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Highlights
In 2016, almost 135,000 Toronto 
households were underhoused while 
488,025 households were overhoused.

The rate of overhousing increases with 
the age of the household, from 24.3% 
for households aged 15-34 to 66.0% for 
households aged 70 and over.

Two in ten couple family with children 
households and three in ten lone-parent 
households were underhoused.

65,310 households or 65.4% of all 
underhoused households with children 
resided in mid/high-rise dwellings.

49,655 households experienced both 
underhousing and affordability issues.

About 60% of the overall estimated 
increase in demand for housing between 
2016 and 2051 could be fulfilled by 
turnover.

Future demand would not be fulfilled for 
houses, units with three+ bedrooms, 
or purpose-built rental units, without 
changes in supply or demand.

Older generations’ housing stock could 
accommodate an additional 207,240 
persons by 2051 due to turnover to 
younger, larger households.

One quarter of Toronto’s forecasted 
population growth to 2051 could be 
accommodated in the existing housing 
stock due to turnover.

May 2021

This bulletin estimates how much new housing 
stock may be needed to accommodate 
households suitably in the future if recent trends 
continue. This constitutes one of several analyses 
to inform the Municipal Comprehensive Review 
of the Official Plan with respect to the Provincial 
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe. 
Available from https://www.toronto.ca/city-
government/data-research-maps/research-
reports/planning-development/.

Right-Sizing Housing and Generational Turnover

https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/data-research-maps/research-reports/planning-development/
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Executive Summary
This executive summary outlines the 
objective of the bulletin, the underlying 
methods used in the analysis, and 
the major findings. It summarizes 
the implications of these findings for 
the ongoing monitoring of housing 
occupancy trends and for planning and 
long-range growth management.

Objective
How might Torontonians be 
accommodated in housing suitable to 
their needs? As the population grows 
and changes, what is the range of need 
for the different types of housing? How 
many units of which types of housing 
are needed today and tomorrow? 
How much of the city’s population 
growth and changing needs might 
be accommodated in the housing we 
already have? These are but a few of 
the endless array of questions about 
housing need and housing supply that 
are important in planning for the future 
of Toronto. To explore these questions, 
this bulletin has been prepared as one 
of a number of key inputs to planning 
for a complete range of housing and 
long-range growth management as part 
of the Municipal Comprehensive Review 
of the Official Plan with respect to A 
Place to Grow, the Provincial Growth 
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 
2020.

This bulletin builds on the findings of the 
Housing Occupancy Trends 1996-2016 
(HOT) bulletin published in 2019 which 
highlighted emerging trends in housing 
occupancy in response to changing 
demographic conditions and housing 
stock.

Two of the key trends identified were 
that the vast majority of new housing 
in the city of Toronto is being built in 
the form of mid/high-rise units, and, 
that average sizes of condominium 
units, the prevalent tenure of recent 
development, are shrinking. While 
these types of dwellings may suit the 
increasing populations of empty nesters 
and people who live alone, they may 

not meet the needs of all households 
in Toronto. The number of families with 
children living in mid/high-rise units is 
increasing. But are these units meeting 
those families’ needs? How likely is 
it that sufficient family-sized housing 
might become available in the near 
future by older households downsizing 
to smaller units?

This bulletin aims to expand upon the 
initial findings of the HOT bulletin to 
better understand:

• How well Toronto’s housing stock is 
meeting the needs of its occupants 
for bedrooms;

• Whether the Baby Boomer 
generation is downsizing more or 
differently than their predecessors 
did;

• How much of the future increase 
in demand for housing is likely to 
be fulfilled by the existing stock 
through older generations turning 
over units; and

• Where in the city is such turnover 
due to older generations 
downsizing likely to occur?

Underlying Methodology
The findings in this bulletin rely 
on the demographic and housing 
characteristics of Toronto’s population 
in 2016 to explore trends in housing 
suitability and to estimate the demand 
for housing as the existing population 
ages. These same demographic and 
housing characteristics are used to 
assess the potential for the turnover 
of housing between households and 
generations to meet that demand 
from 2016 to 2051. By applying 
the characteristics of Toronto’s 
existing population and the way the 
population currently arranges itself 
into households, the future number of 
households, and the type of dwellings 
required to accommodate them, are 
estimated. The analysis is designed 
to purposely focus on age as the key 
demographic driver for the housing 
demand reported in this bulletin. Note 
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that all references to the number and 
types of households and dwellings 
required to accommodate Toronto’s 
future population are estimates, not 
projections.

Section 1: Concepts and 
Context
Concepts
Generations are groups of people who 
were born at a similar time (see Figure 
E - 1). Each generation is perceived to 
have experienced historic events, such 
as recessions and housing booms, 
together as a group at roughly the 
same age. Discussing housing trends 
and needs through a generational lens 
provides an opportunity to analyze the 
population by their stage in life and the 
generational factors influencing their 
housing choices.

