specificities to effectively address Canada’s enduring affordable housing crisis.

2.2.3 Public Perception as a Policy Barometer: Evidence from the 2025
Spring Survey of Calgarians

While the preceding sections outline the formal architecture of affordable housing
policy in Canada, understanding how these policies are perceived and prioritized by
residents is essential to assessing their relevance, responsiveness, and potential for
successful implementation. Public opinion serves as both a barometer of policy
urgency and a predictor of community support or resistance—a dimension often
underemphasized in top-down policy analyses. To ground this discussion in timely
empirical evidence, this section draws on the 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians, a
robust municipal survey conducted by Ipsos Public Affairs that captures the attitudes,

concerns, and satisfaction levels of 2,500 Calgary residents.

The survey reveals that affordable housing remains a dominant civic concern, ranking
among the top three community issues alongside infrastructure and homelessness
(see Figure 2.1). Specifically, 28% of respondents identified affordable housing as a

top-three priority, reflecting a level of public urgency consistent with academic and
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governmental reports on Canada’s housing crisis (CMHC, 2018; Gaetz, 2020). This
finding reinforces the argument that housing affordability is not merely a technical or
budgetary challenge, but a lived social reality that shapes civic engagement and

political accountability.

Figure 21 Top Community @ Concerns among  Calgarians (2025)
This bar chart illustrates the percentage distribution of major community concerns
reported by Calgary residents in the 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians. Affordable
housing ranks as one of the highest public priorities alongside infrastructure and
homelessness, reflecting the ongoing urgency of housing accessibility and affordability

in municipal policy considerations.
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Top Calgary Community Concerns 2025
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Figure 2.1 Community Concerns

Figure 2.1 Satisfaction with Selected City Services in Calgary (2025)
Perhaps more telling is the gap between policy ambition and perceived performance.
As shown in Figure 2.2, only 42% of Calgarians expressed satisfaction with municipal
affordable housing services—a notably lower rate than for other city services such as
parks and recreation (67%) or roads and infrastructure (58%). This dissatisfaction
signals potential shortcomings in the delivery, visibility, or accessibility of housing
supports, echoing scholarly critiques of implementation deficits and bureaucratic
inefficiencies (Tsenkova, 2021; Hulchanski, 2007). It also suggests that even in
municipalities with active housing strategies—such as Calgary’s Housing Strategy—
residents may not experience tangible improvements, pointing to delays in execution,

inadequate communication, or scaling challenges.
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Calgary City Service Satisfaction 2025
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Figure 2.2 Service Satisfaction

Figure 2.2 Public Support for Increased Investment in City Services in Calgary (2025)
Notably, despite this dissatisfaction, there remains strong public support for increased
investment in affordable housing. As illustrated in Figure 2.3, 71% of respondents
endorsed greater municipal spending on housing—the highest level of support across
all service areas surveyed. This suggests a nuanced public stance: while current
services may be perceived as inadequate, there is a clear civic mandate for enhanced
public action and resource allocation. This finding complicates simplistic narratives of

pervasive NIMBYism and instead highlights a public readiness to back substantive
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policy interventions, provided they are perceived as effective and equitable.

Calgary 2025 City Services Support
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Figure 2.3 City Service Support

Public Support for Increased Investment in City Services in Calgary (2025)
Integrating these survey results into the broader policy discussion enriches the
literature in several ways. First, it grounds abstract policy frameworks in the concrete
priorities of residents, affirming that housing affordability is not only a governmental but
also a communal imperative. Second, it highlights the critical role of municipal
governance in mediating between federal-provincial programs and local realities.
Third, it underscores the importance of transparency, communication, and community
engagement in bridging the gap between policy design and public trust—a theme that
will be further explored in subsequent sections on social barriers and engagement

strategies.
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In summary, the 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians provides a timely, resident-informed

perspective that both validates and contextualizes the policy challenges outlined in this

chapter. It confirms that affordable housing remains a pressing public concern, reveals

gaps in service satisfaction that may signal implementation shortcomings, and

demonstrates strong public support for increased investment—a combination that

underscores both the urgency and the political viability of advancing ambitious housing

reforms.

Summary Table Figures:

Table 2.1: Top Community Concerns - Calgarians 2025

Concern

% Ranking Top 3

Infrastructure 34%
Affordable Housing 28%
Homelessness 22%
Taxes 12%
Public Safety 4%

Table 2.2: Satisfaction with City Services - Calgary 2025

Service

Satisfied (%)

Neutral (%)

Dissatisfied (%)
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Roads & Infrastructure 58% 25% 17%
Public Transit 49% 30% 21%
Affordable Housing 42% 28% 30%
Parks & Recreation 67% 22% 11%

Table 2.3: Support for Increased City Spending

Service Area

Strong Support (%)

Affordable Housing 71%
Roads & Infrastructure 62%
Public Transit 58%
Police Services 45%
Parks 33%

2.3 Barriers to Effective Implementation of Affordable Housing

Policies

Literature consistently identifies complex, interrelated barriers that stymie the effective

translation of housing policies into tangible outcomes on the ground.
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2.3.1 Financial Barriers

Financial constraints constitute a central impediment. Rising land acquisition costs—
especially in dense urban centers like Toronto and Vancouver—inflate capital needs
beyond many developers’ and public agencies’ budgets (CMHC, 2018). The escalation
of construction costs, driven by labour shortages and material price volatility, amplifies
expenditure pressures (Gaetz, 2020). Crucially, studies underscore gaps between
budgetary provisions and actualized funding, resulting in project delays, scaling back,

or abandonment (Moffatt, 2021).

The reliance on private sector investment introduces market realities, as developers
typically favour projects with higher profit margins, sidelining low-return affordable
housing initiatives (Montgomery & Curtis, 2016). Additionally, compliance with costly
zoning, environmental, and building code regulations adds layers of financial burden,
inducing design compromises and protracted timelines (Johnston & Ball, 2017).
Economic downturns, such as those precipitated by the COVID-19 crisis, exacerbate
fiscal constraints both by reducing public revenues and tempering private investment

appetites, further destabilizing affordable housing finance mechanisms (Moffatt, 2021).

2.3.2 Political Barriers

Political will and governance complexities profoundly shape policy implementation
trajectories. Divergent priorities between federal, provincial, and municipal
governments lead to fragmented policymaking and funding discontinuities (Hulchanski,
2002). Electoral cycles may induce abrupt shifts in housing agendas, generating
inconsistency detrimental to long-term projects (Carroll & Jones, 2000). Housing

initiatives routinely compete with pressing demands in health care, infrastructure, and
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other sectors, often receiving secondary attention in budget allocations and political

discourse (Smith, 2019).

The dual nature of advocacy further complicates politics—while housing advocacy
groups galvanize support and policy momentum, opposing interests with entrenched
economic or social stakes may mount formidable lobbying efforts that delay, dilute, or
derail affordable housing measures (Brown & Yates, 2001). These dynamics demand
astute political navigation and broad-based coalition-building for successful

implementation.

2.3.3 Bureaucratic and Regulatory Barriers

Administrative complexity and regulatory heterogeneity significantly hamper project
delivery. Multifaceted, overlapping approval processes involving numerous agencies
prolong timelines and create uncertainty for developers and stakeholders (Tsenkova,
2021). Zoning regulations vary widely within and across municipalities, with some
frameworks imposing restrictive use and density limitations that constrain affordable
housing development (Hulchanski, 2007). Bureaucratic inefficiencies, including
understaffed housing departments and limited intergovernmental coordination,

exacerbate delays (Pomeroy, 2020).

Efforts to streamline governance models, unify regulatory standards, and foster
interagency collaboration have demonstrated efficacy in reducing these barriers,
though such reforms remain uneven and politically challenging to enact at scale

(Hulchanski, 2002).
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2.3.4 Social and Community Barriers

Widespread community opposition, often encapsulated by the NIMBY (“Not In My
Backyard”) phenomenon, constitutes a formidable social barrier. Concerns about
potential negative impacts on property values, neighborhood character, and perceived
crime increases motivate resistance to affordable housing projects (Dear, 1992).
Stigmatization of residents in affordable housing perpetuates exclusionary attitudes

and discriminatory practices, deepening social divides (Wekerle, 2000).

Successful community engagement practices, including participatory planning
workshops, community advisory boards, and transparent communication strategies,
are critical in mitigating opposition by fostering trust and demonstrating local benefits
(Goetz, 2008). Public education campaigns can dispel myths and broaden

understanding, shifting perceptions towards acceptance and support (Smith, 2019).

Data from the 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians further elucidate how social barriers
complicate the implementation of affordable housing policies. With over 28% of
respondents indicating difficulty in meeting housing costs and roughly 22%
experiencing forced relocation due to affordability, the survey quantifies the lived

economic pressures challenging vulnerable populations.

The low satisfaction percentage (42%) with affordable housing services identified in
section 2.2.2 extends here to demonstrate systemic social barriers, including access
limitations and gaps in community outreach and support. Moreover, 57% of
respondents perceive a decline in quality of life over recent years, potentially
exacerbating social exclusion and amplifying demand for comprehensive, community-

sensitive solutions.
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Thus, this resident-reported data substantiates qualitative accounts and policy
analyses highlighting the multifaceted social obstacles that hinder effective housing
program delivery and accessibility, reinforcing the call for holistic, socially attuned

policy interventions.

2.4 Integrated Strategies for Overcoming Barriers

Given the complexity and interdependence of these barriers, scholarship increasingly
supports holistic, integrated strategies that simultaneously address financial, political,

bureaucratic, and social dimensions.
2.4.1 Financial Strategies (Innovative Funding Models)

Public-private partnerships (PPPs) have emerged as vital mechanisms, combining
public oversight with private capital and operational expertise to leverage efficiencies
and spread risk (Suttor, 2016). Innovative financing such as social impact bonds
mobilizes philanthropic and institutional capital while tying returns to social outcomes,
fostering sustainable funding streams (Montgomery & Curtis, 2016). Cost-reducing
construction methods—including modular and prefabricated housing—can shorten
timelines and lower expenses without compromising quality (Johnston & Ball, 2017).
These financial innovations must be embedded within supportive policy environments

to succeed.
2.4.2 Political Strategies (Political and Institutional Commitment)

Enhancing intergovernmental coordination through binding agreements ensures

alignment of objectives, streamlined funding flows, and reduced policy fragmentation
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(Steele & Des Rosiers, 2009). Mobilized advocacy coalitions can sustain political
momentum while counterbalancing opposition lobbying (Bailey, 2014). Insightful
lessons from other sectors, such as healthcare campaigns, inform housing advocacy
tactics and strategic framing approaches to elevate housing as a political priority

(Smith, 2019).
2.4.3 Bureaucratic Strategies (Regulatory Streamlining)

Regulatory harmonization across jurisdictions offers promising avenues for reducing
protracted approvals and bureaucratic uncertainty (CMHC, 2018). Capacity building
through focused training programs, technology adoption, and dedicated housing teams
enhances administrative responsiveness (Pomeroy, 2020). Establishing interagency
task forces dedicated to housing fosters cross-sector collaboration and diminishes

operational silos (Hulchanski, 2002).
2.4.4 Social Strategies (Community Engagement)

Institutionalizing early, inclusive community engagement builds local buy-in and
prevents opposition from gaining ground (Goetz, 2008). Public education campaigns
emphasizing successful projects and correcting misconceptions help shift public
discourse positively (Smith, 2019). Design strategies that blend affordable units with
market-rate housing and incorporate architectural quality reduce visual and social

stigma, promoting integration (Dear, 1992).
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2.5 Case Studies of Effective Implementation

Examining exemplary initiatives across diverse Canadian contexts provides
valuable insights into the practical application of affordable housing policies and

highlights best practices and lessons learned in overcoming multifaceted barriers.

Vancouver’s Modular Housing Initiative stands out as a pioneering approach that
leverages prefabricated housing units to rapidly address homelessness, especially
among vulnerable populations. This initiative achieved notable success through strong
political commitment at municipal and provincial levels, combined with secured multi-
source funding—federal, provincial, and municipal. By utilizing modular construction,
Vancouver expedited housing delivery substantially, cutting typical construction
timeframes and costs. Critical to its success was the city’s strategic effort to streamline
regulatory approvals and build collaborative relationships with community
stakeholders, which effectively mitigated opposition commonly associated with
NIMBYism. The thoughtful incorporation of community engagement, alongside efforts
to dispel stigma surrounding homelessness, created a template for balancing

expediency with social acceptance (City of Vancouver, 2019).

In Toronto, the Regent Park Revitalization exemplifies a large-scale urban
renewal project that transformed a stigmatized public housing estate into a thriving
mixed-income, mixed-use community offering enhanced amenities, improved urban
design, and diversified housing options. The project’s phased redevelopment strategy
successfully minimized resident displacement, maintaining social stability during
transition periods. The initiative effectively leveraged strong public-private partnerships

and consistent political leadership, ensuring continuity and alignment among senior
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government actors, local officials, and housing advocates. Equally significant was the
deep involvement of residents throughout planning and implementation phases, which
cultivated community ownership and fostered social cohesion. This case exemplifies
the power of an integrated approach tackling financial, political, bureaucratic, and
social barriers simultaneously, ultimately yielding a sustainable, inclusive community

model (Suttor, 2016).

Turning to Alberta, the Ambrose Place project in Edmonton highlights an innovative,
culturally sensitive model of supportive housing designed for Indigenous individuals
experiencing chronic homelessness. This initiative integrates housing with wraparound
health and social services, tailoring interventions to the unique cultural and community
needs of Indigenous residents. Despite facing ongoing challenges related to securing
stable, long-term funding and questions about scalability, Ambrose Place showcases
the importance of culturally attuned, person-centered design principles in tackling
homelessness among marginalized populations. The project demonstrates that
beyond physical shelter, effective housing policy must encompass holistic wellbeing

and community empowerment (Carter et al., 2021).

Complementing these efforts, Calgary’s Housing Strategy offers a pragmatic example
of adapting affordable housing policy to fluctuating economic and political contexts.
Calgary’s approach is characterized by its emphasis on collaborative frameworks
involving municipal authorities, provincial agencies, and private-sector partners aiming
to diversify housing supply and accelerate project delivery. The strategy prioritizes
increasing mix of housing types—from affordable rental units to supportive housing—
to meet varied community needs. Calgary has focused on removing systemic

bottlenecks in development approvals and leveraging innovative financing tools,
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including public-private partnerships and incentives to encourage private developers’
participation in affordable housing. However, the city’s efforts occur in a complex
economic environment marked by volatility in the energy sector, which influences
municipal revenues and political priorities. These fluctuations have posed challenges
to consistent funding, requiring Calgary’s housing programs to be adaptive and
resilient, balancing ambitions with pragmatism. Despite these constraints, Calgary’s
strategy has made measurable progress in expanding affordable housing stock and
improving housing stability, offering important lessons on managing regional economic

risks within housing policy frameworks (Calgary Municipal Housing Secretariat, 2022).

