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CUSP Perspective: 
GMF’s SAH program has the POTENTIAL to reduce energy poverty in non-market housing through 
energy retrofit grants and loans. 
But, it requires that the program be INTENTIONAL in its design, outreach, and award criteria for the 
program.
Absent this INTENTIONALITY, it is UNLIKELY that the SAH will reduce energy poverty rates among the 
non-market households the program is designed to serve.  In Canadian cities, these households are 
among those who are:

• Living in poverty 
• Predominantly single mother
• Disproportionately impacted by climate change and COVID 
• Excluded from accessing the benefits of impactful retrofit programs of federal and provincial 

governments and utilities.
CUSP Recommendations: 
1. Improvements to the SAH’s current program design and award criteria are required if the SAH is to 
align with FCM’s latest climate policy resolution re equity, GBA+ and climate justice (see next slide)
2. CMHC is the primary funder of retrofits in non-profit housing across Canada.  FCM should advocate 
for eliminating energy poverty in all non-profit housing through funding for deep retrofits ad 
redirection of energy bills to non-profit housing providers.

Sustainable Affordable Housing 
A $300 million program 
designed and delivered by 
the Green Municipal Fund 
of FCM.
Sustainable Affordable 
Housing (SAH) program 
goals:
1. Retrofitting existing 

units or constructing 
new affordable housing

2. Generating triple 
bottom line benefits:
• Reduce energy and GHG 

intensity
• Increase energy and 

housing affordability
• Improve building 

quality, and increase 
comfort, health and 
quality of life for 
residents



FCM Climate Policy Resolution (Paragraph 1.9) adopted March 2021:

The federal government should recognize that the adverse impacts of climate 
change and natural disasters, as well as the impacts of poorly designed GHG 
mitigation policies, will disproportionately fall on lower income and marginalized 
communities, as well as women and girls, and lead to higher inequality if left 
unaddressed.
An equity-centered approach, including a gender-based analysis, should be 
applied to all climate change mitigation and adaptation policies and programs to 
ensure that federal decision-making reduces inequality and supports climate 
justice.

New FCM Climate Policy Resolution:



45% of the 576K Canadian households living in non-
market housing are responsible for paying one or 
more energy bills placing them at risk of energy 
poverty.

Downloading of energy bills to tenants in non-market 
housing varies widely by province, region, and among 
non-profit service providers. 

Rental tenants in older market and non-market 
housing have very little agency to reduce energy use 
or improve comfort and air quality levels in their 
homes .





It is well-established that Canada’s non-
market housing stock is old and in need of 
major repair to upgrade the health and 
safety of these buildings for their tenants.

CUSP’s preliminary research findings using 
custom reports from 2016 Census, also 
indicate that the poor energy performance 
of these buildings’ building, mechanical 
and electrical systems, coupled with the 
precarious income levels of tenants in non-
market housing, are also leading to very 
significant rates of energy poverty. 

41% of non-market households reporting 
their homes are in need of major repair, 
also live in energy poverty.



Despite the objectives and 
mandates of subsidized housing to 
provide housing that is healthy 
and affordable, for a very 
significant proportion of tenants, 
their energy bills are 
disproportionately high and 
burdensome.
For ½ of the households in energy 
poverty, they also report:
• Higher than acceptable shelter 

costs (energy bills are a 
component of shelter costs in 
addition to rent), and/or

• Being in corehousing need, a 
multifactor variable, or trifecta, 
consisting of one or more of 
high shelter costs, major repairs 
needed, or overcrowding. 



There are 575,000 households across Canada living in non-
market housing according to the 2016 Census of Canada.



Nearly 100K Canadian households living in non-market housing 
live in energy poverty.

Looking spatially, Ontario appears to have the most 
disproportionate prevalence of its households in non-market 
housing living in energy poverty.





Feb 16, 2021 – Presentation to Toronto’s Neighbourhood-Led Initiatives Group

Energy Poverty in 
Toronto 

Diving into one city’s energy poverty profile and sharing 
details re the key finding that:
In Toronto, single moms are struggling with energy bills. 



Energy poverty across Canada
• 2.8M households or 20% of 

households in Canada experience 
energy poverty based on 2016 
Census income and energy 
expenditures 

• Greatest prevalence (#) – The highest 
absolute # of Canadian households in 
energy poverty are in Ontario (1.1M, 
or 39% of national total).  This is 
consistent with Ontario’s population 
relative to Canada).

• Greatest likelihood (%) – the 
likelihood of households being in 
energy poverty is greatest among the 
maritime provinces and remote 
northern provinces; however, among 
the most populous provinces, Ontario 
has the highest rate of energy poverty 
at 22% of all households, exceeding 
the national percentage of 20%.

22%

For more information on this chart, see Energy Poverty Backgrounder at 
energypoverty.ca/backgrounder.pdf



Energy Poverty 
in Major 
Canadian Cities 

• The highest number of households in 
energy poverty are in Ontario.