Housing turnover occurs when a 
household vacates its dwelling and a 
new household moves in. Turnover of 
the housing stock occurs as individual 
preferences and needs change, and as 
people move for family, work, financial 
or other reasons. Downsizing is a form 
of turnover. In the context of this bulletin, 
‘downsizing’ is generalized to refer to 
households with a Primary Household 
Maintainer (PHM) aged 50 years or 
more and their transition from being 
“overhoused” in more bedrooms than 
required to one in which they occupy 
dwellings with fewer bedrooms.

Housing Occupancy Trends 1996-
2016: A Look Back
The previous bulletin in this series, 
Housing Occupancy Trends 1996-2016 
(HOT), highlighted emerging trends 
in housing occupancy in response to 
changing demographic conditions and 
housing stock. Key findings included:

• Baby Boomers make up the largest 
number of households in the city 
and therefore their decisions will 
continue to have a major influence 
on housing occupancy. Together, 
the Baby Boomers and older 
generations occupy well over half of 
all houses and low-rises, and many 
of these households are likely to 
be (or will soon become) ‘empty-
nesters’.

• Toronto’s population is growing, 
and net migration is the main 
source of population growth. 
The majority of people moving to 
Toronto are younger than the city’s 
overall age distribution and all 
positive net migration since 2006 is 
in younger age groups. As of 2016, 
the number of Millennials surpassed 
the number of Baby Boomers 
and is approaching the Baby 
Boomers’ population at its peak. 
The Millennial generation faces a 
different market and composition of 
stock than their predecessors did. 
Over time, housing demand will 
grow, and the Millennial generation 
and generations that follow will 

increasingly affect the composition 
of the housing demanded.

• The number of non-family 
households in the city continues 
to rise, particularly in regards to 
persons living alone; one-person 
households accounted for almost 
one out of every three households 
in Toronto in 2016. The proportion 
of households that are couples with 
children is in decline. Lone-parent 
family households have increased 
by nearly 25%.

• All household types, including 
couples with children and lone-
parent families, are increasingly 
living in mid/high-rise units. One-
bedroom mid/high-rise units 
may meet the suitability needs 
of the growing numbers of one-
person households. But do these 
physically smaller-sized units meet 
the needs of family households with 
children, or two-or-more-person 
non-family households?

• While owner households grew three 
times as fast as renter households 
between 1996 and 2016, there 
was a trend reversal between 2011 
and 2016 as renter households 
grew three times as fast as owner 
households. Rentership has 
increased despite relatively little 
construction of new purpose-built 
rental units.

Figure E - 1: Generations by Year Born and Age in 2016

Source: City of Toronto, City Planning
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Section 2: Housing Suitability
What is Housing Suitability?
The Statistics Canada Census of 
Population includes an indicator for 
crowding called housing suitability. 
The housing suitability indicator and the 
National Occupancy Standard (NOS) 
on which it is based were developed 
by the Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation (CMHC). This indicator 
measures whether the dwelling has a 
sufficient number of bedrooms for the 
size and composition of the household 
that occupies it.

To discuss the relationship and fit of 
households within their dwellings, this 
analysis has devised a separate set 
of terms, based around the NOS, to 
describe suitability. This bulletin has 
categorized all households into three 
groups referred to as overhoused, 
right-sized and underhoused (see 
Figure E - 2). Overhoused households 
are households with a surplus of 
bedrooms in comparison to the size 
and composition of these households. 
Overhoused households exclude 
one-person households living in 
one-bedroom units. Right-sized 

households are households with no 
bedroom surplus or shortfall. Right-
sized households include one-person 
households living in one-bedroom 
units. Households in unsuitable 
dwellings are those living below the 
suitability standard, having a shortfall 
of bedrooms and are referred to as 
underhoused.

Toronto Housing Suitability (1996-
2016)
In 2016, almost 135,000 Toronto 
households lived in ‘unsuitable’ 
housing, meaning that their dwellings 
contained too few bedrooms to suit 
the size and composition of their 
households, based on the age, sex, 
and relationships among household 
members (see Figure E - 3 on page 
11). At the same time, there were 
more than three times as many 
households who were ‘overhoused’ – 
that is, whose dwelling units had more 
bedrooms than required to suit the size 
and composition of their households.

Between 1996 and 2016, the number 
of right-sized households increased 
from 380,995 households in 1996 to 
490,100 households, an increase of 

Figure E - 2: Household Universe by Suitability Indicator

Source: City Planning, adapted from CMHC's National Occupancy Standard (NOS).
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109,105 households. At the same time, 
overhoused households increased by 
130,375 and underhoused households 
decreased by 30,125.

A combination of changes to 
demographics and housing stock, 
alongside regional housing market 
conditions, are likely causing 
underhousing to decrease and 
overhousing to increase. While the 
declining number of underhoused 
households is undoubtedly a positive 
observation, the underlying factors 
causing this are complex. It would 
be remiss to conclude outright that a 
reduction in underhoused households 
indicates that Toronto had a more 
equitable housing mix and supply in 
2016 than in 1996, when instead there is 
a more complex interplay of factors.