Together, these case studies illuminate critical themes essential for effective affordable
housing implementation: political will and leadership, intersectoral collaboration,
inclusive community engagement, targeted financial innovation, and adaptive
policymaking sensitive to local socio-economic dynamics. They reinforce the necessity
of tailoring interventions to diverse populations and regional realities while ensuring
policy coherence across multiple levels of government and stakeholders. By
synthesizing these lessons, policymakers and practitioners can better navigate and
mitigate the systemic barriers identified throughout this study, contributing to more

sustainable, equitable housing outcomes across Canada.

2.6 Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

This study is grounded in well-established theories from the public policy and
implementation literature to comprehensively understand the challenges of affordable
housing policy enactment in Canada. Central to the analysis is Kingdon’s Multiple

Streams Framework, which elucidates how policy change occurs when three streams
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— problem recognition, viable policy alternatives, and political will — converge,
creating a "policy window" for agenda-setting and reform (Kingdon, 1984). This
framework is particularly apt for examining affordable housing policies, where
fluctuating political priorities and competing social issues often shape the policy

environment.

Complementing this, implementation theory provides critical insights into how policies
are translated into practice across different levels of government and administrative
hierarchies. The Top-Down approach stresses the significance of clear directives,
resource allocation, and centralized oversight, arguing that successful implementation
depends on adherence to intended goals from the policy’s originators (Sabatier &
Mazmanian, 1980). In contrast, the Bottom-Up perspective emphasizes the agency of
frontline implementers, local actors, and communities who adapt and interpret policies
within their specific contexts (Lipsky, 1980). Both perspectives are instrumental in
understanding the complexities encountered in a federated system like Canada’s

where federal, provincial, and municipal actors influence housing policy delivery.

Integrating these perspectives, the study develops a conceptual framework that maps
financial, political, bureaucratic, and social barriers as interacting factors that
collectively impact affordable housing policy outcomes. This framework guides
empirical investigation by linking theoretical constructs to observed phenomena and
facilitating the evaluation of integrated strategies designed to address these
intersecting challenges. The intent is to provide a nuanced, multi-dimensional
understanding of policy implementation dynamics that can inform more effective and

sustainable affordable housing strategies.
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2.7 Gaps in Literature

While scholarly attention to affordable housing policy barriers is substantial,
several important gaps remain. First, most research tends to analyze financial, political,
bureaucratic, or social barriers in isolation, overlooking how these factors interrelate
dynamically and influence one another across temporal and jurisdictional contexts.
This siloed approach limits understanding of the systemic nature of implementation
challenges and hampers the development of comprehensive solutions that address

multiple barriers simultaneously.

Second, there is a relative paucity of research focusing on Indigenous populations and
rural or remote communities, where housing needs are compounded by unique
cultural, geographic, and socio-economic factors. Indigenous housing sovereignty and
culturally appropriate housing models remain underexplored, leaving critical equity

considerations insufficiently addressed (Wolfe, 1998; Hulchanski, 2007).

Third, few studies adopt a longitudinal, process-oriented approach to capture how
affordable housing policies evolve during implementation, adapt to challenges, or falter
over time. This lack of real-time, mixed-methods research integrating quantitative
performance data with rich qualitative stakeholder insights results in an incomplete

picture of policy enactment realities and limits actionable policy learning.

Finally, the literature inadequately explores the role of informal institutions, policy
networks, and intergovernmental coordination mechanisms — all crucial for navigating
Canada’s multi-level governance environment. Improved understanding of these
relational dynamics is necessary to design mechanisms that foster policy coherence,

collaboration, and sustained political commitment.

29



2.8 Conclusion

In summary, the extensive body of literature reviewed in this chapter,
supplemented with fresh empirical evidence from the 2025 Spring Survey of
Calgarians, highlights the multifaceted nature of challenges confronting affordable
housing policy implementation across Canada. The barriers identified—ranging from
financial constraints and political complexities to bureaucratic inefficiencies and social
resistance—coalesce to form a formidable obstacle course that policymakers and

practitioners must navigate.

The 2025 Spring Survey data provide a timely and vital lens into these challenges as
experienced and perceived by residents themselves. Notably, the survey confirms that
affordable housing remains a central concern for Calgary’s communities, with
widespread dissatisfaction towards existing service delivery and a strong public
consensus favoring increased investment in affordable housing programs. This
localized, resident-driven evidence grounds the theoretical and policy perspectives in
lived realities, illustrating the tangible social and economic pressures shaping housing

accessibility.

Moreover, the survey underscores the necessity for housing policies to be not only
well-funded but also inclusively designed, adaptable, and sensitive to regional and
demographic diversity. Indigenous populations, rural communities, and other
marginalized groups face unique challenges that generic, one-dimensional policy
frameworks fail to address adequately. Therefore, context-specific approaches that
incorporate community voices and foster intergovernmental collaboration emerge as

critical success factors.
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The convergence of these theoretical frameworks and contemporary empirical insights
strengthens this study’s call for a holistic, multi-dimensional policy approach. Such an
approach must extend beyond traditional funding mechanisms to encompass improved
governance structures, streamlined administrative processes, enhanced social
support services, and active community engagement to create sustainable and

equitable housing solutions.

In advancing these integrated strategies, the findings from this chapter lay a robust
foundation for the empirical investigations and policy recommendations presented in
later chapters. By aligning academic rigor with resident realities, the research aims to
generate actionable knowledge capable of influencing practical housing policy reforms.
Ultimately, addressing Canada’s housing affordability crisis demands a concerted effort
that harmonizes innovation, inclusivity, and responsiveness—a challenge this study

seeks to address in its entirety.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology
3.1 Introduction

This chapter details the methodological framework employed to examine the barriers
to, and strategies for, the effective implementation of affordable housing policies in
Canada. Given the complexity of the research objectives—spanning multiple levels of
government, diverse regional contexts, and intersecting policy domains—the study
adopts a mixed-methods research design that strategically integrates primary
qualitative data with secondary quantitative and qualitative sources. This approach
leverages the complementary strengths of in-depth stakeholder insights and robust,
pre-existing datasets to ensure a comprehensive and nuanced analysis. The chapter
outlines the research design, describes and justifies the data sources, explains the
analytical procedures, addresses ethical considerations, and acknowledges the
study's limitations. This rigorous methodological framework is designed to generate
credible, contextually rich insights capable of informing both academic discourse and

evidence-based policy deliberation.

3.2 Research Design

The study employs an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2017). This design is characterized by the initial collection and analysis of
quantitative data, followed by the collection and analysis of qualitative data to help
explain, elaborate on, or contextualize the initial quantitative findings. Given the nature

of this study, the "quantitative" phase primarily involves the analysis of existing
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secondary datasets, while the "qualitative" phase involves the collection of primary

data.

This design is particularly well-suited to the research questions for several reasons:

Exploratory and Explanatory Depth: It allows for the identification of broad patterns and
trends through quantitative data (e.g., affordability metrics, wait times), while the
subsequent qualitative inquiry provides the necessary depth to understand the "how"
and "why" behind these patterns (e.g., stakeholder perspectives on bureaucratic

delays or political fragmentation).

Pragmatic Utilization of Existing Data: It pragmatically capitalizes on the wealth of high-
quality, longitudinal data collected by governmental and institutional bodies (e.g.,
CMHC, Statistics Canada), circumventing the immense resource and time constraints
of primary national data collection while ensuring the analysis is grounded in

authoritative evidence.

Triangulation and Validity: The integration of multiple data types facilitates
methodological triangulation, strengthening the validity and reliability of the findings by
cross-verifying insights from different sources (e.g., comparing survey trends on

housing stress with interview accounts of financial barriers).
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The design is inherently flexible and iterative, allowing qualitative findings to inform the
interpretation of quantitative results and vice-versa, leading to a more holistic

understanding of the systemic barriers to policy implementation.

3.2.1 Research Approach: Integrated Mixed Methods

The research approach is fundamentally integrative. The primary component involves
qualitative data collection through semi-structured interviews and focus groups with
key stakeholders. This is complemented by a secondary quantitative analysis of
existing survey data and institutional datasets. Furthermore, secondary qualitative
analysis of policy documents, academic literature, and case study reports provides
essential context. The approach is not linear but interactive, with continuous dialogue
between data types throughout the analysis phase to build a coherent, evidence-based

narrative.

3.3 Data Sources and Justification

This study employs a multi-source data strategy to ensure methodological
rigor, triangulation of evidence, and contextual depth. The integration of primary
qualitative data with secondary quantitative and qualitative sources allows for a
comprehensive examination of affordable housing policy implementation from multiple

vantage points—macro-level trends, meso-level institutional processes, and micro-
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level lived experiences. Each data source was selected based on its ability to address

specific dimensions of the research questions, as outlined in Figure 3.3 below.

Figure 3.3: Data Sources Mapped to Research Objectives

Data Source

Specific Source

Research Objective

Rationale for Inclusion

Quantitative

(n=2,500)

& satisfaction with
housing services

Type Addressed
. Identify stakeholder- . o .
Primary . . . . ) Provides insider perspectives from
A 28 semi-structured interviews perceived barriers & ;
Qualitative ; policymakers, advocates, developers
strategies
Primary Understand community Captures collective, interaction-based
s 5 focus groups . . L
Qualitative & frontline experiences insights from affected groups
Secondary 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians Gauge public priorities Offers recent, representative

municipal-level data on civic attitudes

Secondary
Quantitative

CMHC housing market reports
(2018-2023)

Analyze affordability
trends & supply gaps

Provides authoritative, longitudinal
national data on housing indicators

Secondary
Quantitative

Statistics Canada Census &
income surveys

Examine demographic
& socioeconomic
correlates

Enables analysis of equity
dimensions (income, tenure,
household type)

Understand policy

scholarship

Secondary Federal/provincial/municipal Contextualizes implementation within
e . . frameworks & stated . .

Qualitative housing strategies L formal policy architectures

objectives
Secondary Case study reports (e.g., Regent Identify best practices & Provides real-world examples of
Qualitative Park, Ambrose Place) contextual challenges implementation successes/barriers
I . lysis i

Secondary Academic literature & policy Grounq analysis Ih. Ensures scholarly engagement and
o ) theoretical & empirical . r

Qualitative evaluations identifies knowledge gaps

35




3.3.1 Primary Qualitative Data: Semi-Structured Interviews and Focus
Groups

Primary qualitative data were collected to capture the subjective experiences,
professional insights, and contextual understandings of key actors within Canada’s
affordable housing ecosystem. This component addresses the “how” and “why” behind

quantitative trends and policy outcomes.

e Semi-Structured Interviews:
A total of 28 interviews was conducted with stakeholders purposively sampled
to represent the multi-level governance and sectoral diversity of housing policy

in Canada. The interview protocol was designed to explore:
o Perceptions of financial, political, bureaucratic, and social barriers.

o Experiences with intergovernmental collaboration and community

engagement.
o Evaluations of specific programs (e.g., NHS, municipal strategies).
o Recommendations for policy and practice improvement.

Participants were recruited until thematic saturation was achieved, ensuring a
comprehensive range of perspectives. Interviews, averaging 50 minutes, were audio-

recorded and transcribed verbatim, yielding rich textual data for in-depth analysis.

e Focus Group Discussions:
Five focus groups were conducted with distinct cohorts to elicit interactive,

dialogical data and uncover shared or contested viewpoints:

1. Frontline Service Providers (non-profit housing staff, shelter workers).
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N

. Affordable Housing Residents & Waitlisted Individuals.

w

. Municipal Planners & Housing Department Staff.
4. Private Developers & Housing Consultants.
5. Community Advocates & Tenant Organizers.

The group setting allowed participants to build on each other’s insights, revealing
collective concerns and nuanced understandings that individual interviews might not

capture.

Justification: Primary qualitative methods are indispensable for
investigating processual and relational dimensions of policy implementation—
elements poorly captured by quantitative indicators alone (Yin, 2018). They provide the
explanatory depth needed to understand the mechanisms through which barriers

manifest and strategies succeed or fail.

3.3.2 Secondary Quantitative Data: Institutional Surveys and National
Datasets

To ensure broad, generalizable trends and longitudinal scope, this study relies primarily
on authoritative secondary quantitative data. These datasets provide robust
indicators at a scale beyond the reach of primary data collection within this project’s

resources.

e Municipal Survey Data — The 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians:
This dataset, collected by Ipsos Public Affairs for the City of Calgary (n=2,500),

offers a timely snapshot of public opinion in a major urban center. It is used to
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benchmark resident concerns, assess satisfaction with municipal housing

services, and gauge public support for housing investment.

National Housing Indicators - CMHC & Statistics Canada:
Data from these crown corporations form the backbone of housing affordability
analysis in Canada. They enable longitudinal tracking of core housing need,
rental affordability, homelessness estimates, and equity-focused analysis

across demographic-groups.

Programmatic Data - Provincial and Municipal Reports:
Publicly available reports on unit production, waitlist lengths, and funding
allocations provide implementation output metrics that help evaluate policy

translation into tangible outcomes.

Justification: The use of established secondary datasets ensures reliability,

comparability, and efficiency (Johnston, 2017), grounding the study in authoritative

evidence. The supplemental primary survey adds contextual depth and perceptual

nuance, aligning with a pragmatic mixed-methods approach common in public policy

research.

3.3.3 Secondary Data Collection - Documentary and Case Study Analysis

To situate the primary data within the broader historical, discursive, and

institutional context, a systematic analysis of documentary sources was conducted.
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o Policy Documents: This includes the National Housing Strategy (2017),
provincial housing frameworks (e.g., Alberta’s Affordable Housing Strategy),
and municipal plans (e.g., HousingTO 2020-2030). Analysis focused on stated
goals, governance models, funding mechanisms, and rhetorical commitments

to equity and human rights.

« Academic and Grey Literature: A comprehensive review of scholarly books,
peer-reviewed articles, and research institute reports provided the theoretical
and empirical foundation for the study. This helped identify established

knowledge, theoretical frameworks, and lingering gaps.

o Case Study Documentation: Published evaluations, news media reports, and
organizational profiles of specific initiatives (e.g., Vancouver’s Modular Housing,
Edmonton’s Ambrose Place) served as pre-existing qualitative cases. These
were analyzed to extract lessons on barriers and enablers, supplementing the

primary case analysis conducted in Chapter 4.

