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1. The Context and Aims of the Project.
In this paper, we summarize the findings of our research study, Exploring Multi-
Order, Collaborative Housing Investment Partnerships. The purpose of the study was
to explore how changes in housing system governance in Canada could raise the
performance of the housing system through defining a clear role for the federal
government and through the development of collaborative, strategic, long-term,
multi-order partnerships that can effectively mobilize public and private investment
and be a major route for the federal government to deliver housing, infrastructure
and place strategies.

Since 2016 the Government of Canada has increased its spending on housing by
$80 billion dollars. Yet, even as spending has increased, rising rates of
homelessness, high rental burdens in all rental sectors, and sharply declining rates
of homeownership for people under the age of 40 have prevailed. This polycrisis in
housing reflects the interaction of demand and supply systems driven by market
influences, that range from global to local in origin, and through policy influences that
arise from policy decisions across different sectors and orders of government.
Worsening housing outcomes have negative effects on the major missions of
government, not just social wellbeing but the attainment of net zero, and the stability
and productivity of the economy.

Governments have highlighted certain ‘causes’ of the crisis, particularly supply
inflexibility attributable to planning processes, but largely disregarded a range of
other fundamental influences such as monetary policy and the tax system. A
particular omission has been a failure to refashion the governance of housing
systems beyond the mindsets and mantras set in place in the 1990’s. The dominant
focus on the role of Housing Ministry silos, at Federal and Provincial levels, means
the emphasis on housing as ‘local, social and provincial’ fails to match the real
nature of the polycrisis and its resolution. The core aim of this project was to clearly
define a role for the federal government in Canadian housing policies , as well as to
ways to shape the roles of different levels of government to aid in delivering better
housing outcomes.

2. Methods

First, we developed a conceptual framework for housing policy (Paper 1). We then
conducted case studies of City Deal infrastructure programs in the United Kingdom
and Australia, which included a literature review and interviews with experts and
leaders involved in the projects (Paper 2 and Paper 3). In Paper 4, we summarized
interviews with front-line and senior staff who were involved with CMHC’s Housing
Accelerator Fund (HAF) in their municipalities. In Paper 5, we conducted a literature
review of other internation examples of multi-level, strategic infrastructure
partnerships. In Paper 6, we summarized lessons learned and provided policy
proposal suggestions for multi-order partnerships in the Canadian context.



3. A Relational Good Requires System Management not Silo Mentalities.
The project developed a conceptually fresh approach to framing housing policies
(Project Paper 1). In essence, housing is a complex good to construct and use.
Construction requires aligning, planning, land, housing, finance, materials, labour,
technology, monetary and fiscal policies. However, this alignment rarely happens
within any order of government, let alone across them. Using housing attributes
(size, quality, location) to produce housing services (comfort, accessibility) for
households requires them to be well linked to other public services and
infrastructures at local scales. Often, in conventional siloed policy approaches, they
are not. This is heightened by the inbuilt vertical imbalances of the Canadian fiscal
system that leaves growth induced housing and infrastructure demands locally
grounded whilst growing tax revenues head to Ottawa and provincial capitals.

The dispersed allocation of responsibilities for different elements of housing
provision and the allocation of resources and regulatory powers over different,
multiple orders of government, no longer works for Canada’s housing systems.
There is no Whole-of Government approach to housing within nor across Canadian
federal and provincial governments. That damages housing investment and has
system consequences ranging from deficits in supported housing provision, housing
built remote from low carbon transit systems, and younger workers forced to live
further away from employment cores. Multi-order, polycentric governance, with
federal roles explicitly defined, is required.

4. Learning from Recent Multi-Order Deals.
Some countries, not least France and the UK, have created sustained urban
renewal programs involving multiple orders and multiple sectors (MOMS), with mixed
success. Canada has a history of intermittent and impermanent MOMS with, by
OECD standards, weak national urban policies. Over the last decade twelve
countries have adopted ‘City Deal’ approaches, with diverse meanings and
outcomes to raise the efficacy and productivity performance of infrastructure led
MOMS strategies for cities and regions.
The project reviewed international literature, and focussing on the UK, Australia, and
the Netherlands, interviewed close to 50 people who participated as leaders, national
officials and experts in City Deals projects. In addition, 23 interviews were
conducted with officials leading projects for Canada’s Housing Accelerator Fund
(HAF). What worked?