Underhoused households who 
remain in unsuitable housing are 
either involuntarily underhoused, 
where affordability and other issues 
are barriers to acquiring housing to 

suit their needs, or they prefer to be 
underhoused. Common reasons for 
this preference include ethnocultural 
norms that value the familial 
closeness that can be found in multi-
generational households. A growing 
rate of overhousing may also include 
another form of constrained mobility, 
for example, if older generations who 
would prefer to downsize are unable 
to find housing to meet their needs. 
These changes are far-reaching and 
cross-generational, in that the delayed 
turnover of housing stock may reduce 
the opportunity for younger households 
to find suitable housing.

Toronto Housing Suitability 
by Household and Dwelling 
Characteristics (1996-2016)
Based on the foregoing analysis of 
suitability trends, a number of research 
questions emerged. These include to 
what extent is the housing suitability of a 
household impacted by age (e.g. young 
or older persons heading a household), 

Figure E - 3: Number of Households by Suitability 
Indicator, 1996 to 2016
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by household type (e.g. are they family 
or non-family households), or by 
tenure (renters or owners). Are there 
differences in suitability rates between 
lower and higher density housing or 
between older dwellings and more 
recently constructed dwellings? Key 
findings include:

• Half of all households aged 50-
69 were overhoused in 2016. 
This rate compares to 24.3% of 
households aged 15-35 and 37.5% 
of households aged 35-49.

• There were almost 100,000 
households of families with children 
that were underhoused, comprising 
almost 60,000 couples with children 
and just over 40,000 lone-parent 
households.

• Almost two thirds of underhoused 
households are in a mid/high-rise 
units (62.9%) and 31.5% are in 
houses and low-rises.

• Nearly 100,000 renter 
households were underhoused 
in 2016 compared with 37,010 
underhoused owner households.

Figure E - 4 ranks the household and 
dwelling characteristics for each of the 
three suitability categories by number 
of households. This identifies in greater 
detail the characteristics that have a 
higher propensity to be underhoused, 
right-sized or overhoused in 2016.

The overall findings show that 
overhousing occurs at a higher rate 
among older households, among 
owner households and in households 
occupying houses and low-rises.

Underhousing occurs at a higher rate 
among larger households, among 
family households (particularly those 
with children), among households 
occupying mid/high-rise units, 
among renters and among younger 
households. These underhoused 

Figure E - 4: Ranked Household and Dwelling Characteristics, by Suitability, 2016
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households are a primary focus of 
this bulletin, as they represent a more 
vulnerable subset of the housing 
population and understanding their 
needs has implications for the policy 
interventions to address these issues.

The numbers and locations of 
overhoused households are an 
additional focus of the bulletin, as trends 
in overhousing have implications for 
growth management and planning for 
existing and future populations.

A look further at underhousing
Looking further at the types of 
households experiencing underhousing 
shows that families (particularly those 
in mid/high-rise dwellings) experience 
higher rates of underhousing. Key 
findings include:

• The underhousing rates for lone-
parents are significantly higher 
than for couple family with children 
households, which indicates that 
in addition to the total number 
of children, suitability rates vary 
depending on the parental structure 
of family households.

• Almost half (46.6%) of underhoused 
households in mid/high-rise 
units are couples with children 
households, despite the fact that 
couples with children account for 
only 16.6% of all households in 
mid/high-rise units. Another 30.3% 
or 25,745 underhoused households 
in mid/high-rise are lone-parent 
households, despite the fact that 
lone-parent families only make up 
11.6% of all households in mid/
high-rise units. The occupancy 
and suitability rates suggest that 
mid/high-rise units tend to meet 
the needs of households without 
children more than the needs of 
households with children. These 
occupancy rates also reflect 
self-selection, whereby family 
households with children may not 
consider mid/high rise units if they 
have the choice of other dwelling 
types.

• Couples with children and lone-
parent households account for 
notable proportions of right-sized 
mid/high-rise dwellers, with 12.4% 
and 9.6% of the share respectively. 
These results suggest that mid/
high-rise units can meet the needs 
of some families with children, from 
the perspective of this bulletin’s 
definition of suitability.

• Underhousing of families with 
children in mid/high-rises is 
concentrated in the two middle 
age groups aged 35 to 49 and 
50 to 69. This analysis suggests 
that while younger households 
(35-49) with children are highly 
represented in mid/high-rises, 
there are also significant numbers 
of older households with children 
who are residing in mid/high-rises. 
Adult children who live at home are 
likely contributing to high levels of 
underhousing observed in the older 
households.