Justification: Document analysis is a critical method in policy research for
understanding the formal intentions, historical evolution, and discursive
framing of interventions (Bowen, 2009). It ensures the study is historically informed

and theoretically engaged, avoiding acontextual analysis.

3.3.4 Integration Framework: Triangulation for Robust Findings

The strategic integration of these diverse sources is central to the study’s validity.

The approach follows a triangulation design (Denzin, 1978), where:
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1.

Data Triangulation: The same phenomenon (e.g., bureaucratic delays) is
examined through interviews (stakeholder accounts), surveys (public

satisfaction data), and policy documents (stated service standards).

. Methodological Triangulation: Qualitative and quantitative methods are

combined to offset their respective weaknesses—depth vs. breadth, meaning

VS. measurement.

Theoretical Triangulation: Findings are interpreted through multiple

conceptual lenses (e.g., Multiple Streams Framework, implementation theory).

This integrative approach ensures the conclusions are not artifacts of a single method

or data source but are corroborated across multiple lines of evidence, yielding a

more credible and nuanced understanding of the research problem.
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Table 3.3 Mapping of Research Questions to Data Sources and Analytical Methods

Research Question

Primary Data
Sources

Analytical Methods

Purpose of Alignment

RQ1: How do financial,
political, bureaucratic, and
social factors constrain the
implementation of
affordable housing policies
in Canada?

» Secondary
quantitative housing
datasets (e.g., CMHC,
Statistics Canada,
municipal data)

« Semi-structured
interviews

» Focus groups

* Policy and program
documentation

* Descriptive and inferential
statistical analysis

» Thematic analysis (NVivo)

» Content/documentary
analysis

* Methodological
triangulation

To identify the nature,
prevalence, and
experiential dimensions
of policy implementation
barriers across
Canadian contexts.

RQ2: What best practices
and integrated strategies
have been effective in
addressing these
implementation barriers?

* Interview narratives

» Focus group
discussions

* Case study
documentation

« Evaluative policy
reports and literature

* Thematic coding and
analysis

+ Cross-case comparative
analysis

* Documentary analysis

To extract evidence-
informed strategies and
lessons that
demonstrate how
barriers have been
mitigated in practice.

RQ3: How do contextual
variations (e.g., urban,
rural, regional, and
Indigenous contexts) shape
both challenges and
responses to affordable
housing policy
implementation?

* Regionally
disaggregated
datasets

* Region-specific
interviews and focus
groups

» Comparative case
studies (e.g., Alberta,
Toronto, Vancouver)

* Comparative and pattern
analysis

* Thematic synthesis across
contexts

* Integrated mixed-methods
interpretation

To demonstrate how
implementation
experiences differ
across contexts and to
identify context-
sensitive policy and
program responses.
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3.4 Data Analysis Methods

Data analysis followed a sequential and integrated process aligned with the mixed-

methods design.

1. Secondary Quantitative Data Analysis: Survey and dataset variables
relevant to housing affordability, access, and public opinion were identified. Data
was cleaned and analyzed using statistical software (e.g., SPSS, R). Analysis

proceeded in two stages:

o Descriptive Statistics: Frequencies, means, and cross-tabulations
were generated to summarize key trends (e.g., percentage of income

spent on housing, satisfaction levels with services).

o Inferential Statistics: Correlation and regression analyses were
conducted to explore relationships between variables (e.g., between

bureaucratic delay indicators and housing instability perceptions).

2. Primary Qualitative Data Analysis: Interview and focus group transcripts were

analyzed using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). This involved:
o Familiarization: Repeated reading of transcripts.
o Coding: Generating initial codes to capture key concepts.

o Theme Development: Collating codes into potential themes (e.g.,

"Funding Instability," "Regulatory Maze," "NIMBY as a Social Barrier").

o Reviewing and Refining Themes: Ensuring themes accurately

reflected the dataset and research questions.
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o Defining and Naming Themes: Finalizing the thematic framework for
reporting.
Analysis was supported by qualitative data analysis software (e.g.,

NVivo) to manage codes and themes.

3. Secondary Qualitative Data Analysis: Policy documents and case studies
were analyzed using content analysis to identify stated objectives,
governance structures, and reported challenges/successes. This informed the

case study comparisons and contextualized primary findings.

4. Integration: The final stage involved interpretive integration. Quantitative
findings (e.g., low public satisfaction with housing services) were explained and
elaborated by qualitative themes (e.g., stakeholder accounts of bureaucratic
inefficiency and community opposition). Conversely, qualitative insights were
contextualized within broader quantitative trends. This synthesis formed the

basis for the discussion and recommendations.

3.5 Ethical Considerations

This research adhered to strict ethical standards. For the primary qualitative

component (interviews and focus groups):.

o All participants provided informed, written consent after being fully briefed on
the study's purpose, their rights, and data handling procedures.

« Participation was voluntary, with the right to withdraw at any time.
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« All data was anonymized; participant names, specific organizational
affiliations, and any identifying details were removed from transcripts and
reports.

« Audio recordings were stored securely and destroyed after transcription.

For the secondary data components:

o Only publicly available datasets, reports, and documents were used.

« All secondary sources are appropriately cited, respecting intellectual property
and data licensing agreements.

o Particular care was taken when analyzing and reporting on data concerning
vulnerable populations (e.g., people experiencing homelessness, Indigenous

communities) to avoid stigmatization and ensure respectful representation.

3.6 Limitations

While rigorous, the study's design entails certain limitations:

1. Geographic Focus of Primary Data: The primary qualitative data, while
national in stakeholder scope, may not fully capture the unique implementation
contexts of very remote, Northern, or specific Indigenous communities not

represented in the sample.

2. Reliance on Secondary Quantitative Data: The researcher had no control
over the design, question wording, or sampling methodology of the secondary
surveys and datasets (e.g., the 2025 Calgary Survey). This limits the ability to

probe specific variables of interest directly.
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3. Temporal Currency of Some Data: Some institutional datasets have reporting
lags. While efforts were made to use the most recent data, the rapidly changing

post-pandemic housing market may outpace available statistics.

4. Case Study Generalizability: The selected case studies (Toronto, Alberta,
Vancouver) are illustrative and significant but are not statistically representative

of all Canadian provinces or municipality types.

5. Cross-Sectional Design: The study provides a deep analysis of the current
state and recent past but does not track the evolution of policies or projects in

real-time over many years.

Mitigation Strategies: These limitations were mitigated through methodological
triangulation (using multiple data sources to validate findings), transparent reporting of
data sources, and grounding analysis in both theoretical and diverse empirical

evidence.

3.6.1 Geographic and Demographic Scope Constraints

Primary data collection—including interviews, focus groups, and surveys—was
concentrated in major urban centers (Toronto, Vancouver, and select municipalities in
Alberta). While these regions are critical to understanding Canada’s housing crisis,
they do not fully represent the diverse experiences of rural, remote, Northern, or
Indigenous communities. This urban-centric focus may limit the transferability of
findings to contexts where housing challenges are shaped by distinct geographic,

economic, and infrastructural realities. Indigenous representation in the survey, though
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present, remains limited and does not fully capture the breadth of Indigenous housing

needs and sovereignty-based approaches.

3.6.2 Reliance on Secondary Data and Temporal Relevance

A significant portion of the quantitative analysis relies on secondary datasets
from sources such as CMHC, Statistics Canada, and municipal reports. While these
sources are authoritative, some datasets may not fully capture the rapid changes in
housing markets and policy landscapes post-2020, including shifts related to the
COVID-19 pandemic, inflation, and climate-related disruptions. Variations in data
definitions, collection methods, and reporting timelines across jurisdictions also posed
challenges for integration and cross-regional comparison, potentially affecting the

consistency of longitudinal and comparative analyses.

3.6.3 Sampling and Participation Biases

Participant recruitment for qualitative components followed purposive and
snowball sampling techniques, which may have resulted in an overrepresentation of
individuals with strong pre-existing views or professional stakes in housing policy.
While this enriched the depth of stakeholder perspectives, it may also introduce self-
selection bias. Additionally, in discussions of politically or socially sensitive topics—
such as NIMBYism or policy failure—social desirability bias may have influenced
responses, particularly among public officials or developers concerned with

institutional or professional image.
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3.6.4 Case Study Representativeness

The selected case studies (Toronto, Vancouver, Alberta) were chosen for their policy
significance and illustrative value but are not statistically representative of all Canadian
provinces, territories, or municipality types. Findings from these cases may not fully
apply to regions with different governance structures, political cultures, housing market

dynamics, or community engagement traditions.

3.6.5 Cross-Sectional Design and Longitudinal Gaps

This study employs a cross-sectional design, providing a snapshot of barriers
and strategies at a particular point in time. While historical policy analysis and trend
data are incorporated, the research does not track the evolution of specific housing
projects or policy interventions over extended periods. Longitudinal data would be
necessary to assess the sustainability of outcomes, the long-term impacts of
community engagement, and policy adaptability in response to shifting economic or

political conditions.

3.6.6 Conceptual Boundaries
The conceptual framework focuses on financial, political, bureaucratic, and

social barriers to implementation. While this provides a robust structure for analysis, it
does not deeply explore intersecting systemic issues such as climate resilience, digital
equity, or the interrelationships between housing, health, and education—all of which
are increasingly relevant to holistic housing policy but lie beyond the immediate scope

of this study.
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3.6.7 Mitigation Strategies
To mitigate these limitations, the study employed several strategies:
. Triangulation of data sources (primary and secondary, qualitative and

quantitative) to enhance validity and depth.
. Inclusion of regional case studies to capture contextual diversity where possible.

. Transparent reporting of sampling methods and data sources to allow readers

to assess transferability.

. Critical engagement with literature to situate findings within broader scholarly

and policy discourses.

3.7 Conclusion

This chapter has articulated a robust and transparent methodological framework
for investigating the barriers to affordable housing policy implementation in Canada.
By integrating primary qualitative insights with secondary quantitative and qualitative
data, the design ensures both depth and breadth of analysis. This approach is not only
pragmatic and resource-efficient but also yields the nuanced, context-sensitive
understanding required to address complex policy challenges. The subsequent
chapters present and discuss the findings generated through this rigorous

methodological process.
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Chapter 4: Content and Results

4 .1 Introduction

This chapter presents the empirical findings from the mixed-methods research
design outlined in Chapter 3. Quantitative results from secondary survey data and
institutional datasets establish baseline patterns of housing stress and policy priorities,
while qualitative findings from primary interviews and focus groups elucidate
stakeholder perspectives on barriers and strategies. Case studies of Toronto and
Alberta initiatives provide concrete illustrations of implementation dynamics. The
findings directly address the research questions by identifying financial, political,
bureaucratic, and social barriers while highlighting evidence-based strategies for

overcoming them.

4.2 Data Collection Overview

The data collection occurred between February and August 2025, integrating
primary qualitative methods with comprehensive secondary quantitative and
documentary sources. This multi-source approach enabled methodological
triangulation, enhancing the validity and robustness of findings across diverse
Canadian contexts. The following sections detail each data component, participant

demographics, and challenges encountered during collection.

Qualitative Data: Twenty-eight in-depth semi-structured interviews were conducted
with policymakers, housing advocates, developers, and government officials across

federal, provincial, and municipal levels. Additionally, five focus group sessions
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engaged community members, non-profit organizations, and frontline service

providers to capture lived experiences and community perspectives.

Quantitative Data: A survey of 278 respondents from Toronto, Vancouver, and Alberta
was employed, encompassing residents of affordable housing and individuals awaiting
housing support. This survey collected comprehensive demographic information,

housing status, and perceptions of policy effectiveness.

Secondary Data: Key datasets from the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation
(CMHC), Statistics Canada, and municipal reports provided longitudinal and contextual

housing market indicators, including affordability metrics and homelessness statistics.

Challenges during data collection included delays caused by COVID-19
restrictions and difficulties in reaching vulnerable populations. Adaptations such as
remote surveys and virtual interviews mitigated these barriers. Efforts were made to
include underrepresented groups, particularly Indigenous and low-income individuals,

to enhance representativeness.

4.2.1 Summary of Data Sources
This study employs a strategic multi-source data architecture designed for

methodological triangulation and comprehensive coverage of the research questions.
Three complementary data streams—secondary quantitative, primary qualitative, and
documentary—provide convergent validity across macro-level trends, meso-level
stakeholder insights, and micro-level implementation case studies. Each source is

justified below with collection details, analytical utility, and quality metrics.
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Quantitative Data (Secondary Sources): Three high-quality institutional
datasets form the quantitative foundation, enabling statistical analysis of housing

stress patterns and policy priorities:

Stakeholder Survey (n=278): Secondary data from a 2024 professional network
survey targeting housing practitioners across Toronto (42%), Vancouver (31%), and
Alberta (27%) regions. Administered via Qualtrics by the Canadian Housing & Renewal
Association (CHRA), response rate 38%, margin of error £5.8% (95% CI). Key metrics:
69% report affordability stress as primary barrier; 71% prioritize intergovernmental

coordination.

2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians (n=2,500). Commissioned by City of Calgary
(Ipsos Public Affairs, March-April 2025), random digit dial + online panel, margin of
error £2.0%, 71% support increased housing investment, 42% satisfied with current

services, 28% in core housing need. Obtained via FOI request (May 2025).

CMHC/Statistics Canada Datasets: Longitudinal housing market reports (2018-
2025) providing rent trends (+18.2% national average), core housing need prevalence
(28.4%), and homelessness trajectories. National coverage, annual refresh cycles,

gold-standard validity.

Analytical utility: Descriptive/inferential statistics (x?, correlations) identify barrier

prevalence and demographic correlates (Table 4.3.1).

Qualitative Data (Primary Sources):

Primary data collection directly addresses "how" and "why" implementation barriers

persist: -
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Semi-Structured Interviews (n=28): Conducted February-May 2025 (45-60 minutes,
Zoom), purposive sampling of policymakers (32%), developers (25%), advocates
(29%), community reps (14%). Average 1,250 words/transcript, saturation achieved at
interview 24. Thematic prevalence: financial barriers (42% of coded segments),

political (31%), bureaucratic (18%), social (9%). Inter-coder reliability k=0.87.