• GTHA cities have among the highest 
rates of energy poverty in Canada (and 
highest #s due to population)

• GTHA cities’ rates of energy poverty 
are consistent (20-25%) with Brampton 
on the lower and Hamilton on the 
higher end 

• Most prevalent in Atlantic Canada 
where energy prices are the highest 
and median incomes some of the 
lowest in Canada 

• Milder climates and lower electricity 
rates mean a lower % of households 
are in energy poverty in BC.



Very strong rationale for targeting energy poverty outreach and retrofit/GHG reduction 
programs for:
- Income-qualifying programs will fall short of helping to reduce energy poverty- Go 

beyond low income carveout programs to encompass Low and Moderate Income 
(LMI) households; this is particularly critical to reach the majority of homeowners 
with high energy cost burdens.

- A significant number of seniors are homeowners in energy poverty, but not 
necessarily income poverty - Seniors who are homeowners in older single family 
homes are particularly concentrated in outer suburbs

- Single moms in subsidized housing are struggling with energy bills - Subsidized 
housing and specifically single mothers in subsidized housing (see map for specific 
neighbourhood concentrations)

- Targeted outreach and neighbourhood specific programs and funding can reach into 
marginalized communities to address systemic racism present in energy poverty 
representation - Indigenous, racialized and recent immigrant households outreach in 
specific neighbourhoods is warranted (suggest engagement via Neighbourhood 
Planning tables of the TSNS) – see maps for neighbourhood concentrations 

Findings from CUSP’s Energy Poverty 
and Equity Analysis for Toronto



TO Income and Energy Costs
of All Toronto Households

of Toronto Households in Energy Poverty

of Toronto Households in Extreme Energy Poverty

Median energy spending 10% of after-tax income

50% of median TO 
household

20% of median TO 
household

1.5x median TO
household

1.5x median TO 
household

Median energy spending 4% of after-tax income, consistent with national median

Median energy spending 27% of after-tax income



Further Subheading: Goes Here

Non-Market Renters in Energy Poverty
- The most LIKELY among tenures to be in energy poverty
- The greatest EXTENT of energy poverty among tenures 



TO Households in Energy Poverty
- by Tenure

Among households responsible for paying 
one or more energy bill:

PREVALENCE - The majority (72%) of 
households in energy poverty are 
homeowners 

LIKELIHOOD – Renters in subsidized are 
most likely to be in energy poverty (42% vs 
24% of homeowners).  Market renters are 
least likely to be in EP.

EXTENT - Renters in subsidized housing are 
also most likely to experience the deepest 
extents of energy poverty spending more 
than 10% and 15% of their after-tax 
income.   However, the greatest # of 
households in deep energy poverty are 
homeowners as they comprise more than 
half of all households.

% represents of those total households by tenure who are responsible 
for paying at least one home energy bill.



Non-market renter households in energy poverty 

• Higher rates of energy poverty in 
subsidized housing in the areas of 
Parkdale, distillery, Cabbagetown, 
Flemingdon Park, Regent Park, 
Oakridge, south of Downsview 
airport and Scarborough/West Hill.

• This may be where the majority of 
subsidized housing units are located 
anyway, but this map highlights the 
location of the non-market units 
where tenants are required to pay 
one or more energy bills and where 
those bills generate high energy cost 
burdens for these tenants.



Non-Market Renters in Energy Poverty

There are 20K households, or 25% of non-market renters in 
Toronto who are responsible for paying one or more energy 
bills and are at risk of experiencing energy poverty.  
8,375 of these 20,000 at-risk households do live in energy 
poverty.

By virtue of non-market rental eligibility requirements, the 
households living in energy poverty within subsidized 
housing are in the two lowest income quintiles. 
Having income levels below $40K may or may not qualify 
households for low income energy efficiency programs, 
however those programs may not be accessible to non-
market renters on basis of eligibility or practicality. 

.



Energy poverty by Building Type
-subsidized housing

• Energy poverty rates in subsidized 
housing are greatest in high-rise 
apartments (4.6K households, or 
44% of all hi-rise households)

• Also significant are the rates of 
energy poverty in the other two 
predominant housing types for 
non-market (row and apt under 5 
storeys)



Energy Poverty by Age of Building
-subsidized housing

• The majority of Toronto’s 
subsidized housing (those in 
which tenants are responsible for 
paying energy bills) was built 
before 1980 and the rates of 
energy poverty in these units is 
high at 38-43%

• Units built from 1980-2000, 
while fewer in total, have higher 
rates of energy poverty (44-46%).



The root cause of energy poverty in non-
market housing is gender inequality

Characteristics of Lone Parent Households 
in TO (all housing)
1. Single Mother Households - nearly a 

quarter (22%), of children in Toronto live in a 
lone parent family. Of those, 88.5% (78,055 
children) live with a female lone parent 
(source)

2. Small family size - 60% of lone parent 
households  have one child in the home, 
another 28% have two children.

Lone Parent Households in energy poverty 
living in non-market housing
• 61% of all tenancies in non-market housing 

are lone parent (vs 22% for all TO households).

• Energy poverty among family households in 
non-market housing is driven by low income 
(81% of lone parent, 78% of couple families).

Family composition for households in energy poverty 
living in non-market housing: 67% are lone parent households, and 

substantially all single mother households