• The more recently a mid/high-rise 
apartment was built, the more likely 
it is to be suitable for its occupants 
who have recently moved in. This 
trend may appear counterintuitive, 
given that newer units tend to 
be smaller in square footage on 
average than are older units. 
One potential explanation is that 
occupants of newly constructed 
units will have moved in recently 
and therefore have chosen it 
based on the current composition 
of the household. It is therefore 
more likely to be suitable for their 
needs, at that time. These smaller 
units are satisfying a segment of 
market demand; they appeal to the 
households that choose them.
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Housing decisions and 
motivations
The number of households which are 
underhoused in Toronto does not paint 
a complete picture of the latent demand 
for housing units with more bedrooms. 
It does not include those who decided 
to obtain larger housing elsewhere, 
but who would prefer to live in Toronto 
if such housing were available within 
their preferred size and price range. 
It also does not identify households 
that would prefer to grow in size but 
for which to do so would result in them 
being underhoused. Thirdly, it excludes 
potential households that people 
would like to form but have decided 
not to, such as young adults who have 
decided to remain in their parents’ 
homes for the time being.

Similarly, the number of households 
which are overhoused does not reveal 
how many overhoused households 

would prefer to right-size but cannot 
find available or affordable housing, 
as opposed to those who would 
prefer to remain overhoused. It is 
difficult to predict the potential future 
trends in housing without exploring 
the preferences, motivations and 
constraints of the current occupants.

The 2018 Canadian Housing Survey 
results for the city of Toronto confirm 
that the motivations of younger 
households to move differ from those of 
older households. Younger households 
are predominantly looking for larger 
housing, an opportunity for home 
ownership, and to accommodate a 
new and growing family (see Figure 
E - 5). Older households are instead 
predominantly motivated by the need to 
reduce housing costs, a change in the 
size of a household and to be closer to 
family.

A household move, therefore, is often 
tied to the stage of life of a person or 
household, and thus the housing they 
require to accommodate their needs at 
that time.

The same housing stock serves 
different households at different stages 
of their life-cycles. The available supply 
of such housing depends both on 
the amount of housing that becomes 
available by other households leaving 
that housing, such as older households 
choosing to downsize, as well as the 
amount of new supply being built. While 
eventually all of the housing occupied 
by older generations will turn over, the 
timing of the availability becomes a 
critical factor in how quickly the market 
responds and the timing of some 
segments of supply.

Figure E - 5: Reasons for Moving in the Past Five Years by Age of Respondent, 2018

* By a landlord, a bank or other financial institution or the government.
Source: Statistics Canada, Canadian Housing Survey 2018, custom tabulation
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Why do people live in unsuitable 
housing?
Some of what the NOS considers to 
be unsuitable housing may not be 
considered as such by those living in 
these circumstances. Some cultures 
prefer larger families, and enjoy the 
social benefits that may come with 
living with extended family. While the 
NOS can reveal households where 
underhousing may be involuntary, it 
cannot differentiate between those 
households that choose to have fewer 
than the optimum number of bedrooms 
to suit the household composition and 
those who have no choice. Where 
households are underhoused out of 
necessity rather than out of choice, that 
type of underhousing is involuntary. 
Some underhousing among specific 
groups may be involuntary. Aboriginal, 
immigrant, refugee and racialized 
populations in Canada often experience 
higher rates of underhousing than the 
general population.1,2,3 Other potential 
sources of involuntarily underhoused 
households include divorce, separation, 
women fleeing violence, and eviction. 
Attempts to address underhousing 
should aim to assist those who are 
involuntarily underhoused, while 
acknowledging the choices of those 
who may choose to be underhoused 
out of preference.

Affordability challenges may account 
for at least some of the underhousing 
among these groups. To estimate how 
much underhousing is due to necessity 
rather than preference, this bulletin 
examines how much of underhousing 
correlates with high shelter cost-to-
income (STIR) ratios.

The traditional benchmark for 
what is considered unaffordable is 
spending 30% or more of income on 
housing. The majority of underhoused 
households spent an affordable share 
of their income on housing. However, 
36.9% of all underhoused households 
spent more than 30% of their income 
on shelter, 49,680 households in total, 
equating to 4.5% of all households 
in Toronto. These households 

have a demand for housing that is 
currently unmet. Affordability-related 
underhousing is more prevalent among 
younger households.

Why do people live in housing 
with surplus bedrooms?
Similar to underhousing, some 
households choose to be overhoused 
and some have trouble finding housing 
that would allow them to right-size. 
There are many reasons why a 
household might prefer to remain 
overhoused including a household’s 
deliberate choice to use these 
bedrooms as home gyms, playrooms, 
guest rooms or home offices. 
Furthermore, the general consensus 
in the literature is that most senior 
Canadians want to age in place. At all 
ages, there is also a certain portion of 
the population that values having more 
space, and that can afford to have it.
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Section 3: Housing Turnover
Is there any evidence of older 
adults beginning to downsize 
within Toronto?
There were more households aged 
50-69 moving within Toronto, and in 
particular, more of these households 
were moving into mid/high-rise units 
in 2016 than in the past. However, the 
increases in these numbers can largely 
be explained by the increase in the total 
number of households aged 50-69 as 
the large Baby Boomer generation aged 
into this age group (see Figure E - 1 on 
page 9 for generational definitions).