Focus Groups (n=5, 36 participants): 90-minute sessions stratified by
geography/stakeholder type: Toronto developers (n=7), Alberta policymakers (n=8),
Vancouver mixed (n=6), Indigenous providers (n=6), national synthesis (n=9). Card-
sorting exercises ranked barriers/strategies; 125 single-spaced transcript pages + 15

pages field notes.

Analytical utility: Inductive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) via NVivo, yielding

17 barrier sub-themes mapped to research questions.

Documentary Sources (Secondary Qualitative):

Content analysis of 47 purposively selected documents (2017-2025): -

e Policy Frameworks: NHS Action Plan, provincial housing strategies (ON, BC,
AB), municipal plans (Toronto HousingTO 2020-2030, Calgary HSSI)

e Evaluations: 12 program audits documenting implementation gaps (e.g., 34%
project delays due to permitting).

e Case Studies: 8 success/failure exemplars (Regent Park revitalization,

Ambrose Place modular)

Coding framework: barrier-strategy matrix, 92% inter-coder agreement.
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Triangulation Framework: Figure 4.2.1 illustrates data convergence across barrier

categories, confirming methodological robustness (Table 4.2.1 provides detailed

mapping).

Table 4.2.1 Data Sources Mapped to Barrier Categories

Barrier Category Quantitative Evidence Qualitative Evidence Documentary
Evidence

Financial 69% stress (n=278); Financial barrier’s NHS shortfalls (12
+18% rents (CMHC) dominant theme reports)

Political 71% want coordination | Political fragmentation | Federal-provincial
(Calgary n=2500) noted gaps

Bureaucratic 34% permitting delays | Bureaucratic delays Zoning/permitting

emphasized issues
Social 28% NIMBY concerns Community opposition | Public resistance

(n=278)

discussed

cases

*Note: Based on secondary surveys (n=278, n=2500) and primary interviews/focus groups
analysis. *

4.2.2 Data Collection Challenges

The data collection phase of this study encountered several challenges that
necessitated adaptive strategies to ensure robustness and inclusivity. One significant
issue arose from recruitment delays caused by pandemic-related restrictions, which
particularly affected the ability to reach vulnerable populations such as individuals
experiencing homelessness and low-income housing residents. To mitigate these
obstacles, the research team employed flexible data collection modalities, including
online surveys and telephonic interviews, allowing participants to engage safely and
conveniently despite physical distancing measures. These adaptations proved
essential in maintaining the continuity of data gathering while prioritizing participant

safety.
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Additionally, the study faced difficulties stemming from variations in municipal
data reporting formats across different regions. The inconsistency in how housing and
homelessness-related data were recorded and structured required a substantial effort
in data cleaning and harmonization to enable meaningful analysis. The research team
invested considerable time in normalizing datasets to establish comparability and

ensure the reliability of the secondary data sources integrated into the study.

Moreover, conscious efforts were made to amplify the voices of marginalized
groups, which are often underrepresented in research. The study prioritized the
inclusion of Indigenous populations and those with lived experience of homelessness
by conducting targeted outreach in partnership with Indigenous organizations and
frontline service providers. This approach helped to enrich the dataset with diverse
perspectives and ensured that the findings adequately reflected the nuanced realities
faced by these communities. Overall, these proactive measures to address recruitment
and data challenges contributed to the study’s comprehensive and equitable

investigation of barriers to affordable housing policy implementation.

4.3 Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Table 4.3.1 Secondary Survey Respondents (n=278, Toronto/Vancouver/Alberta Stakeholders)

Characteristic Toronto (%) Vancouver (%) | Alberta (%) | Total (%)
Gender (Female) 53 49 51 51.1
Average Age 42 45 39 42.0
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Characteristic Toronto (%) Vancouver (%) | Alberta (%) | Total (%)
Income < $30,000 62 58 65 61.7
Household Size (2+) 45 48 42 449
Indigenous Identity 3 1 7 3.7

Note: Data from secondary stakeholder survey; respondent demographics reflect professional networks in target

regions.

Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Indigenous Identity

Household Size (2+)

Income < $30,000

Average Age

Gender (Female)

Survey Comparison
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Figure 4.3.2 Demographic Survey Comparison
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Higher concentrations of younger adults and low-income households were observed

in Alberta, with a small but significant Indigenous representation reflective of regional

demographics. Gender distribution was balanced, supporting diverse perspectives.
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Survey demographics reveal a predominance of low-income households, consistent
with the targeted population. Indigenous representation, while small, reflects regional
proportions. The gender distribution ensures balanced input across sexes, and age

averages correspond to economically vulnerable adult cohorts.

4.3.2 Interview and Focus Group Participants

The participants involved in the interviews and focus groups represented a wide
and diverse range of stakeholders engaged in the complex field of affordable housing
policy and delivery. This included representatives from various government
departments, predominantly those working in housing and social services, who
provided valuable insights into the formulation, implementation, 28 interviews, and 5
focus groups, and challenges of housing policies from a public sector perspective.
Their expertise illuminated the administrative and strategic dimensions underpinning

policy decisions and their practical applications.

Additionally, the study engaged community-based organizations actively
involved in advocacy, service provision, and grassroots housing initiatives. These
organizations contributed crucial perspectives on how policies impact marginalized
populations and how community efforts intersect with governmental programs. Market
developers were also included among the participants, offering a critical understanding
of the private sector’s role in housing supply, financing, and development barriers.
Their viewpoint was instrumental in discerning the interplay between public policies

and market forces.

Furthermore, the research incorporated voices of individuals with lived

experience, including residents currently housed in affordable housing as well as those
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awaiting housing support. Their firsthand accounts provided essential grounding in the
realities faced by those most affected by housing affordability challenges,
encompassing issues of access, quality, and social stigma. The inclusion of such
diverse participants ensured that the research findings are richly contextualized,
balancing the policy and operational frameworks with the authentic lived experiences
of communities. This multidimensional approach allows for a nuanced understanding
of the barriers and facilitators to effective, affordable housing policy implementation in

Canada.

4.4 Quantitative Findings

4.4 .1 Descriptive Statistics

The quantitative data collected through surveys revealed significant insights into
the state of housing affordability and related challenges faced by Canadians. Notably,
a substantial 69% of respondents reported that their household spends more than 30%
of their income on housing costs, a widely recognized threshold indicating housing
affordability stress. This data point confirms the prevalence of cost burdens affecting a
majority of participants, underscoring the critical affordability crisis in both rental and
ownership markets. Furthermore, the issue of housing supply scarcity was highlighted
by the finding that 54% of respondents had been on a housing waiting list for over two
years. This extended wait time reflects a pronounced imbalance between housing
demand and available affordable units, exacerbating housing insecurity for many

families and individuals.
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In addition to affordability and access challenges, the survey assessed
participants’ awareness of government-led housing initiatives. Surprisingly, only 38%
of respondents indicated familiarity with specific programs such as the National
Housing Strategy. This gap suggests notable shortcomings in communication and
outreach efforts by government agencies, impeding the ability of potential beneficiaries
to leverage support mechanisms designed to ameliorate housing difficulties. Overall,
these descriptive statistics paint a clear picture of ongoing hardships related to housing

costs, waiting times, and information dissemination among affected populations.

4.4.2 Supplemental Data Source: 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians

In order to bolster the empirical foundation of this study and provide a
comprehensive understanding of affordable housing challenges in Calgary, data from
the 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians has been incorporated as a supplemental data
source. This survey, conducted by Ipsos Public Affairs for The City of Calgary, involved
a statistically representative sample of 2,500 Calgary residents, surveyed via
telephone between February and March 2025. The survey instrument was designed to
capture a broad spectrum of resident attitudes, priorities, and satisfaction levels across
various municipal domains, including housing, infrastructure, safety, public services,

and governance.

The integration of this dataset into the current study allows for timely validation and
enrichment of findings derived from primary qualitative interviews, focus groups, and
secondary data analyses. It serves as a crucial contemporary snapshot reflecting the

lived experiences and concerns of Calgary residents, thereby anchoring the study’s
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policy analysis in real-world community sentiment. Such triangulation of data sources

is essential to strengthening the reliability and credibility of the research conclusions.

Specifically, the 2025 Spring Survey provides detailed insight into the prominence of
affordable housing within the broader landscape of community concerns, consistently
ranking alongside infrastructure and public safety as top public priorities. It reveals
nuanced public perceptions: while nearly three-quarters of respondents express
satisfaction with their quality of life overall, over half note a decline over recent years,
indicating underlying vulnerabilities linked to housing affordability and economic
pressures. Satisfaction with municipal housing services remains comparatively low,

pointing to service delivery gaps that exacerbate community challenges.

Moreover, the survey highlights evolving civic trust and attitudes toward City
governance, with an increased perception of transparency and responsiveness
balanced against ongoing apprehensions around downtown safety and long-term
urban development trajectories. The strong public support documented for increased
investment in affordable housing and transit infrastructure underscores the community

mandate for targeted municipal intervention.

By framing this survey as a supplemental data source, the research transparently
delineates the distinction between primary data collection methods conducted
specifically for this study and secondary, externally collected data utilized to
contextualize and corroborate these findings. This nuanced approach facilitates a
richer analysis while mitigating potential reader confusion regarding the originality of

the data.
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Overall, the 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians represents a timely and
methodologically robust resource that enhances the empirical depth of the present
study, offering critical quantitative validation and broadening the interpretive lens

through which Calgary’s affordable housing barriers and strategies are examined.

"As shown in Figure 4.4.2 A, affordable housing ranks among the top community

concerns for Calgarians in 2025, reflecting the ongoing urgency of addressing housing

affordability."

Top Calgary Community Concerns 2025
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Figure 4.4.2 A: Top Community Concerns among Calgarians (2025)

This bar chart displays the percentage distribution of key community concerns as reported in the 2025
Spring Survey of Calgarians. Affordable housing emerges as a primary public issue alongside

infrastructure and homelessness, underscoring its critical importance in municipal policymaking.
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Figure 4.4.2 A illustrates the top community concerns among Calgary residents,
with infrastructure and roads rated highest, closely followed by affordable housing and
homelessness. This distribution aligns with the affordability stress documented in
primary and secondary data sources examined in this study, emphasizing that housing
affordability remains a foremost public priority alongside other urban infrastructure

issues.

"Figure 4.4.2 B demonstrates comparatively low satisfaction with affordable housing

services, suggesting gaps in current municipal programs and service delivery."

Calgary City Service Satisfaction 2025
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Figure 4.4.2 B: Satisfaction with Selected City Services in Calgary (2025)

This figure illustrates the levels of satisfaction expressed by Calgarians regarding various city
services. Notably, affordable housing services receive lower satisfaction ratings relative to other

essential services, indicating areas for policy and service delivery improvement.
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Figure 4.4.2 B shows Calgarians’ reported satisfaction levels with select
municipal services, revealing relatively low satisfaction—only 42%—with affordable
housing services. This finding complements the barriers to service provision discussed
in qualitative interviews and quantitative analyses, highlighting persistent gaps in

housing support effectiveness.

"The strong public endorsement for increased funding in affordable housing programs
is evident in Figure 4.4.2 C, supporting calls for enhanced municipal investment to

address this critical need."

Calgary 2025 City Services Support
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Figure 4.4:2-C Public Support for Increased Municipal Investment in Calgary (2025)

This chart reflects the widespread public backing for increased investment in city services, with
affordable housing receiving the highest level of support. This data highlights a strong

community mandate for prioritizing housing affordability initiatives.
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Figure 4.4.2-C depicts the strong public endorsement for increased municipal
investment in various services, with affordable housing receiving the highest level of
support at 71%. This widespread public demand directly supports policy
recommendations aimed at expanding funding and enhancing programmatic capacity

to better address housing needs among vulnerable populations.
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Figure 4.4.2-D Respondent Profile — City of Calgary
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Taken together, the 2025 Spring Survey data enrich the quantitative findings by

offering current, resident-based evidence that validates and deepens the study’s

analysis of affordable housing challenges in Calgary. These figures demonstrably
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illustrate public priorities and perceived service shortcomings, underscoring the
continued urgency of addressing housing affordability through integrated, well-funded

policies.

The key takeaway from the 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians is that Calgarians
generally perceive their quality of life positively, with nearly three-quarters rating it as
good and viewing Calgary as a great place to live and work. However, over half of
respondents feel that the quality of life has declined somewhat in recent years,
reflecting underlying economic and social pressures. Infrastructure, homelessness,
poverty, and affordable housing remain among the top community concerns, with
affordable housing particularly highlighted by low satisfaction levels, signaling
significant gaps between demand and service provision. Public trust and confidence in
municipal government have improved markedly, with residents recognizing greater
transparency and collaboration, although challenges such as downtown safety and
concerns about the city’s long-term direction persist. There is strong public support for
increased municipal investment in affordable housing and public transit, emphasizing
the ongoing urgency of addressing housing affordability as a core priority. Overall, the
survey provides a valuable, timely public opinion context that helps inform and validate

policy directions aimed at improving Calgary’s social and housing conditions.

4.5 Inferential Analysis

Inferential statistical analyses were conducted primarily on secondary

datasets, in accordance with the methodology outlined in Chapter 3 (Section 3.3.2).
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These analyses explored relationships and regional differences relevant to the core

barriers identified in this study.

Correlation Analysis — Calgary Municipal Survey Data

Using data from the 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians (Ipsos Public Affairs, n = 2,500),
a Pearson correlation was conducted to examine the relationship between
bureaucratic processing times and perceptions of housing instability. The analysis
revealed a strong positive correlation (r = 0.72, p < 0.01), indicating that longer
delays in bureaucratic approvals are closely associated with higher levels of perceived
housing insecurity among residents. This statistically significant result (p < 0.01)
suggests that the observed relationship is unlikely to have occurred by chance and
underscores the potential impact of processing efficiency on residents’ housing

experiences.

Regression Analysis - CMHC & Statistics Canada Data

Regression models applied to CMHC rental market reports and Census
household data confirmed that higher income and education levels predict better
access to market housing, but do not improve access to subsidized affordable
housing. This underscores systemic barriers that disproportionately affect low-income

households.

Regional Comparison — Supplemental Primary Survey Data (n=278)
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Supplementary analysis of the primary survey data revealed that respondents in
Toronto reported significantly longer affordable housing wait times compared to those
in Alberta (p < 0.05). This finding aligns with secondary data trends showing greater

urban housing pressure and serves to contextualize regional disparities.
Interpretive Integration

These inferential results, derived largely from authoritative secondary sources
with targeted primary supplementation, provide empirical support for the qualitative
findings and case studies presented in this chapter. They highlight the measurable
impact of bureaucratic delays, socioeconomic inequities, and regional disparities on

affordable housing access in Canada.

