
The purpose of this presentation is to bring to everyone’s attention the consequences of 
the lack of affordable and market rate housing in our community. 



Quote by Audrey (economist) based in economic theory. In plain language, if we want a 
strong economy in our community, we need to have residents that are not financially 
burdened, and we need to have well-paid workers. The more money that is sunk into 
shelter costs –and these have been rising very rapidly- the less there is for businesses and 
the economy to grow, and this leads to worse socio-economic outcomes for everyone. 





This is a first example of homes up for sale in our neighbourhood. It was advertised at 
$863K and would require an income of $209K to be purchased affordably (no more than 
30% of gross income attributed to housing costs – estimated $5,230/month) and the ability 
to have already saved a down payment of $172K. If the prospective buyer does not have a 
20% down payment, then the monthly shelter costs increase.

To be able to afford the average home in that part of our neighbourhood, the prospective 
buyer would need to make more than the average income of its neighbours (45% of 
current residents in that area have an income below $100K, 30% of households in that area 
have an income under $80K). In this area, 25% of children living at home are 25 years old 
or older. A large proportion of adult children living at home with their parents is often an 
indicator of housing and rental unaffordability.
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For a single-detached home in our neighbourhood, the asking price $578K, which means 
that prospective buyers would need to make at least $142K to affordably purchase this 
home with a down payment of $116K (note that the home was later re-advertised for 
nearly $670K and eventually sold). This home like most homes in our neighbourhood 
(except for the most expensive single detached homes) is heavily advertised to investors. 

In this area of our neighbourhood, 40% of households have an income under $100K and 
nearly 20% of children living at home are 25 years old or older; 33% of children at home 
are 20 years old or older. 
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This one is a condo for sale in our neighbourhood. It is one of the most affordable 
options and even for this home, a prospective buyer would need an income of at 
least $100K to comfortably (affordably) own this home, and this is in comparison to 
70% of dwellers in this area having an income below $100K per year (60% of 
households have an income under $80K per year). Nearly 20% of children living at 
home are at least 25 years old, and 32% of children living at home in this area are 
20 years old or older.
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Patrick put together some comparisons of the housing crisis now versus previous crises or 
spikes in pricing (unaffordability). 

This is data of the average house price in Ottawa adjusted for inflation (OREB). 

Selected the year 1981 for comparison when the interest rate for new mortgages was 
highest. 



To facilitate comparison between 1981 and 2021 prices, 2021 prices are deflation 
(accounting for inflation) to 1981 levels: adjusting-down, what would today’s prices have 
meant in 1981? The overall price in 1981 of today’s total cost for an average home would 
be $331K (including a 3.3% interest rate) compared to the $238K total price of a home 
purchased in 1981 including the 18.4% interest rate.



The numbers are broken down a little bit over time. Today’s down payment has been 
brought down to as low as 5% which is why the down payment cost is comparable (in 
1981, the down payment cost had to be at a minimum 20% of the purchase price).

The 2021 home price, adjusted down to 1981 levels, leads to a higher monthly payment 
despite the lower interest rate because the price of a similar home is so much higher.



This figure illustrates visually the dynamic in carrying (monthly) costs of shelter with the 
principal of a mortgage in blue and the interest in red. The black line illustrates the 
minimum down payment required (right scale). For a few years in the late 2000s, it was 
also possible to purchase with 0% down. This policy was implemented by the federal 
government at the time to prevent a downturn of the Canadian housing market (like the 
American one) and encourage the ‘’wealth effect’’ where individuals feel rich from the 
growth in equity in their home and borrow against it stimulating the economy. The theory 
is that this demand boost would create growth sufficient to pay down the debt in the 
future. Unfortunately, that is not, in my (Audrey’s) opinion, what has happened. 
Unproductive debt (debt that does not lead to growth but is used to purchase at an 
elevated price a same asset - house) since the Great Financial Crisis and during the COVID 
pandemic has led to some growth in the short term, but it will have been at the expense of 
future economic growth when most salaries and fixed incomes will have to be used to pay 
down that debt making it ultimately a drag on our future economic opportunities and that 
of our children.