The Baby Boomers are following in the 
footsteps of their predecessors. They 
moved within Toronto and into mid/
high-rise units at about the same rates 
as the Silent Generation did at the 
same age. These results suggest that 
these mobility characteristics are more 
a function of age than of generation. 
Households in Toronto tend to follow 
these patterns as they reach certain 
ages, regardless of which of the two 
generations they are from.

These findings indicate that there is little 
evidence that Baby Boomers are about 
to downsize at high rates out of houses 
and low-rises. While their choices in 
the future may still diverge from those 
of the Silent Generation, past trends 
indicate that their downsizing is likely 
to continue to occur at similar rates to 
their predecessors as they age. Despite 
this pattern, the large size of the Baby 
Boomer population will mean that 

even the low mobility rates historically 
exhibited by older adults could yield 
large amounts of housing turnover in 
the future.

How much housing could be 
freed up in the future by housing 
turnover of older households?
This bulletin estimated three scenarios 
of future households and housing 
demand to 2051: a Base Scenario and 
a Low and a High Unmet Demand 
Scenario. The unmet demand scenarios 
add on a certain amount of additional 
housing that may be required over and 
above the Base Scenario in order to 
house Toronto’s future population more 
comprehensively. The scenarios are 
defined as follows:

• The Base Scenario represents 
an estimated number of future 
households assuming future 
populations will form households at 
the same rates as in 2016.

• The Low Unmet Demand 
Scenario adds an additional 
demand component that is the 
percentage of households by age 
that are living in housing that is both 
unsuitable and unaffordable.

• The High Unmet Demand 
Scenario adds an additional 
demand component that is the 
percentage of households by 
age that are living in housing 
that is unsuitable, regardless of 
affordability.

Housing Characteristic Demand fulfilled Demand not fulfilled

Dwelling Types Apartments and other units
Single-detached houses 
Semi-detached houses

Number of Bedrooms
Studios 
One-bedroom units 
Two-bedroom units

Three-bedroom units 
Four-or-more-bedroom units

Tenure Owned units Rented units

Table E - 1: Summary of the types of housing where demand is fulfilled by turnover plus 
new supply and the types of housing where demand is not fulfilled (in all three scenarios)
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In all three scenarios, about 60% of 
the increase in demand for housing 
in the future could be fulfilled by older 
generations’ housing stock turning 
over. In other words, only about 40% 
of the future increase in demand for 
housing would need to be fulfilled by 
new housing completions built between 
2016 and 2051.

However, the results vary by dwelling 
type, number of bedrooms, and tenure. 
Table E -1 on page 16 consolidates 
the types of housing (by their 
characteristics) into two groups: the 
types of housing demanded that would 
be fulfilled by a combination of turnover 
plus new supply in all three scenarios 
(demand fulfilled), and those types of 
housing demanded that would not be 
fulfilled under current conditions. This 
involves various assumptions, including 
that historic completion levels continued 
into the future.

Demand for row/townhouses would be 
fulfilled in the Base Scenarios, but not 
in the Low and High Unmet Demand 
Scenarios.

Figure E - 6 summarises the annual 
number of additional completions 
over and above recent average 
completions for each of these dwelling 
characteristics that would be required 
to fulfill the estimated demand in each 
scenario. Negative numbers indicate 
that no additional completions of these 
types would be required beyond recent 
average completions to meet the 
estimated demand. Positive numbers 
indicate that more annual completions 
would be required above and beyond 
recent completion levels.

Figure E - 6: Summary of Annual Additional Units Required to be Built beyond Recent 
Completion Trends to Fulfill Residual Demand
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The housing characteristics with 
positive numbers are those which are 
most important to future planning. 
They represent the additional number 
by which annual completions would 
need to increase in order to reduce 
housing mismatch and to better 
meet the needs of underhoused 
households. The analysis has identified 
shortfalls between demand and supply 
for suitable housing with certain 
characteristics, and that some shortfalls 
could be overcome with more modest 
increases to supply of certain dwelling 
types, while others will require larger 
shifts. The largest increase is estimated 
at 3,263 purpose-built rental units 
annually in the High Unmet Demand 
Scenario (see Figure E - 6 on page 
17). The average annual number of 
total completions between 1985 and 
2019 was 10,721 units. That means 
that 30.4% more units in the form of 
purpose-built rental units would need to 
be built beyond recent average annual 

completions in order to fulfill future 
households’ needs for suitable housing 
(see Figure E - 7). For units with other 
characteristics, the needed increase is 
smaller; for example, only 6.9% more 
units would be needed in the form of 
four-or-more-bedroom units in the same 
scenario.

These results suggest that there will be 
a persistent unmet demand for houses, 
units with three or more bedrooms, 
and purpose-built rental units if current 
completion levels continue, especially 
when considering the needs of those 
who are underhoused. This bulletin 
has estimated the magnitude of the 
number of units that future households 
might demand to satisfy their suitability 
needs based on demographic drivers. 
There will likely be a need for creative 
solutions to increase the supply of units 
with these characteristics within the city. 
Rental housing protection, enhanced 
housing options and the inclusion of 
policies in a number of Secondary 

Figure E - 7: Required Annual Additional Units as a Percentage of Total Average Annual 
Completions
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Plans that require a set proportion of 
two-or-more bedroom units in new 
developments are a few of the solutions 
that the City has adopted that should 
defray some of the identified shortfalls in 
units with three or more bedrooms.