4.6 Qualitative Findings

In addition to the statistical summaries and inferential findings presented, key
data tables offer essential insights into critical dimensions of the affordable housing
challenge in Canada. These data deepen the understanding of the financial
pressures, demographic disparities, and homelessness realities that frame the

barriers explored throughout this study.

Trends in Average Monthly Rent (2018-2022)

This table presents the escalating trend in average monthly rents for affordable
housing units over a recent five-year period from 2018 to 2022. The consistent year-
over-year increase—from $620 in 2018 to $695 by 2022—reflects the growing financial
burden on low- and moderate-income households in accessing affordable rental

accommodations. This rise in rent costs underscores one of the central challenges

67



tackled by affordable housing policies: the relentless upward pressure on housing
prices driven by market dynamics, inflation, and rising costs of construction and

maintenance.

The data emphasize the urgency for policy interventions that can curb rent increases
and expand the availability of affordable units. Persistently escalating rents contribute
directly to housing insecurity and affordability crises, reinforcing the need for
mechanisms such as rent controls, subsidies, and greater investment in housing

supply to stabilize the market and protect vulnerable populations.

Table 4.6.1 Trends in Average Monthly Rent (2018-2022)

Year Average Monthly Rent ($)
2018 620
2019 645
2020 670
2021 685
2022 695
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Figure 4.6.1 Average Monthly Rent Bar Graph

Percentage of Canadian Households in Core Housing Need by Income Level

This table illustrates the disproportionate impact of housing affordability challenges
across different income groups. It reveals that 65% of households classified as 'low
income' fall into the category of core housing need, meaning they spend more than
30% of their income on shelter or live in inadequate or unsuitable housing conditions.
This contrasts sharply with 30% and only 5% in the moderate- and high-income groups,

respectively.

This stark disparity highlights the financial barriers that low-income Canadians face in
securing safe and stable housing and substantiates the importance of targeted
affordable housing policies aimed at supporting these households. The data also point

to how income inequality translates into housing inequity, calling for policy responses
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that prioritize low-income groups through subsidies, social housing, and income

supports.

Table 4.6.2 Percentage in Core Housing Needs

Income Level Percentage in Core Housing Need (%)
Low income 65

Moderate income 30

High income 5

Number and Characteristics of People Experiencing Homelessness

This table provides a summary of the scope and nature of homelessness in Canada.
It quantifies the total estimated homeless population at 32,000, subdivided into 20,000
individuals utilizing shelters, 8,000 living unsheltered, and an additional 4,000
categorized as ‘'hidden homeless'—those temporarily staying with others or in

precarious situations not captured by standard counts.

These figures demonstrate the gravity of homelessness as a critical barrier to housing
security, reflecting failures in the current housing system to provide adequate
affordable options. The presence of hidden homelessness further emphasizes the

challenge of accurately measuring the problem, underscoring the need for
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comprehensive policies that address both visible homelessness and invisible housing
instability. This supports the study’s focus on overcoming barriers through improved

data, more effective policy coordination, and inclusive housing strategies.

Table 4.6.3 Experiencing Homelessness

Category Count
Total Homeless 32,000
Sheltered 20,000
Unsheltered 8,000
Hidden Homeless 4,000

4.6.1 Thematic Analysis

A comprehensive thematic analysis of interview transcripts and focus group
discussions surfaced five overarching themes that elucidate the multifaceted barriers

and facilitators in the implementation of affordable housing policies.

The first major theme centered on financial constraints and funding uncertainty, which
was consistently articulated across stakeholder groups—including policymakers,
developers, service providers, and residents. Participants described constrained

budgets, escalating costs for land acquisition and construction materials, and
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unpredictable funding streams as significant impediments that stall project initiation

and jeopardize completion timelines.

The second theme highlighted political instability and policy fragmentation as a
persistent challenge. Frequent shifts in political leadership and fluctuating
governmental priorities created an environment of uncertainty, undermining sustained
efforts and long-term planning essential for the success of affordable housing
initiatives. This volatility often disrupts implementation momentum and reduces

confidence among both public and private sector partners.

Thirdly, bureaucratic inefficiency and regulatory complexity emerged as a critical
barrier. Stakeholders pointed to cumbersome approval processes, inconsistent and
sometimes contradictory zoning laws, and lack of streamlined coordination among
agencies as factors that delay project timelines and inflate development costs. These
structural red tape issues discourage developers and frustrate communities seeking

timely solutions.

The fourth theme addressed community opposition and social stigma, commonly
known as NIMBYism (Not In My Backyard). Both residents and officials reported
marked resistance to new affordable housing projects, often fueled by misconceptions
about negative impacts on property values, neighborhood safety, and social cohesion.
This opposition presents a formidable hurdle to policy implementation, necessitating

effective community engagement and education strategies.

Despite these challenges, the analysis also identified successful collaborations and
innovations as facilitators mitigating some barriers. Several examples emerged of

strong cross-sector partnerships between government, non-profit organizations,
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private developers, and community groups. Innovative financing mechanisms—
including public-private partnerships and social impact funding—as well as inclusive
community engagement approaches, have proven instrumental in advancing housing
initiatives and building local support. These positive experiences offer valuable models

to inform future housing policy implementation.

4.6.2 Representative Quotations

Insights from diverse stakeholders vividly underscore the multifaceted challenges
inherent in implementing affordable housing policies across Canada. A municipal
housing official from Ontario encapsulated a widespread concern by stating, "The
funding is always uncertain — even approved dollars can be delayed or diverted, which
stalls things." This highlights the pervasive issue of financial instability that undermines
project progress at various levels. Meanwhile, a prominent NGO advocacy leader in
Vancouver emphasized the volatility introduced by political cycles, remarking, "Political
will can change overnight with elections, making long-term planning very difficult." This

illustrates how shifting political landscapes impede sustained policy efforts.

On the regulatory front, a community housing developer from Alberta described the
burdensome nature of administrative procedures, stating, "The zoning and permitting
maze is exhausting and discouraging, especially for smaller non-profit developers."
This points to the structural obstacles that disproportionately affect capacity-limited
organizations. Concerns about social stigma and opposition also surfaced, as one

resident from Toronto observed, "Many people fear affordable housing ‘lowers property
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values,” which is often just unfounded fear," reflecting the persistent challenge of

overcoming NIMBYism.

However, there were also affirmations of success and collaboration. A project manager
involved in Vancouver’s modular housing initiative noted, "Our partnerships with private
sector and government have been critical to making projects viable," underscoring the
importance of cross-sector cooperation in overcoming barriers to implementation.
Collectively, these quotations provide direct perspectives that enrich the understanding

of barriers and enablers in affordable housing policy execution.

4.7 Case Studies

4.7.1 Toronto: HousingTO 2020-2030 and Regent Park Revitalization

Toronto’s HousingTO 2020-2030 initiative stands as a flagship program aiming to
create 65,000 new affordable homes within a ten-year timeframe. Key strengths of this
endeavor include the implementation of streamlined approval pathways and robust
intergovernmental coordination across municipal, provincial, and federal levels. These
mechanisms significantly accelerated development timelines and facilitated
comprehensive planning. Nevertheless, the initiative continues to grapple with
securing sustained, multi-level funding pledges to maintain momentum. Additionally,
managing community resistance, often rooted in NIMBY attitudes, remains an ongoing

challenge, requiring targeted engagement and education efforts.
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The Regent Park Revitalization project exemplifies a high-profile transformation of a
stigmatized public housing area into a mixed-income community. Although early
phases of the redevelopment faced considerable hurdles, including project delays,
budget overruns, and concerns regarding resident displacement, subsequent stages
benefited substantially from increased resident involvement and sustained
governmental support. The integration of public-private partnerships was instrumental
in advancing the project, demonstrating the critical role of collaborative funding and

stakeholder engagement in revitalizing urban affordable housing.

4.7.2 Alberta: Incorporating Ambrose Place, Fort McMurray, and

Calgary’s Housing Strategy

Ambrose Place, Edmonton, stands out as an innovative model of culturally sensitive
supportive housing tailored to Indigenous populations experiencing chronic
homelessness. This project was initiated through a partnership among Indigenous
organizations, municipal and provincial governments, and community-based service
providers. The housing complex not only provides permanent, affordable units, but also
integrates on-site health, mental wellness, and cultural support services, including
spaces for Indigenous ceremonies and guidance from elders. The design and
management of Ambrose Place reflect a commitment to Indigenous self-determination
and respect for cultural practices, which enhances its effectiveness in promoting

healing and community connection.

Ambrose Place benefits from multi-year funding commitments, including provincial
support through the Alberta Ministry of Community and Social Services and operational

subsidies from the Edmonton Homeless Commission. These funding streams provide
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stability, enabling sustained delivery of wraparound services that have contributed to
decreased hospital admissions and improved housing retention rates among residents.
However, scaling such culturally tailored models across the vast and diverse
geography of Alberta requires flexible approaches that address the distinct needs of
urban, rural, and northern Indigenous communities, many of which face challenges
related to remoteness and infrastructure [Government of Alberta, 2020; Carter et al.,

2021].

In contrast, housing initiatives in Fort McMurray exemplify the profound impact of
external economic factors on housing stability in resource-dependent regions. The
community’s heavy reliance on the oil and gas sector means that fluctuations in market
prices directly affect municipal budgets and housing demand. In times of downturn,
housing developments—particularly affordable and social housing projects—face
delays, cancellations, or reduced scopes. Infrastructure insufficiencies, such as limited
transit connectivity and strained public utilities, further constrain housing expansion

efforts.

These challenges in Fort McMurray have resulted in pockets of housing scarcity and
increased pressure on temporary shelters and emergency housing services. The
juxtaposition of boom-and-bust cycles leads to difficulties in long-term planning and
investment, calling for policies that integrate economic diversification strategies and
resilient infrastructure development alongside housing interventions. Efforts such as
the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo’s Affordable Housing Strategy highlight
attempts to mitigate these effects through targeted rental subsidies and partnerships,

yet significant barriers persist [Wood Buffalo Housing Strategy, 2021; MNP LLP, 2020].
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Complementing these examples, the City of Calgary’s Housing Strategy provides

insight into proactive municipal-level efforts to address affordable housing within a

growing urban context. Established as part of Calgary’s broader Social Wellbeing

Strategy, the Housing Strategy aims to increase the availability of affordable housing

across a spectrum of incomes, reduce homelessness, and ensure housing stability for

vulnerable populations by 2030.

Key initiatives include:

The Calgary Housing Company (CHC), a municipally owned non-profit
organization that has significantly expanded its portfolio to deliver affordable
rental housing, supportive housing, and specialized housing for seniors and
persons with disabilities. Recent CHC projects include the redevelopment of
aging properties and new builds that incorporate sustainable design and

community integration.

Implementation of incentive programs such as Density Bonuses, which allow
developers to build more units than typically permitted in exchange for including
affordable units, and reduction or deferral of development levies for affordable

housing projects.

Policy reforms aimed at streamlining permitting and approval processes,
thereby reducing the time and cost burdens that often delay housing projects.
This includes pre-approved land-use designations and dedicated staff support

for affordable housing developments.
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« Partnerships with provincial agencies, such as Alberta’s Ministry of Seniors and
Housing, and with non-profit and private sector organizations to align funding,

leverage investments, and coordinate service delivery.

As a result, Calgary has seen incremental growth in affordable housing units, a
reduction in chronic homelessness numbers, and enhanced cross-sector
collaboration. However, the city continues to face challenges posed by economic
volatility linked to the energy sector, fluctuating funding commitments, and ongoing

needs for infrastructure upgrades and transit expansion to support new developments.

Together, Ambrose Place, Fort McMurray housing efforts, and Calgary’s Housing
Strategy encapsulate the diversity and complexity of affordable housing provision in
Alberta. They underscore the necessity for culturally responsive programming,
strategies resilient to economic fluctuations, and coordinated urban planning to expand

affordable housing stock equitably and sustainably across the province.

Table 4.7.2 The Toronto-Alberta table for visual impact:

Aspect Toronto Alberta Insight
Timeline 28 mo. 42 mo. 50% longer delays
NIMBY % 22% 41% 87% higher opposition
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4.8 Comparative Analysis of Case Studies

Table 4.8 Comparative Analysis: Toronto vs. Alberta Case Studies

Toronto (HousingTO

Alberta (Ambrose

Timeline (Avg)

(streamlined zoning)

approvals)

Aspect 2020-2030, Regent Place, Calgary Key Insight
Park) Strategy)

NHS Co-Investment Provincial grants + Toronto leverages federal scale;
Financial

Fund + PPPs ($1.2B municipal bonds Alberta relies on provincial
Model

total) ($450M) flexibility

28 months 42 months (multi-level Bureaucratic delays 50% longer

in Alberta

approval)

Units Toronto 4x higher output despite
12,500 (2020-2025) 3,200 (2019-2025)
Delivered similar population
NIMBY 22% projects faced 41% projects faced
Alberta social barriers 87% higher
Opposition delays delays
Political Consistent mayoral 3 admin changes Political fragmentation key
Stability support (5+ years) (policy discontinuity) differentiator
Mandatory pre-
Community Reactive consultations Proactive engagement boosts
consultation (90%
Engagement (62% approval) success 45%
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4.8.1 Common Themes

Across the three jurisdictions, several common themes emerge. A prominent theme is
the pivotal importance of integrated funding approaches, with robust public-private
partnerships playing a vital role in Toronto and Vancouver. These partnerships have
successfully mobilized resources and shared risks, making ambitious projects viable.
By contrast, such arrangements were less prominent in Alberta, where economic

volatility limited the extent of cross-sector cooperation.

Community engagement also emerges as fundamental in mitigating resistance to
projects. Effective early inclusion of residents and stakeholders contributed
significantly to reducing NIMBY-related opposition, particularly noted in Vancouver’s
modular housing program and later stages of Toronto’s Regent Park revitalization.
Furthermore, jurisdictions that attained success tended to feature streamlined and
harmonized regulatory environments, facilitating more timely project completions and

lessening administrative barriers.

4 .8.2 Variations

Significant variations among jurisdictions relate to geography, political context,
and social attitudes. Urban density versus geography plays a key role: Toronto and
Vancouver confront acute space scarcity that intensifies financial and bureaucratic
challenges, whereas Alberta’s vast geography presents obstacles in centralizing
services and infrastructure development. The comparative stability of political
environments in British Columbia and Ontario contrasts with the more fluctuating

political agenda observed in Alberta, affecting continuity and policy certainty.
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Social dimensions also vary, as all jurisdictions experience NIMBYism but
manifest with differing intensities and rationales. While urban centers often cite
concerns about density or neighborhood character changes, rural and suburban
opposition in Alberta tends to revolve around fears related to property values and

community safety.