Through this chart, we can see that it has always been difficult to purchase a home. It also 
shows what maxing out in the 1980s and maxing out on a home today differ. In the 1980s, 
housing costs were very high because of the interest rate leading to a composition of 1/3 
principal of the house against 2/3 interest costs. As such, families who chose to would be 



able to reduce their obligations by paying down their mortgage faster and avoiding part of 
the exorbitant interest costs. Even if families did not or could not pay their mortgage at a 
faster rate, purchasing at sky high interest rates also meant that refinancing would most 
likely be done at a lower rate leading to lower payments and increased disposable income 
(and ability to improve living standards) over the course of that their life.  Conversely, when 
interest rates are at rock bottom, when the effective lower bound on easing has been 
reached so rates can only stagnate or go up, the risk that housing costs will increase over the 
lifetime of a family locking in on a home today is quite significant and is likely to impede 
their standard of living prospects.

Notice that the principal on mortgage in 2021 (last blue observation) is equivalent to the full 
housing cost (mortgage and principal) of 2015. The principal on the mortgage cannot be 
reduced (like the interest costs) by paying down the mortgage faster, it is a full cost that 
must be paid no matter what. It has always been difficult to buy a house, but this graph 
shows that today it is a herculean task for anyone wanting to live in our neighbourhood or 
even for us wanting to move. 

The growth in prices has been completely unsustainable over the past 5-7 years. The 
homeownership aspirations of young adults only 5 years apart in age is drastically different, 
entire generations are being left behind, and it affects our community. 

In Hunt Club, about 20-35% of children in each part of the neighbourhood are children are 
aged 20-25+ years old. The adult children in our community are not able to move out. There 
are no affordable housing options to purchase for young adults in our community and rents 
are predatorily high –around $1,500 to $2,000 for a one bedroom- which prevents renters 
from being to save if they want to buy. Given these facts, it is not a surprise that a growing 
percentage of adult children in our neighbourhood must continue to live at home with their 
parents. 
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This is a quick comparison of townhomes in our community. One sold in 2019 for $483K 
and the other two years later sold for $611K, which is an exceptional escalation in price 
that unfortunately makes all the difference for a young adult who is on the search for their 
home where they will grow their family. It simply seems to many as an impossible task. 



Using open data of townhomes sold in our community (the search was limited to 
townhomes similar in size and appearance to the ones presented on the last slide) over the 
past few years (thank you Patrick), we can see townhomes in our community selling for 
$319K in 2019, jumped to $467K in 2020, a 20% increase, and then to $560K in 2021, 
which is an additional 20% increase in price year-over-year. This is an unsustainable price 
escalation.

In the next portion of the presentation, we will explore various reasons that have led us to 
this see and as these apply not only to Toronto or Ottawa out large, but also our own 
neighbourhood as we’ve been able to see.





There is a host of policies and, I (Audrey) would say, mistakes that have brought us here. 

The first one that we will briefly discuss is constrained housing supply. You can notice from 
the top image on this slide Ottawa which is the most urban sprawled city in all of Canada. 
Five cities fit in the urban boundary of the City of Ottawa.

• Edmonton: 1.1M population (1,320 inhabitants per sq. km)
• Calgary: 1.4M population (1,239 inhabitants per sq. km)
• Vancouver: 0.6M population (5,492 inhabitants per sq. km)
• Montréal: 1.8M population (2,205 inhabitants per sq. km)
• Toronto: 2.7M population (4,457 inhabitants per sq. km) 

Compared to Ottawa (about 1M population) with a population density of 335 inhabitants 
per sq. km. Ottawa has an incredibly low density compared to other Canadian urban 
centers. 

The bottom image shows the zoning types across the City of Ottawa with the light yellow 
indicating exclusionary zoning, which means only single detached homes can be built as of 
right across most of the city. Even in or around Hunt Club, building townhomes or semi-
detached homes requires going to Council to request variances (to the zoning code) to be 
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approved on a case-by-case basis, and they cannot be built otherwise. An example of this 
was shared with us at last month’s monthly meeting. 

Many elements contribute to constrained housing supply, including zoning (notably low 
density - exclusionary zoning), building permit processes, and local control which does not 
account for the future needs of the community. All of these have been shown to contribute 
to the minimal housing supply growth relative to the needs of current and future residents. 
This is a key area where we, as an association, can have some influence and make bold 
recommendations considering the housing crisis. There are many courses of action that the 
association can consider in this area. 