The potential of existing 
housing to accommodate future 
population growth
The preceding analysis provides a 
basis for understanding how older 
generations’ housing stock, and the 
succession of households over time 
within it, could meet the needs of 
existing and future generations as 
they age. The findings of the previous 
chapters addressed the question 
about what percentage of the growth 
in housing need could be met by the 
turnover of housing. The next question 
posed is how much more population 
could be accommodated in the city 
when this housing turnover occurs. As 
the City continues to accommodate a 
growing population, it is important to 
recognize that not all future population 
growth needs to, or should be, 
accommodated in new housing stock 
alone. The Growth Plan stresses the 
importance of considering the existing 
housing stock in accommodating 
current and future population housing 
needs, as does the Official Plan through 
its policies regarding more efficient use 
of the existing housing stock.

The focus of the next step is to estimate 
the unused population capacity within 
the dwellings occupied by older 
generation households. The unused 
population capacity in the existing 
dwellings is arrived at by comparing 
the population of these dwellings if they 
were occupied by younger households 
in the future through housing turnover, 
to the population that occupies these 
dwellings now. To simulate changes in 
the population capacity of the housing 
stock arising from this turnover of 
housing, a combination of citywide 
and local area trends in person per 
household (PPH) rates are applied to 
the 2016 occupied housing stock.

PPH rates are a measure of household 
size, and refer to the average number 
of persons in households. The 
characteristics of the households and 
dwellings can cause the PPH rate of 
a group of households to fluctuate 
for many reasons. The age of the 
occupants, the household type (family 
or non-family), the type of dwelling 
and when they were built, the amount 
of development activity in the area, 
and wider demographic and market 
forces, can all influence PPH rates. For 
example, younger households tend 
to have larger household sizes than 
older ones. PPH rates are more likely to 
increase as older households move out 
and younger ones move in.

Population cycles within 
neighbourhoods cause the population 
levels to continually rise and fall over 
time. These local population cycles are 
used to estimate the unused population 
capacity of the housing. The difference 
between the smaller older household 
population and the larger younger 
household population provides the 
measure of additional population 
capacity in an area. Key findings from 
this analysis include:

• It is estimated that the population 
housed in dwellings occupied by 
older generation households would 
be 16.1% higher if these dwellings 
were occupied by younger 
generation households upon 
turnover.

• Houses and low-rises have the 
greatest capacity to accommodate 
additional population on turnover. 
Almost 60% of the estimated 
additional population capacity 
is anticipated to occur from the 
turnover of houses and low-rises, 
with mid/high-rises accounting 
for 33.3% and row/townhouses 
accounting for 7.5%.

• The areas within the city that 
have the greatest opportunity 
to accommodate additional 
population in the existing housing 
stock are found in Etobicoke York, 

• 
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• North York and Scarborough areas. 
The complete turnover of the city’s 
existing older generation household 
stock and the repopulation of local 
areas arising from this turnover is 
expected to be a subtle occurrence, 
taking place in some degree in 
almost all residential areas in the 
city, but especially those in the city’s 
outer suburbs. See Figure E - 8 on 
page 20.

• By 2051, it is estimated that almost 
all of the 2016 housing occupied 
by older generation households 
will have turned over, and that the 
capacity for an additional 207,240 
persons within the existing housing 
stock could be realised.

• Approximately 25% of Toronto’s 
forecasted population growth in 
the Growth Plan between 2016 and 
2051 could be accommodated 
in the existing housing stock as 
a result of unused population 
capacity.

The estimates of generational housing 
turnover provides a discernible measure 
of the additional population capacity 
of the existing housing based on the 
turnover of housing in large areas of 
the city that were built in and around 
the same time. This process of housing 
turnover happens continually across 
the city. Yet, because of the period of 
construction and first occupancy of 
the city’s suburbs, just as there was 
suburban expansion within the city 
in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s, there 
will be a contemporary turnover of this 
housing to 2051. A unique opportunity 
exists for repopulation of this housing 
and its increased occupancy of 
this substantial supply of housing, 
particularly in the houses and low-rise 
stock.

Conclusion
This bulletin expands on the findings 
in Housing Occupancy Trends 1996-
2016 (HOT) bulletin to examine issues 
of housing suitability, right-sizing, and 
turnover in Toronto. The findings in 
this bulletin represent a snapshot of 
recent right-sizing and turnover trends 
in Toronto, and what those trends 
might look like in the future if current 
conditions continued into the coming 
years.