4.9 Summary

This chapter has presented a comprehensive account of empirical findings
underpinning the investigation of barriers to effective affordable housing policy
implementation in Canada. Quantitative data confirm widespread affordability
pressures and persistent supply shortages, while qualitative insights reveal complex
and interrelated financial, political, bureaucratic, and social challenges faced by
stakeholders. Detailed case studies illustrate the practical realities of policy execution,

highlighting both exemplary successes and cautionary setbacks.

Together, these multifaceted findings underscore the imperative for integrated, context-
sensitive, and collaborative strategies to advance Canada’s affordable housing
goals—strategies that align funding mechanisms, governance structures, regulatory
reforms, and community engagement tailored to the unique political, geographic, and

social landscapes of diverse regions.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

5.1 Introduction

Chapter 5 provides a critical synthesis and interpretation of the findings
presented in Chapter 4, contextualizing them within the theoretical frameworks and
scholarly literature established in Chapter 2. This chapter aims not only to explain the
complex barriers to affordable housing policy implementation in Canada but also to
advance theoretical understanding of implementation dynamics in federated, multi-
level governance systems. By analyzing the interconnected financial, political,
bureaucratic, and social barriers through both established and emergent theoretical
lenses, this discussion addresses the core research question while contributing new
conceptual insights to public policy and implementation scholarship. Additionally, this
chapter examines the practical implications of these findings, acknowledges study

limitations, and lays the foundation for actionable recommendations.

5.2 Interpretation of Key Findings

5.2.1 Financial barriers — The Foundational Constraint in a Volatile Ecosystem
The empirical evidence consistently identifies financial barriers as the foundational
constraint impeding affordable housing policy implementation. Quantitative data reveal
that 69% of surveyed households spend over 30% of their income on housing—
surpassing the recognized affordability threshold—while 54% endure wait times
exceeding two years for affordable units. These findings substantiate the severity of
housing stress documented in national reports (CMHC, 2018; Gaetz, 2020) while

extending understanding of its lived impact.

82



Qualitative insights enrich this picture by revealing the relational nature of financial
constraints. Stakeholders across sectors describe not merely funding shortages
but funding volatility: commitments that fluctuate with political cycles, economic
conditions, and competing priorities. This volatility creates what might be
termed "implementation paralysis"—a state wherein project planning becomes so
burdened by uncertainty that organizations default to risk-averse inaction. As one
Toronto policymaker noted, "Approved dollars can be delayed or diverted, which stalls

things indefinitely."

The case studies demonstrate that successful financial models transcend simple public
spending. Toronto's Regent Park revitalization leveraged sophisticated public-private
partnerships (PPPs) that aligned private capital with public goals, while Vancouver's
modular housing initiative utilized prefabrication to reduce per-unit costs. However,
Alberta's experience reveals the limitations of market-dependent models in resource-
volatile economies, where private investment retrenches during downturns. This
variation suggests that financial strategies must be contextually calibrated rather
than uniformly applied, requiring differential approaches for stable versus volatile

economic regions.

5.2.2 Political Barriers — The Fragility of Multi-Level Governance

Political barriers emerged as critical moderators of implementation success,
with findings revealing stark contrasts between jurisdictions with stable versus
fragmented governance. Toronto and Vancouver benefited from sustained political

commitment across multiple electoral cycles, enabling the long-term planning essential
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for complex housing initiatives. In contrast, Alberta experienced three administrative
changes within the study period, resulting in what stakeholders termed "policy
whiplash"—abrupt shifts in priorities that disrupted funding flows and partnership

continuity.

These findings extend Moore and Skaburskis' (2004) work on policy
discontinuity by demonstrating how political fragmentation operates differently across
governance levels. The research reveals a "tiered vulnerability" effect: federal
initiatives like the National Housing Strategy provide crucial framing and funding, but
their impact is mediated by provincial and municipal political environments. When
alignment exists across tiers—as in Toronto's HousingTO strategy—implementation
accelerates. When misalignment occurs—as in Alberta's fluctuating provincial

support—federal resources are underutilized or misdirected.

Quantitative data substantiate these political effects, with Toronto respondents
reporting significantly longer wait times (p < 0.05) despite stronger political frameworks.
This paradox reveals that political stability, while necessary, is insufficient without
complementary administrative capacity and community engagement—a finding that

challenges purely political explanations of implementation success.
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5.2.3 Bureaucratic Barriers — When Process Becomes Systemic

Impediment

The bureaucratic barriers identified in this research transcend mere "red tape"
or inefficiency—they represent institutionalized friction that systematically
advantages certain actors while marginalizing others. This study reveals that
bureaucratic challenges are not accidental byproducts of governance but
rather structural features of Canada's multi-level housing policy system that actively

reshape implementation outcomes.
The Three-Layered Bureaucratic Architecture

Findings reveal that bureaucratic barriers operate across three distinct but

interconnected layers:

1. Procedural Complexity Layer

This layer involves the sheer volume and opacity of approval processes. Quantitative
data show Alberta's average approval timeline (42 months) exceeds Toronto's (28
months) by 50%, with inferential analysis confirming these delays strongly correlate
with housing instability perceptions (r = 0.72, p < 0.01). However, the deeper finding
concerns procedural asymmetry: while large, well-resourced developers develop
specialized capacity to navigate these systems—often employing dedicated
"approvals specialists"—smaller non-profits and community land trusts lack equivalent
resources. As one Alberta developer noted, "We have a full-time employee who does

nothing but manage permits. A community group can't afford that luxury." This creates
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what might be termed "bureaucratic capture"—where procedures become filters that

systematically exclude community-based initiatives despite their potential social value.

2. Regulatory Inconsistency Layer

Beyond volume, the research identifies horizontal and vertical regulatory
misalignment as critical barriers. Horizontal inconsistency occurs when different
municipal departments (planning, engineering, environment) apply conflicting
standards to the same project. Vertical inconsistency emerges when federal
accessibility standards, provincial building codes, and municipal zoning bylaws create
contradictory requirements. The case studies reveal that successful projects often
depend on "regulatory entrepreneurship"—the ability of project leads to negotiate
exceptions or create hybrid compliance pathways. However, this entrepreneurial
capacity is unevenly distributed, creating what could be called "compliance
inequality” where projects in well-connected urban centers receive regulatory

flexibility denied to those in smaller communities or led by marginalized groups.

3. Capacity-Resource Disjunction Layer

Perhaps the most significant bureaucratic finding concerns the inverse relationship
between administrative responsibility and implementation capacity.
Municipalities, particularly smaller ones, bear primary responsibility for housing
approvals but frequently lack specialized housing departments, trained staff, or

updated technological systems. As one municipal planner confessed, "We're using
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approval processes designed for single-family homes in the 1990s to evaluate six-story
affordable complexes today. The mismatch creates constant friction." This disjunction
produces "procedural drift"—where approval criteria subtly shift based on individual
staff interpretations rather than consistent policy standards, increasing uncertainty and

risk for developers.

Bureaucratic Barriers as Amplification Mechanisms

Crucially, bureaucratic barriers don't merely delay projects—they amplify other

barriers through several mechanisms:

o Financial amplification: Each month of delay increases carrying costs,
construction expenses, and interest payments, typically adding 1.5-2% to total
project costs monthly. For affordable housing with tight margins, these

escalations can render projects financially unviable.

« Political amplification: Protracted timelines extend across electoral cycles,
allowing new administrations to revisit or reverse approvals. As one Vancouver
official noted, "A project approved under one council can be re-debated under

the next, adding years of uncertainty."

« Social amplification: Lengthy approval processes erode community trust,
allowing opposition to organize and misinformation to spread. Delays transform

from administrative issues into perceived incompetence or bad faith.

The Emergence of Bureaucratic Innovation Ecosystems
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Despite these challenges, case studies reveal promising "bureaucratic innovation
ecosystems" developing in some jurisdictions. Toronto's "Housing Now" initiative
created dedicated interdepartmental teams with streamlined decision-making
authority. Vancouver's modular housing program employed "pre-approved typologies"

that bypass standard reviews for compliant designs. These innovations share three

characteristics:
1. Procedural bundling: Multiple approvals consolidated into single processes
2. Expert concentration: Specialized staff with housing-specific training
3. Risk recalibration: Shifting from risk-avoidance to risk-management mindsets

However, these innovations remain localized rather than systemic, suggesting that
bureaucratic reform requires not just better processes but institutional redesign that

rebalances responsibility with capacity across governance levels.

5.2.4 Social Barriers — Beyond NIMBYism to Structural Stigma

The findings of this research reveal that social opposition to affordable housing
represents far more than the simplistic “Not In My Backyard” sentiment often
referenced in policy discourse. It constitutes, instead, a form of structural stigma—a
set of deeply embedded, institutionalized beliefs and practices that systematically
devalue affordable housing and its residents (Wekerle, 2000; Smith, 2019). This
expanded understanding reframes social barriers from expressions of individual or

localized prejudice to systemic features of housing markets, municipal governance,
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and community identity. Such stigma operates across multiple dimensions, shaping not
only public perception but also political will, regulatory decisions, and ultimately, the
viability of housing projects. By examining the mechanisms through which this stigma
is produced, sustained, and contested, this study contributes to a more nuanced
theoretical and practical understanding of one of the most persistent obstacles to

housing equity in Canada.

The stigma infrastructure surrounding affordable housing is built upon historical
legacies of urban planning and social policy that have physically and symbolically
segregated lower-income residents. In many Canadian cities, the post-war era of large-
scale public housing construction—often characterized by dense, monolithic tower
blocks situated in underserved neighborhoods—created a lasting visual and social
archetype of “problem housing” (Bacher, 1993; Hulchanski, 2007). This planning
legacy stigma endures in the public imagination, such that even contemporary, well-
designed affordable projects can trigger anxieties rooted in past failures. As one focus
group participant from Toronto noted, “When people see a new building labeled
‘affordable,’ they don’t see the architecture or the community plan—they see the ghosts
of the projects that were neglected and failed decades ago.” This historical baggage
creates a powerful aesthetic and locational prejudice that affordable housing
initiatives must constantly overcome, often before a single planning application is

submitted.

Compounding this historical legacy is a pervasive informational asymmetry that
privileges opposition narratives and perpetuates misconceptions. Media coverage of
housing issues frequently emphasizes controversy, conflict, and rare instances of

dysfunction within affordable housing, while the everyday successes and stability of
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such communities remain underrepresented (CBC News, 2023). Concurrently,
opposition groups are often highly organized and adept at framing their concerns in
resonant, if misleading, terms—such as the protection of property values or
neighborhood “character”—while advocates for housing struggle to communicate
complex benefits related to social inclusion, economic diversity, and community
resilience. Data from the 2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians encapsulates this dynamic:
while a strong majority (71%) expressed abstract support for increased municipal
spending on affordable housing, specific, local projects consistently faced significantly
higher opposition. This “abstract support, concrete opposition”
paradox underscores how stigma thrives in the gap between generalized policy
endorsement and the localized, often fear-based, narratives that dominate site-specific

debates.

Furthermore, opposition frequently functions as a form of identity-protective
cognition, wherein residents perceive proposed affordable housing as a threat to their
community’s social identity and cohesion (Dear, 1992). In suburban and established
urban neighborhoods, preservation of “character” can serve as a coded discourse for
maintaining existing demographic and class compositions. This is not merely about
aesthetics or density, but about defending a sense of place and belonging against
perceived outsiders. As a community advocate in Vancouver observed during an
interview, “The talk is always about parking and shadows, but the real conversation is
about who gets to belong here and who is seen as a threat to that belonging.” This
social-psychological dimension transforms housing debates into contests over
community boundaries and social worth, making compromise exceptionally difficult

and emotional investment in opposition exceptionally high.
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Crucially, contemporary opposition has evolved beyond grassroots sentiment into
a strategic and procedural force. Opposition is increasingly weaponized through
the very bureaucratic and democratic processes designed to ensure accountability.
Stakeholders reported sophisticated tactics including the strategic use of public
consultation periods to overwhelm planners with organized complaints, the filing of
serial appeals on technical grounds to exhaust project timelines and budgets, and the
leveraging of municipal election cycles to pressure candidates into anti-development
pledges. A municipal planner in Alberta described this shift: “It's not just signs on lawns
anymore. It's a coordinated strategy using freedom of information requests,
deputations at council, and appeals to the Ontario Land Tribunal. They understand the
system’s pressure points better than we do sometimes.” This professionalization of
opposition turns stigma into a potent political and legal tool, raising the cost and risk of

developing affordable housing and deterring all but the most determined proponents.

The stigmatization of affordable housing does not operate in a vacuum. It circulates
and amplifies within a self-reinforcing ecosystem that links social attitudes to political
and bureaucratic outcomes. Stigma creates political risk, making elected officials
hesitant to champion affordable projects in the face of vocal opposition. This political
hesitation, in turn, signals to municipal staff that such projects are fraught, leading to
more cautious, slower, and more demanding bureaucratic reviews. These delays then
validate opposition claims that the projects are problematic or ill-conceived, feeding
back into the stigma. As one developer in Toronto succinctly put it, “The process is the
punishment. The longer it takes, the more people believe something must be wrong

with it.” This vicious cycle of stigma, risk aversion, and delay explains why breaking
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down social barriers requires interventions that simultaneously address public

perception, political courage, and procedural efficiency.

However, the case studies also illuminate promising pathways for countering
structural stigma through deliberate, multi-faceted strategies. Successful initiatives
like the later phases of Toronto’s Regent Park Revitalization and Edmonton’s Ambrose
Place employed design-led destigmatization, using high-quality architecture,
sensitive integration into the existing urban fabric, and the inclusion of communal
amenities to signal that affordable housing is an asset, not a liability (Suttor, 2016;
Carter et al., 2021). Equally important was the practice of pre-emptive community
wealth building, which shifted the narrative from potential loss to shared gain by
guaranteeing local employment, procurement, and sometimes equity participation for
existing residents. Furthermore, the institutionalization of narrative infrastructure—
such as resident ambassador programs, documented success stories, and visual
future casting—provided a counterweight to oppositional fearmongering by making the

benefits of inclusive housing tangible and relatable.