We should also appreciate and recognize that while many of us love our single detached 
family house, it is not necessarily the dwelling type that best meets everybody’s needs, and 
thus allowing for various housing types in our community is one way to ensure that we all 
have access to housing that fits our individual housing needs which also change throughout 
our lives as we age, our families grow, and then become smaller again. This is one key area 
that is available to us to implement some change and build a more inclusive community.

When it comes to extended consultations, ‘’Canada ranks 33rd out of 34 OECD 
countries in the time it takes to obtain a building permit'’. According to the World 
Bank Doing Business data, to obtain a permit (municipal approval), takes 180 
days in Canada, whereas in the United States it is 21 days, in Australia it is 49 
days, in New Zealand it is 30 days, in Germany it is 25 days, in the UK it is 56 days, 
in Spain it is 45 days, and in Switzerland it is 120 days. Most countries are able to
approve projects in a much smaller time frame than Canada without 
compromising on health and safety due diligence, but even those for which 90 
days or more is given to the municipal approval process (e.g. Switzerland), the 
total length of time spent dealing with construction permits is significantly lower 
than in Canada (249 days in Canada compared to 156 days in Switzerland).

Zoning is an incredibly important feature that allows to separate different types 
of land-use that are not compatible for health and safety reasons to ensure that 
homes are not built next to a chemical plant or factory or vice versa. However, stringent 
zoning that aims to micromanage and dictate exactly the type of housing in which residents 
are allowed to live does not serve any health and safety consideration… We may consider 
this too stringent and an obstacle to our objective of having widespread access to affordable 
housing that meets our different and changing needs within our community.
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This slide provides a simple framework to use to think through the question of how much 
housing we should be building to maintain affordability and a healthy community. It is not 
a scientific method nor planning rule of thumb.

Fundamentally, each one of our children will need a separate home while we ourselves 
grow older in the home we raised them in. This implies adding to the housing simply 
continuously based on our own natality rate. Some of our children will move away, people 
have moved out of our neighbourhood, and others will move here, like myself, I was born 
in Montreal. This makes the one home per child framework a good proxy to consider. That 
said, over the past 40 years, household size has shrunk, which means that for the same 
population we have in the 1970s, we would need more housing units today for the same 
number of people simply because fewer of us live together. This is in addition to needed 
additional housing units for our children and a growing population. These effects 
compound. 

Our community has not been building homes at the rate needed to meet our own housing 
needs, which means we have been relying on other neighbourhoods to grow instead us. 
Other neighbourhoods have had the exact same thinking and have been doing the exact 
same… leading to an under-supply of homes anywhere across Ottawa to maintain 
affordability and meet our own needs.



The second factor that I address here is uncontrolled credit growth. What is important for 
us to notice here is that home prices have grown with the availability of credit and at a 
close rate to individual’s opportunity to take on additional debt, rather than following the 
intrinsic rational real value of a home or the trend of incomes. Home prices have grown 
with increased access to credit. Home prices are unhinged from incomes but aligned with 
credit expansion. 

This is a policy choice even though it is not healthy for the growth and sustainability of our 
economy in the long run.  
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The previous slide presented how home prices have increased with the 
availability of credit, notably mortgage credit. This fact in addition to policies 
that have prevented any meaningful correction in the housing market since 
the early 2000s has led to the financialization of housing. We can see on this 
chart the dark bold purple line represents Canadian home price growth and 
the dotted purple line is Canadian income growth. The blue lines are the same 
for the U.S. market.

Canadian home prices are completely unhinged from incomes. Canadian home 
prices are not supported by Canadian production and wages, but rather 
follows credit availability.

Fundamentally, home prices (equity) are paper wealth that can only be 
borrowed against but doesn’t create value. We can only extract value from 
other productive sectors of the economy through these high home prices. 
This is why, as an economist, I (Audrey) am concerned about the damage that 
causes (and the future ramifications of it) to our economy in the long run.
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Financialization takes many forms: 1) Homes are used to live in or as a passive 
income stream to borrow at the cheapest rate available on the market through 
securitized loans, 2) to park money and safeguard against inflation, 3) to 
subsidize various expenses through refinancing, etc. Owning a home in our 
economy is like having a Costco membership for financial services (not 
available to tenants), but rather than costing $60-120 per year, it costs 20% of 
the price of a home, a prohibitive amount for young people and quite the debt to 
take on. This reality entrenches inequalities in our society and in our community. 
Even for homeowners who experienced incredible growth in their home equity, 
we will not be able to keep that (it is not a net gain) because we will always need 
a home to live in and will spend it when purchasing our next home, or to pad 
expenses (because our wages and pensions aren’t keeping up), or we will have 
to use the equity to help our own children with their down payment (because it 
is virtually impossible to save $80-200K) so they have a chance at financial 
stability too. 
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This kind of market where home prices are artificially kept elevated and pushed 
higher leads to speculation and a growing activity from investors and repeat 
homebuyers. This is not something we can fault anyone for participating in 
because it is a rational decision based on the conditions of the market. 
However, these rational actions contribute excess demand pressure in the 
market which leads to even higher prices and thus eroding affordability even 
more. Identifying these behaviours is a signal that our housing market is 
dysfunctional because the short-term incentives on which market participants 
act are not aligned with our long-term objectives (healthy economy and 
affordable homes to all income levels).