Several new City initiatives that may 
help to enable turnover, increase 
the housing supply, or increase 
the affordable housing supply are 
being implemented. These initiatives 
include: the HousingTO 2020-2030 
Action Plan, new Secondary Plans 
that require two-or-more-bedroom 
units in new developments, the 
Growing Up: Planning for Children 
in New Vertical Communities Urban 
Design Guidelines, the Expanding 
Housing Options in Neighbourhoods 
project, the Housing Now initiative, the 
proposed Inclusionary Zoning policy, 
the permission to build secondary 
suites and laneway suites, the 
regulation of short-term rentals, and the 
establishment of a new Vacant Home 
Tax.

The City will continue to monitor issues 
of right-sizing and turnover over time.

Through exploring the above topics, 
this bulletin represents one of several 
analyses to support the ongoing 
implementation of the Official Plan. It 
informs the Municipal Comprehensive 
Review of the Official Plan with respect 
to the Provincial Growth Plan for 
the Greater Golden Horseshoe by 
estimating how much new housing 
stock may be needed in the future if 

recent trends continue, and how much 
additional population could be housed 
in older generation dwellings when 
those dwellings turn over to younger 
generation households. This will help 
the City to understand how much new 
housing to plan for, and what housing 
characteristics that new housing will 
need to have. This information will help 
the City to achieve its vision for a “city 
where people of all ages and abilities 
can enjoy a good quality of life,” with 
“affordable housing choices that meet 
the needs of everyone throughout their 
life”. 4
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1. Introduction

Objective
How might Torontonians be 
accommodated in housing suitable to 
their needs? As the population grows 
and changes, what is the range of need 
for the different types of housing? How 
many units of what types of housing 
are needed today and tomorrow? 
How much of the city’s population 
growth and changing needs might 
be accommodated in the housing we 
already have? These are but a few of 
the endless array of questions about 
housing need and housing supply that 
are important in planning for the future 
of Toronto. To explore these questions, 
this bulletin has been prepared as one 
of a number of key inputs to planning 
for a complete range of housing and 
long-range growth management. 
These inputs form part of the Municipal 
Comprehensive Review of the Official 
Plan with respect to A Place to Grow, 
the Provincial Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2020.

This bulletin builds on the findings of 
the Housing Occupancy Trends 1996-
2016 (HOT) bulletin published by City 
Planning in 2019 which highlighted 
emerging trends in housing occupancy 
in response to changing demographic 
conditions and housing stock. Two of 
the key trends identified were that the 
vast majority of new housing in the city 
of Toronto is being built in the form of 
mid/high-rise units, and, that average 
sizes of condominium units, the 
prevalent form of recent development, 
are shrinking. While these types of 
dwellings may suit the increasing 
populations of empty nesters and 
people who live alone, they may not 
meet the needs of all households in 
Toronto. The number of families with 
children living in mid/high-rise units is 
increasing. But are these units meeting 
those families’ needs? How likely is 
it that sufficient family-sized housing 
might become available in the near 
future by older households downsizing 
to smaller units? Such questions were 
beyond the scope of the HOT bulletin.

This bulletin aims to expand upon the 
initial findings of the HOT bulletin to 
better understand:

• How well Toronto’s housing stock is 
meeting the needs of its occupants 
for bedrooms;

• Whether the Baby Boomer 
generation is downsizing more or 
differently than their predecessors 
did;

• How much of the future increase 
in demand for housing is likely to 
be fulfilled by the existing stock 
through older generations turning 
over units; and

• Where in the city is such turnover 
due to older generations 
downsizing likely to occur?

Bulletin Layout
The bulletin is organised into three 
sections:

1. Concepts and Context

2. Housing Suitability

3. Housing Turnover

Concepts and Context: The first 
section of the bulletin provides 
background information including 
concepts used throughout the bulletin, 
a planning policy scan and a recap of 
the key trends reported in the Housing 
Occupancy Trends 1996-2016 (HOT) 
bulletin.

Housing Suitability: The second 
section of the bulletin explores the 
suitability of the housing stock to the 
households that occupy it. It outlines 
how well households “fit” in their 
housing. In 2016, almost 135,000 
Toronto households lived in ‘unsuitable’ 
housing, meaning that their dwellings 
contained too few bedrooms to suit 
the size and composition of their 
households, based on the age, sex, 
and relationships among household 
members. At the same time, there were 
over three times as many households 
who were ‘overhoused’ – that is, whose 
dwelling units had more bedrooms 
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than required to suit the size and 
composition of their households. This 
is one measure of the mismatch of 
households and housing in Toronto. 
Chapter 5, Chapter 6, and Chapter 
7 compare the characteristics of these 
households to define the subsets of 
households that are underhoused 
in higher proportions, and similarly 
which households are more likely to be 
overhoused. Chapter 8 examines the 
implications of these housing suitability 
findings. It suggests possible reasons 
for “involuntary” housing mismatch: 
households that would prefer to have 
as many bedrooms as matches their 
household composition, but that are 
unable to obtain housing that meets 
their desired criteria.