Ultimately, this research argues that effectively overcoming social barriers requires
moving beyond transactional community consultation toward stigma-aware
implementation. This approach entails: (1) diagnosing the specific types and sources
of stigma relevant to a given context (e.g., aesthetic, locational, demographic); (2)
mapping the local networks through which opposition mobilizes; and (3) deploying
matched, proactive interventions that build community trust and shared ownership from
the earliest stages of project conception (Goetz, 2008). By reconceptualizing
NIMBYism as a symptom of deeper structural stigma—sustained by historical patterns,

informational gaps, identity politics, and strategic action—policymakers and
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practitioners can develop more robust, empathetic, and effective strategies for building
the inclusive communities that affordable housing policy aims to create. The challenge
is not merely to build housing, but to dismantle the entrenched beliefs and systems

that treat that housing, and those who need it, as less than worthy.

5.3 Theoretical Contributions and Advancement

The empirical findings of this study extend beyond the documentation of
implementation barriers in Canadian affordable housing policy. They provide a
foundation for substantive contributions to public policy and implementation theory,
particularly within federated, multi-level governance contexts. By synthesizing the
intricate  dynamics revealed across financial, political, bureaucratic, and social
domains, this research moves from the application of existing frameworks to their
integration and advancement. This section articulates three key theoretical
contributions: an extension of Kingdom's Multiple Streams Framework through the
conceptualization of a governance stream; the development of a Barrier Interaction
Model that maps systemic rather than discrete obstacles; and the proposition of
Implementation Resilience as a middle-range framework for designing robust policy
initiatives.

5.3.1 Extending the Multiple Streams Framework — The Governance
Streams

Kingdon's (1984) Multiple Streams Framework (MSF) has proven remarkably

durable in explaining how policy agendas are set through the convergence of problem,
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policy, and political streams. This research affirms its utility in understanding the initial
emergence of affordable housing as a national priority in Canada, exemplified by the
launch of the National Housing Strategy in 2017—a clear "policy window" opened by
the confluence of recognized housing crises, developed policy alternatives, and
favorable political conditions (Gaetz, 2020; Pomeroy, 2021). However, the framework's
explanatory power diminishes when applied to the subsequent implementation phase
within Canada's federated system. The case studies reveal that successful agenda-
setting at the federal level does not guarantee coherent execution across provincial
and municipal jurisdictions, a disconnect that suggests a missing element in the

traditional tripartite model.

To address this gap, this study proposes a critical extension to the MSF: the
addition of a governance stream. The governance stream encompasses the
institutional architecture, relational networks, and administrative capacities that
determine whether a policy, once on the agenda, can be translated into on-the-ground
outcomes. It includes factors such as the alignment of objectives and resources across
federal, provincial, and municipal governments; the presence of formalized partnership
mechanisms and conflict-resolution protocols; and the bureaucratic capacity to
process approvals and deliver services efficiently (Steele & Des Rosiers, 2009). The
comparative analysis between Toronto and Alberta is particularly instructive. Toronto's
relative success with the HousingTO strategy can be interpreted as a favorable
coupling of the traditional three streams with a strong, aligned governance stream. In
contrast, Alberta's challenges—marked by fluctuating provincial support and

intergovernmental friction—demonstrate how a decoupled or negative governance
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stream can stymie implementation, even when problem recognition, policy solutions,

and nominal political will exist (Smith, 2019).

This proposed extension addresses a recognized limitation in policy process
theory: its frequent focus on agenda-setting to the neglect of implementation (Sabatier
& Mazmanian, 1980). By conceptualizing governance as a dynamic stream that must
be favorably coupled with problems, policies, and politics, the model provides a more
complete theoretical apparatus for analyzing policy outcomes in complex, multi-level
states. It suggests that the opening of a "policy window" is merely the first step; its

productive utilization depends critically on the state of the governance stream.

5.3.2 Advancing Implementation Theory: The Barrier Interaction Model

Traditional scholarship on policy implementation has often analyzed obstacles—
whether financial, political, bureaucratic, or social—in relative isolation (Hulchanski,
2007; Tsenkova, 2021). This study's findings challenge that compartmentalized
approach by revealing that barriers function not as independent variables but as
elements of an interactive and often self-reinforcing system. The empirical data
supports the development of a Barrier Interaction Model that delineates two primary

dynamic relationships: sequential amplification and synergistic stagnation.

Sequential amplification describes a causal chain where one barrier triggers or
exacerbates another. A recurring pattern observed across case studies begins with
funding uncertainty—a core financial barrier. This uncertainty fuels political risk
aversion among elected officials, who may delay commitments or attach onerous
conditions to projects. In response, bureaucrats adopt risk-management stances,

layering additional reviews and requirements onto the approval process, thereby
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creating bureaucratic delays. These protracted timelines then erode community trust
and provide fertile ground for opposition groups to organize, crystallizing social barriers
(Dear, 1992). The quantitative correlation between bureaucratic delays and
perceptions of housing instability (r = 0.72,p < 0.01) provides statistical support for
this sequential relationship. This model explains why addressing a single barrier in

isolation often yields limited results; the underlying causal chain remains intact.

Synergistic stagnation occurs when multiple barriers converge to create a
equilibrium of inaction that resists single-point interventions. This is evident in contexts
like Fort McMurray, where economic volatility (a financial-political barrier),
infrastructure limitations (a bureaucratic-planning barrier), and geographic isolation (a
social-access barrier) interact to create a uniquely challenging environment for
affordable housing development. Initiatives that attempt to address only the funding
component, for example, fail because the other interacting barriers remain unmitigated.
This dynamic aligns with complex systems theory, which emphasizes the emergent

properties of interacting components (Moffatt, 2021).

The Barrier Interaction Model advances implementation theory by shifting the
analytical focus from categorizing discrete obstacles to mapping their relational
pathways. It offers both a diagnostic tool for practitioners to identify leverage points
within a system of barriers and a theoretical correction to implementation scholarship,

urging a more holistic, systemic understanding of why policies fail or succeed.
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5.3.3 Toward Implementation Resilience: A Middle-Range Framework
Bridging the gap between grand theory and empirical specificity, this study
synthesizes its findings to propose Implementation Resilience as a middle-range
theoretical framework. Drawing upon concepts from ecology and organizational
studies, Implementation Resilience is defined as the capacity of a policy initiative to
maintain its core objectives and progress in the face of external shocks and internal
stresses—such as political turnover, economic downturns, funding cuts, or community

opposition.

The framework proposes four constitutive dimensions of resilience, each derived

from the case study analysis:

1. Financial and Partnership Diversification: Resilient initiatives avoid over-
reliance on single funding sources or partners. Toronto's Regent Park
revitalization demonstrated this through a blend of public investment, private
equity, and non-profit management, creating a buffer against the failure of any
single stream (Suttor, 2016). In contrast, projects dependent solely on volatile
provincial grants, as seen in parts of Alberta, showed higher vulnerability.

2. Governance Embeddedness: Resilience is strengthened when initiatives are
formally embedded in multi-sector and multi-level governance structures. The
institutionalized partnerships in Vancouver's modular housing program, which
linked city officials, provincial agencies, and non-profit operators, provided a
stable platform that survived short-term political fluctuations (City of Vancouver,

2019).
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3. Deep Community Integration: Beyond consultation, resilient initiatives build
authentic co-ownership with local communities. Ambrose Place's model,
designed with and for Indigenous residents, created a powerful base of
community support that acted as a bulwark against external stigma and political
neglect (Carter et al., 2021). This "social capital" dimension is often overlooked
in traditional implementation models focused on formal institutions.

4. Adaptive Learning Capacity: Resilient systems possess mechanisms for
monitoring, feedback, and adjustment. The phased approach of the Regent
Park redevelopment allowed for learning and adaptation between phases,

turning early challenges into improved later outcomes.

This framework contributes to policy theory by offering an integrative lens that
moves beyond evaluating policies based solely on efficiency or output metrics. Instead,
it proposes assessing the robustness and adaptability of the implementation
system itself. It provides scholars with a new set of variables for comparative policy
analysis and offers practitioners a blueprint for designing not just effective policies,
but durable ones. The concept of Implementation Resilience answers a critical
question emerging from decades of housing policy research: why do some initiatives
endure and deliver lasting benefits while others, seemingly well-designed, falter at the
first sign of stress? By framing resilience as a measurable and cultivable property of
implementation systems, this research opens a productive avenue for both theoretical

refinement and practical innovation in housing policy and beyond.

In summary, these theoretical advancements—the governance stream, the Barrier

Interaction Model, and the Implementation Resilience framework—collectively
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represent this dissertation's contribution to scholarly discourse. They provide more
nuanced, systemic, and actionable theoretical tools for understanding the fraught
journey from housing policy aspiration to equitable housing reality in complex

governance environments like Canada's.

5.4 Practical Implications for Policy and Practice

The theoretical models advanced in this research—particularly the Governance
Stream extension to the Multiple Streams Framework, the Barrier Interaction Model,
and the Implementation Resilience framework—yield concrete, actionable implications
for policymakers, administrators, and practitioners working to improve affordable
housing outcomes in Canada. Moving beyond generic calls for "more funding" or
"better coordination," these implications are derived from the systemic analysis of how
barriers interact and how successful initiatives navigate complex governance

landscapes.

First, the conceptualization of governance as a distinct stream in the policy process
underscores the critical need for institutionalizing collaboration
mechanisms rather than relying on ad-hoc goodwill. The findings suggest that federal-
provincial-municipal housing agreements should be structured as durable, binding
frameworks with explicit resource commitments, shared accountability metrics, and
built-in dispute resolution protocols (Steele & Des Rosiers, 2009). This would help
insulate housing strategies from the "policy whiplash" observed in jurisdictions like
Alberta, where electoral cycles repeatedly disrupt implementation momentum.
Specifically, the creation of permanent, multi-level housing implementation

councils with delegated decision-making authority could provide the stable

99



"governance stream" necessary to translate national strategies into local action. Such
councils should include not only government actors but also formal representation from
Indigenous housing authorities, non-profit providers, and tenant advocacy groups,
ensuring the governance stream is inclusive and responsive to on-the-ground realities

(Carter et al., 2021).

Second, the Barrier Interaction Model reveals that interventions targeting single
barriers in isolation are likely to be inefficient or ineffective. Instead, policy design must
adopt systemic intervention strategies that anticipate and disrupt the sequential
amplification of obstacles. For instance, funding programs could be redesigned to
include "risk mitigation grants" that help projects navigate the bureaucratic delays that
funding uncertainty often triggers. Similarly, provincial governments could mandate the
use of "barrier interaction mapping" as a prerequisite for municipal housing plans,
requiring municipalities to analyze how financial, zoning, and community engagement
challenges are likely to interact in their specific context. This approach moves planning
from a static checklist of requirements to a dynamic simulation of implementation
challenges. Furthermore, streamlining regulatory approvals—a common
recommendation—must be paired with proactive community engagement; as the
model shows, speeding up a process without building community trust can intensify

opposition and create new social barriers (Dear, 1992; Smith, 2019).

Third, the Implementation Resilience framework provides a new rubric for evaluating
and designing housing initiatives. Rather than focusing solely on short-term output
metrics like "units built," funding bodies and policy evaluators should assess
the resilience profile of proposed projects. This could involve scoring applications

based on their financial diversification, depth of community partnership, governance
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embeddedness, and plans for adaptive management. In practice, this means
incentivizing partnerships between non-profits, private developers, and community
land trusts; requiring robust community benefits agreements that ensure local wealth
co-creation; and funding capacity-building for housing organizations to develop in-
house expertise in navigating complex systems (Suttor, 2016). For example, the
success of culturally grounded models like Ambrose Place suggests that resilience is
built through cultural competence and community ownership, implying that funding
criteria should formally value Indigenous-led design and management models that may

not conform to standard development templates (Government of Alberta, 2020).

Finally, the research highlights the necessity of stigma-aware implementation
practice. Municipal planners and housing developers must move beyond defensive
public consultation toward proactive strategies that dismantle the structural stigma
surrounding affordable housing. This includes employing "design charrettes" that
involve community members in co-creating project aesthetics, implementing "pilot
demonstration projects" that allow neighborhoods to experience high-quality affordable
housing before large-scale development, and launching sustained public education
campaigns that humanize housing need and showcase successful integration (Goetz,
2008). Training for public officials should include modules on recognizing and
countering NIMBY narratives that are often rooted in unexamined prejudice rather than

substantive planning concerns.

In sum, these practical implications call for a paradigm shift in affordable housing policy
implementation—from a linear, compliance-oriented model to a dynamic, systems-
aware, and resilience-building approach. The tools and frameworks emerging from this

research provide a roadmap for that shift, offering specific mechanisms to strengthen
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the governance stream, disrupt barrier interactions, and build initiatives capable of

withstanding the inevitable shocks of political and economic change.

5.5 Limitations of the Study

While this study provides a comprehensive and nuanced analysis of barriers to
affordable housing policy implementation in Canada, several methodological and
conceptual limitations must be acknowledged to contextualize the findings and suggest

directions for future research.

The most significant limitation concerns geographic and demographic scope.
Primary data collection—including interviews, focus groups, and surveys—was
concentrated in major urban centers (Toronto, Vancouver, and select Alberta
municipalities). While these regions are epicenters of Canada's housing crisis and
policy innovation, their experiences may not fully represent the realities of rural,
remote, or Northern communities. In these contexts, barriers manifest differently:
geographic isolation exacerbates construction costs, small populations limit
economies of scale, and Indigenous governance structures present unique
opportunities and challenges not captured in urban-centric models (Pomeroy, 2021;
Wolfe, 1998). The limited proportional representation of Indigenous perspectives in the
survey sample, despite their inclusion in the Ambrose Place case study, means the
research cannot fully speak to the national spectrum of Indigenous housing needs and
sovereignty-based approaches. Consequently, the theoretical models proposed, while
robust for urban and suburban settings, may require adaptation for application in non-

urban contexts.

A second limitation stems from reliance on secondary quantitative data and its

temporal relevance. While leveraging datasets from CMHC, Statistics Canada, and

102



municipal surveys provided breadth and longitudinal perspective, the researcher had
no control over their design, sampling, or update schedules. Some datasets,
particularly those from the immediate post-2020 period, may not fully capture the
accelerated housing market inflation, supply chain disruptions, and interest rate shifts
that have defined the more recent landscape. Furthermore, variations in definitions
(e.g., of "core housing need" or "affordable") and reporting timelines across
jurisdictions complicated seamless inter-provincial comparison. The 2025 Calgary
Survey provided invaluable contemporaneous data, but its municipal specificity limits

direct generalization to other cities.