5. Deals that Worked.

Project Papers 2 and 3 report, respectively, on City Deals in the UK and Australia.
Project Paper 4 reports on experiences of municipal staff with Canada’s Housing
Accelerator Fund (HAF), and Paper 5 reports on other international examples of
infrastructure partnerships. Measures of the success of Deals differs across and
within countries. The project focussed on whether Deals met their agreed goals. The



UK, in 2011, building upon a 30 year history of MOMS area renewal programs,
reoriented policy to focus on City Deals. They majored on infrastructure investment,
with appropriate complementary actions, to stimulate economic growth as well as
social and environmental aims. Deals involved contractual agreements between the
UK government and municipalities in England and Wales as well as the devolved
administrations in Scotland, N/Ireland and Wales. All levels of government shaped
Deals. Deals were made not with single municipalities but functionally connected
groups of municipalities comprising metropolitan and rural (growth) regions, thus
aligning Deal boundaries to the structure of regional economies. All orders had to
contribute resources, so that all had’ skin in the game’, they varied in duration from 7
to 14 years, they were, critically, locally led and local priorities shaped Deals made.
Deals were introduced in Waves and where there was a fast articulation of a
strategic narrative that was agreed on by the national government, quickly led to a
relatively rigorous (within an agreed framework) bid evaluation. First Wave
processes saw bids become signed deals within 6 months.

Milestone dates and targets were set and ‘gateway’ reviews established for
successive tranches of support based on local performance. Mechanisms to review
delays and missed targets were put in place and, along with the review processes,
fostered collaborative working across different levels of government. Reviews in the
Gateway processes, by Parliamentary Committees and more independent sources,
have been generally, but not unanimously, favourable. By 2024 estimates suggested
that City Deals had broadly matched public investment with private sector support.
By 2024, with City and Growth Deals covering most of the UK, the UK government
took the lessons from Deals and began to construct for England, a new structure of
regional governments with devolved powers and to propose 13 New Towns to make
major inroads into metropolitan housing shortages. The message is obvious,
strategic integration of infrastructure, housing, planning and economic development
(MOMS), locally led at functional regional scales works, and requires multi-order
support. Deals created ‘delivery/strategy teams’ drawn from multiple silos and orders
of government. This shaped new cross-silo bureaucratic networks that made the
solid siloes and orders of government become locally more permeable thus creating
new spaces and networks for policy innovation and not just coordination. That
resulted in a delivery capacity no government can by itself attain.

Reviews of Australian and Dutch Deals (introduced in 2016) generated similar and
additional conclusions. Australian Deals critically ignored the municipal dimension
and the Deals allocated were widely regarded as politically driven so that initially
good intentions were never achieved or overshadowed by sectional federal politics.
Dutch experience has been reviewed as positive. Unlike the UK, in the Netherlands
Deals did not offer additional programme resources in Deals but funded creative,
innovative coordination networks and centres to lie at the core of multi-municipal
infrastructure-housing-planning partnerships.

Oh Canada!



Project Paper 4 highlights not just how much the HAF expanded and accelerated
zoning approvals (with other supply constraints now blocking starts). It made clear
how effective Federal to Municipal direct action can be, though municipalities believe
that provincial involvement would have been (and often was) helpful. The exercise
laid bare how stripped down local municipal housing thinking and delivery capacity is
in much of Canada, as for many smaller municipalities or region, the HAF was their
first contact with the federal government regarding housing. Many regions had no
previous interactions with CMHC and no housing staff, prior to receiving funding from
HAF. This demonstrates a striking lack of capacity at the regional/local level.

In contrast, the major cities, and larger towns of Canada took HAF in their stride.
Just Vancouver on its own had the capacity to have absorbed the entire HAF budget.
Metropolitan areas and small rural areas alike asked, what is next? How does
Canada move beyond faster and better zoning for housing to improve integrated
delivery of more and modern homes. It is only in the larger Canadian cities where
there exists a whole-of-government approach to housing system management. In
these cities, staff criticize the piecemeal, unintegrated nature of the initiatives coming
from the federal and provincial governments. More is expected from the department
of Housing, Infrastructure and Communities. Meanwhile the two federal housing
crown Agencies fail to feed into coherent, integrated strategies for housing change.
To receive funding from CMHC, municipalities, contained within their own old
boundaries, have to make multiple, single time-consuming bids for what could be
more strategically a medium support bid for a long-term strategy. Equally, it makes
little sense for Build Canada Homes, aiming to work innovatively and at scale and
pace, to process thousands of strategically unrelated bids without exploring ways to
more effectively use the public funding it has.

Project Paper 5 sets out a case, based on the work of the project, for a Collaborative
Housing and Infrastructure Partnerships (CHIPS) approach which could serve as a
modern, City-Deal like approach to delivering integrated support to locally led
housing, infrastructure and community investment. International experience suggests
that Ottawa and provincial capitals from Victoria to St Johns could govern the
housing system more collaboratively and effectively to abate the housing polycrisis.
Big city leaders, and increasingly small town mayors know this, and so do the people
sleeping in their streets and shelters.