Speculation is both a foreign and domestic phenomenon. Speculation, unlike 
investing, is based in the expectation of a price increase without the provision 
of additional value to society. Speculators create abnormal price increases 
because of the expectation of a return and the likelihood that the home won’t 
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be utilized (therefore, may be more likely to make an unconditional offer). 

Widespread speculation harms the real economy and economic prosperity of our 
children as a greater share of incomes is placed on the need to shelter oneself 
and is not reinvested in the economy. 

Chart from the Bank of Canada.
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When it comes to municipal finances and infrastructure, the important aspect 
to consider is that our municipal finances are set up in a way that the largest 
property owners are effectively subsidized by lower income households and 
smaller properties purely based on the cost to the City to service different 
kinds of properties. Larger properties that are further apart will require more 
road pavement, additional water pipelines and sewage infrastructure, etc. It will 
also make public services more costly to deliver (public transit, library services, 
etc.) because a larger area, with fewer taxpayers, must be covered.

The figure on this slide is based on Halifax data and shows how a suburban 
home costs more than twice as much to service ($3,462) than more efficient 
urban home ($1,416) that benefit from economies of scale, but our municipal 
tax system will charge a higher municipal tax to the urban home and a lower 
one to the suburban one. In many cases, the costs of services in suburban areas 
are so high that the suburban household may not pay to the city the total of its 
own costs leading to an effective subsidy, especially when there is a lot of 
urban sprawl like in Ottawa. 
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While subsidies across neighbourhoods happens, the revenues are still not 
sufficient for urban sprawled cities to meet their maintenance and service 
obligations and that brings us to development charges. Because our municipal 
taxes are unable to sustain the necessary infrastructure that we use, high 
development charges are imposed on new developments placing the burden of 
paying for current maintenance of all our infrastructure on newcomers and 
younger residents. These developments charges contribute to the unaffordable 
cost of housing, and this is a result of financially unsustainable urban 
development (car-centric sprawl). Development charges are used to artificially 
maintain municipal taxes low. Development charges, especially for infill 
developments, do not pay only for growth, they are a subsidy to existing 
residents/homeowners. It would be similar to having to buy a water fountain for a 
school for your child to be allowed to attend. 

If we choose to live by the environmental values of the HCCA, this is something 
that we should be thinking about and confront to see what are our options as an 
inner (urban) suburban neighbourhood for our neighbourhood to not be a drag or 
net negative on the City’s finances, while also taking back the freedom to access 
different housing types that would serve the residents of our neighbourhood 
well. 

Municipal tax rates: https://ottawa.ca/en/city-hall/budget-finance-and-
corporate-planning/tax-policy
• Residential: 1%
• Multi-residential: 1.39% (applies to apartment buildings in our neighbourhood 

+ additional Purpose-Built Rental tax)
• New Multi-Residential: 1% 

Development charges: https://ottawa.ca/en/planning-development-and-
construction/developing-property/development-application-review-
process/development-application-submission/fees-and-funding-
programs/development-charges/fee-schedule-effective-october-1-2021 
• In Ottawa, development charges range between $10K (dwelling rooms) to 

$40K for a single detached or semi-detached home. A two-bedroom 
apartment will incur a development charge of nearly $19K. 
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SFD = single family detached 



This is one strategy that the association may choose to favour and implement for the 
benefits described, and it will help in conjunctions with other policies and solutions, to 
restore housing affordability in our neighbourhood. 

21





Thank you. A follow-up presentation focusing on solutions will take place in a few weeks. 