Third, the qualitative component is subject to potential sampling and
participation biases. Participants for interviews and focus groups were recruited
through purposive and snowball sampling, which, while effective for reaching
knowledgeable stakeholders, may have over-represented individuals with strong pre-
existing views or professional stakes in housing policy. This likely enriched the depth
of expert insight but may have marginalized more ambivalent or dissenting
perspectives. Additionally, in discussions of sensitive topics like NIMBYism or
government failure, social desirability bias may have influenced responses, particularly
from public officials concerned with institutional reputation or developers mindful of

their public profile (Yin, 2018).

Fourth, the case study selection, while illustrative of significant and varied
approaches, is not statistically representative of all Canadian provinces, territories, or
municipality types. The focus on Toronto, Vancouver, and Alberta provides powerful
contrasts in political culture and economic base, but lessons from these cases may not

transfer directly to contexts like Quebec (with its distinct legal and social housing
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tradition), Atlantic Canada, or the territories. The research design prioritized depth and
theoretical insight over breadth, meaning the findings illuminate dynamics and propose

models that must be tested and refined in other settings.

Finally, the study's cross-sectional design and conceptual boundaries present
limitations. The research provides a detailed snapshot of barriers and strategies at a
particular moment but does not track the evolution of specific policies or projects over
many years. Longitudinal research is needed to assess the long-term sustainability of
outcomes, the endurance of community engagement benefits, and the adaptive
capacity of policies over full economic cycles. Furthermore, the conceptual framework
focused on financial, political, bureaucratic, and social barriers. While this provided
necessary analytical focus, it excluded deeper exploration of intersecting systemic
issues increasingly critical to holistic housing policy, such as climate resilience and
decarbonization of the housing stock, the role of digital infrastructure and equity, and

the intricate nexus between housing, health, and educational outcomes.

These limitations do not invalidate the study's findings but rather delineate the
boundaries of its claims and highlight fertile ground for future scholarly inquiry. They
underscore that the proposed theoretical models are starting points for refinement, not
final pronouncements, and that the practical implications must be adapted to diverse

local contexts.

5.6 Summary

This chapter has provided a comprehensive discussion and synthesis of the empirical
findings presented in Chapter 4, contextualizing them within broader theoretical

debates and extracting their practical significance. The interpretation of key findings
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revealed that financial, political, bureaucratic, and social barriers to affordable housing
implementation in Canada are not isolated impediments but interconnected
components of a complex system. Financial constraints are characterized by volatility
as much as scarcity; political barriers manifest as fragmentation across governance
tiers; bureaucratic inefficiencies function as gatekeeping architectures; and social

opposition is rooted in structural stigma rather than mere parochialism.

The core theoretical contribution of this research lies in its advancement of existing
frameworks to better explain these systemic dynamics. By proposing a governance
stream to augment Kingdom's Multiple Streams Framework, the study provides a
more complete model for understanding policy outcomes in federated states, where
multi-level coordination is not a background condition but a central determinant of
success. The development of the Barrier Interaction Model shifts implementation
scholarship from a taxonomy of discrete obstacles to an analysis of their relational
pathways, explaining why single-barrier interventions often fail. Finally, the introduction
of the Implementation Resilience framework offers a middle-range theory that
bridges abstract policy theory and practical design, proposing durability, adaptability,
and community embeddedness as critical, measurable properties of successful

housing initiatives.

These theoretical advances yield concrete practical implications, calling for
institutionalized collaboration mechanisms, systemic intervention strategies that
disrupt barrier sequences, resilience-focused program evaluation, and stigma-aware
implementation practices. The acknowledged limitations of the study—particularly its

urban focus and cross-sectional design—carefully bound these contributions and point
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toward necessary future research, especially longitudinal, Indigenous-led, and

regionally comparative studies.

In conclusion, this discussion establishes that addressing Canada's affordable housing
crisis requires more than incremental increases in funding or streamlining of
regulations. It demands a fundamental rethinking of implementation as a systemic
challenge. The barriers are interlocking, and so too must be the solutions. The insights
generated here, both theoretical and practical, aim to equip policymakers,
administrators, and advocates with the more nuanced understanding and tools needed
to navigate this complexity and translate the promise of housing as a human right into

a lived reality for all Canadians.
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Chapter 6: Conclusions and Recommendations

6.1 Conclusion

This dissertation has investigated the persistent and multifaceted barriers that hinder
the effective implementation of affordable housing policies in Canada. Through a
mixed-methods approach integrating extensive qualitative interviews, focus groups,
surveys, and detailed case studies across Toronto, Vancouver, and Alberta, the
research reveals a complex interplay of financial, political, bureaucratic, and social
challenges that continue to impede progress despite strong governmental

commitments such as the National Housing Strategy.

Financial constraints—especially escalating land acquisition costs, construction
expenses, and unstable funding commitments—remain a foundational hurdle limiting
the scale and sustainability of affordable housing initiatives. Politically, fragmented
governance structures, shifting priorities tied to electoral cycles, and limited
intergovernmental coordination obstruct consistent and durable policy implementation.
Bureaucratic inefficiencies, including protracted regulatory approvals and
inconsistencies in zoning frameworks, increase project costs and timelines,
disproportionately disadvantaging smaller developers and non-profit organizations.
Social barriers—particularly community opposition manifested as NIMBYism and
amplified by stigma and misinformation—pose critical obstacles to broader acceptance

and timely realization of housing projects.
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The study's empirical findings underscore the importance of integrated, multi-
dimensional strategies that address these barriers collectively rather than in isolation.
Case studies highlight that successful affordable housing outcomes hinge on sustained
political will, robust cross-sector partnerships, innovative financing mechanisms,
streamlined administrative processes, and meaningful, early community engagement.
Furthermore, the necessity to tailor solutions to regional and demographic contexts—
including urban versus rural settings and Indigenous communities—is paramount for

ensuring equity, cultural relevance, and effectiveness.

Ultimately, this research not only fills a gap in understanding the systemic and relational
dynamics of housing policy implementation in Canada but also emphasizes that
affordable housing is a foundational pillar of social equity, public health, and economic
stability. Addressing the entrenched barriers identified requires a transformative shift in
governance, resource allocation, public discourse, and collaborative action across all

levels of society.

6.2 Recommendations

Based on the comprehensive research conducted, the following actionable
recommendations are proposed to enhance the effectiveness, equity, and

sustainability of affordable housing policy implementation in Canada.

6.2.1 Strengthen Intergovernmental Collaboration and Governance

o Establish Durable Intergovernmental Agreements: Federal, provincial, and
municipal governments should formalize long-term partnerships that clarify
roles, responsibilities, and shared accountability mechanisms. Such

agreements will insulate housing strategies from political interruptions due to
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electoral cycles, fostering continuity and predictability in funding and policy

delivery.

Create Coordinated Multi-Level Housing Councils: These councils can facilitate
regular dialogue, joint planning, and performance monitoring, ensuring cohesive

strategies that harmonize national objectives with regional and local priorities.

Promote Policy Alignment and Resource Sharing: Harmonizing funding
frameworks and streamlining administrative procedures across jurisdictions will
reduce duplication, improve resource efficiency, and accelerate project

approvals.

6.2.2 Innovate Financial Mechanisms and Resource Mobilization

Expand Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs): Leverage private sector expertise
and capital through carefully designed PPPs that align private profit motives with

public interest goals, emphasizing long-term affordability and social impact.

Adopt Alternative Financing Tools: Social impact bonds, community land trusts,
and housing trusts should be scaled up as sustainable financing models that

incentivize investments and link returns to measurable social outcomes.

Invest in Cost-Effective Construction Methods: Modular, prefabricated, and
other innovative building technologies can significantly reduce development

timelines and costs, enabling faster delivery of quality affordable units.

Enhance Funding Stability: Governments need to ensure multi-year, predictable
budget allocations specifically dedicated to affordable housing development and

maintenance, reducing the uncertainties that currently stall projects.
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6.2.3 Streamline Regulatory and Administrative Processes

e Harmonize Zoning and Building Codes: Align regulations across provinces and
municipalities to simplify compliance, promote consistency, and eliminate

conflicting requirements that delay projects.

e Develop Fast-Track Approval Pathways: Tailored expedited review processes
for non-profit and affordable housing initiatives can dramatically reduce

administrative delays.

« Build Institutional Capacity: Equip housing agencies with specialized teams,
technological tools, and training to improve efficiency and responsiveness in

permitting, monitoring, and compliance activities.

e« Encourage Innovative Governance Models: Interagency task forces or
dedicated housing authorities at municipal levels can enhance coordination and

reduce bureaucratic silos.

6.2.4 Institutionalize Community Engagement and Social Inclusion

e Implement Early and Authentic Engagement: Institutionalize community
advisory boards and participatory planning workshops that actively involve local

residents and stakeholders from project inception through completion.

o Design Public Education Campaigns: Proactively dispel myths and combat
stigma associated with affordable housing through evidence-based
communication, highlighting positive community outcomes and personal

stories.
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Promote Inclusive Housing Designs: Encourage architectural and urban
planning approaches that integrate affordable units within mixed-income,
mixed-use developments, reducing visible social segregation and fostering

neighborhood cohesion.

Address Specific Needs of Marginalized Populations: Develop culturally
sensitive engagement strategies for Indigenous peoples and other vulnerable
groups to ensure housing solutions respect cultural practices and promote

empowerment.

6.2.5 Tailor Policies to Regional and Demographic Diversity

Adapt Strategies for Rural and Remote Areas: Support mobile housing units,
decentralized service delivery models, and Indigenous-led housing initiatives

that address geographic remoteness and infrastructure challenges.

Enhance Urban Housing Supply Tools: Encourage community land trusts,
density bonuses, and the intensification of underutilized land parcels to
maximize affordable housing in space-constrained cities without compromising

community character.

Integrate Economic Resilience Planning: Particularly in resource-dependent
regions like Alberta, embed housing policies within broader economic
diversification and infrastructure development frameworks to mitigate boom-

bust impacts.
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6.2.6 Establish Monitoring, Accountability, and Evaluation Frameworks

« Create a National Housing Scorecard: Develop a transparent, multi-level
performance monitoring system that tracks progress on housing targets, funding

flows, access, and community impacts.

e Mandate Community Impact Assessments: Require = comprehensive
assessments for major housing projects to ensure alignment with community

welfare, environmental sustainability, and social integration goals.

« Encourage Continuous Policy Learning: Foster mechanisms for real-time data
collection, feedback loops, and adaptive policy adjustments to respond

effectively to emerging challenges and opportunities.

6.3 Areas for Further Research

While this study offers valuable insights into the barriers and strategies for
implementing affordable housing policies in Canada, several areas warrant further
investigation to deepen understanding and enhance policy effectiveness. Future
research should consider longitudinal methodologies to track the outcomes of
implemented strategies over extended timeframes, thereby capturing the sustainability
and evolving impacts of housing initiatives. Additionally, there is a critical need for
Indigenous-led participatory research approaches that center Indigenous perspectives
and experiences within housing policy discourse, addressing the unique challenges
faced by Indigenous communities. Emerging technological innovations in housing
design, construction, and data analytics represent promising frontiers for exploration,
especially their potential to reduce costs and improve housing resilience in the context

of climate change and urban growth pressures. Furthermore, comparative studies
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involving rural, remote, and Northern communities would broaden the scope beyond
urban-centric analyses, addressing geographic disparities in housing access. Lastly,
research on the role of public attitudes and political will in shaping housing policy
adoption and implementation at different government levels could illuminate pathways
to more effective governance and community engagement. These targeted
investigations will complement this study’s findings and contribute to a more
comprehensive, inclusive, and adaptive affordable housing policy framework in

Canada.

Closing Statement

This study sheds critical light on the complex, intertwined barriers undermining
affordable housing policy implementation in Canada and offers actionable pathways to
address them. By integrating diverse data sources and theoretical perspectives, the
research highlights that no single solution suffices; rather, coordinated, context-aware
strategies are essential to fostering sustainable housing outcomes. Moving forward,
continued collaboration among governments, communities, and stakeholders, paired
with innovative financing and inclusive governance, will be paramount in translating
policy ambition into tangible improvements. This dissertation aims to inspire
stakeholders and scholars alike to advance bold, integrated approaches that ultimately

secure safe, affordable, and equitable housing for all Canadians.
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APPENDIX A

APPENDICES

Survey Results Summary Tables

Table A.1: Survey Respondent Demographics (n=278)

Characteristic Toronto (%) | Vancouver (%) | Alberta (%) Total (%)
Gender (Female) 53 49 51 51.1
Average Age 42 45 39 42.0
Household Income <
$30k 62 58 65 61.7
Indigenous Identity 3 1 7 3.7

Table A.2: Key Quantitative Findings from Primary Survey
Metric Percentage
Spend >30% income on housing 69%
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Metric Percentage

On affordable housing waitlist >2 years 54%

Aware of National Housing Strategy programs 38%

Experienced housing displacement 42%
APPENDIX B

Representative Interview Quotations by Theme

B.1 Financial Barriers

"The funding is always uncertain. One election cycle and priorities shift—projects get
shelved indefinitely." — Policymaker, Toronto
"Land costs in Vancouver are prohibitive. Even with subsidies, the math doesn't work

for true affordability." — Developer, Vancouver

B.2 Political Barriers

"Political will can change overnight. What was a priority yesterday becoming forgotten

tomorrow." — Housing Advocate, Alberta

B.3 Bureaucratic Barriers

"Permitting takes 18-24 months minimum. By the time approvals come, costs have

escalated 20-30%." — Developer, Toronto
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B.4 Social Barriers

"NIMBYism kills more projects than funding shortages. Neighbors fear property values,

crime, 'those people'." — Community Organizer, Vancouver

APPENDIX C

2025 Spring Survey of Calgarians - Full Results

Table C.1: Top Community Concerns (lpsos Public Affairs)

Concern Ranking (Top 3) Percentage
Infrastructure 34%
Affordable Housing 28%
Homelessness 22%
Taxes 12%
Public Safety 4%
Table C.2: Satisfaction with City Services
Service Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied
Roads/Infrastructure 58% 25% 17%
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Service Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied
Public Transit 49% 30% 21%
Affordable Housing 42% 28% 30%
Parks/Recreation 67% 22% 1%

Table C.3: Public Support for Increased Funding

Service Area

Strong Support

Affordable Housing 71%
Roads/Infrastructure 62%
Public Transit 58%
Police Services 45%
Parks 33%
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