Housing Turnover: The third section 
of the bulletin lays the foundation to 
explore the extent to which downsizing 
Baby Boomers may help alleviate 
problematic underhousing. Chapter 9 
examines whether or not Baby Boomers 
are beginning to downsize more than 
the previous generation did when 
they were the same age. It explores 
older adults moving, and moving 
into mid/high-rise units, as measures 
for downsizing. This chapter finds 
that Baby Boomers are downsizing 
in greater numbers than their 
predecessors did, but only because the 
Baby Boomer generation is larger than 
previous generations; Baby Boomers 
are still downsizing at about the same 
rates as the previous generation did. 
This suggests that it is reasonable 
to assume that Baby Boomers will 
continue to downsize at predictable 
rates in the future.

The latter parts of the third section 
estimate how much of the future 
housing demand can be met by the 
amount of housing stock that existed 
in 2016. In the past, much of the 
discussion around the demand and 
supply of housing has been focussed 
on the supply of new housing. The 
focus of Chapter 10 is to estimate how 
much of the future household growth 
can be accommodated by the existing 
housing stock. Households led by 

persons aged 50 and over accounted 
for over half of all households in Toronto 
in 2016. As these households age and 
the dwellings turn over, this chapter 
estimates how well that supply will 
serve the demand generated by the 
large younger population that comes 
after it, and estimates when that supply 
might come to fruition. In Chapter 11, 
additional scenarios are considered 
for low and high measures of “unmet 
demand,” which estimate how much 
additional housing might be required 
to house underhoused households 
suitably. These analyses provide a 
range of measures of how much of 
future housing demand could be met 
by the turnover of the older generation’s 
housing.

Chapter 12 comprises the final part 
of section three and the bulletin, and 
focusses on the population in the 
existing housing stock and person 
per household (PPH) rates in Toronto. 
By comparing older and younger 
household PPH rates, the unused 
population capacity in older household 
dwellings is estimated. The findings 
spatially illustrate where within the 
city additional population capacity 
could be accommodated in the 
dwellings currently occupied by older 
household dwellings, if these dwellings 
turned over and were re-occupied by 
younger households. These findings 
demonstrate where the existing 
housing stock has significant potential 
to accommodate current and future 
population needs.

Chapter 13 summarises the findings 
discussed throughout the bulletin as 
well as their potential implications. 
Through exploring the above topics, 
this bulletin constitutes one of several 
analyses to support the ongoing 
implementation of the Official Plan. It will 
inform the Municipal Comprehensive 
Review by estimating how much new 
housing stock may be needed in the 
future if recent trends continue.

A Glossary and several explanatory 
appendices are also provided at the 
end of the document.
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Underlying Methodology
The findings in this bulletin rely 
on the demographic and housing 
characteristics of Toronto’s population 
in 2016 to explore trends in housing 
suitability and to estimate the demand 
for housing as the existing population 
ages. These same demographic and 
housing characteristics are used to 
assess the potential for the turnover 
of housing between households and 
generations to meet that demand 
from 2016 to 2051. By replicating the 
innate characteristics of Toronto’s 
existing population and the way the 
population currently arranges itself 
into households, the future number of 
households, and the type of dwellings 
required to accommodate them, is 
estimated. The analysis is designed 
to purposely focus on age as the key 
demographic driver for the housing 
demand reported in this bulletin.

All references to the number and 
types of households and dwellings 
required to accommodate Toronto’s 
future population are estimates, 
not projections. The household 
estimates do not include the projection 
of changing demographic trends over 
time, nor the assessment of changing 
housing characteristics, nor any 
forecasting of overall market conditions 
nor any scenarios of the potential 
impacts of proposed planning policy 
changes not yet implemented. Instead, 
the analysis purposely assumes a 
continuation of trends in housing 
occupancy as of 2016, prevailing 
economic conditions, and a continued 
supply of housing units based on the 

average completion rates over the 1981 
to 2019 period. A similar approach is 
undertaken to explore spatial trends in 
housing occupancy, wherein the 2016 
dwelling and household characteristics 
inform the estimation of how much 
additional population could be 
accommodated in the current housing 
stock. The methodologies employed 
by the various analyses have been 
deliberately designed so that the impact 
of demographics, in this case, age, can 
be estimated independently of all other 
factors that drive or influence housing 
demand.

Interpretation
The findings reported in this bulletin 
measure the potential shortfalls and 
mismatches in the types of housing 
units demanded and supplied that 
could occur if the 2016 demographic 
trends in Toronto continued into the 
future, and if the delivery of units to the 
market continued as it has in the past. 
The findings of this bulletin must be 
interpreted in this context.
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Section 1. Concepts and Context

See Acknowledgement for image credit.
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2. Concepts, Geographic 
Areas and Data Sources
The following chapter introduces some 
of the more commonly used terms 
found in this bulletin. A Glossary on 
page 150 provides more specific 
definitions.

Concepts
Primary Household Maintainer 
(PHM)
Statistics Canada defines the primary 
household maintainer as the first 
person in the household who pays the 
rent or the mortgage, taxes, or other 
expenses for the dwelling. Where 
there are two or more people who are 
listed as household maintainers, the 
first person listed is the household 
maintainer.

The PHM is used in the bulletin as a 
proxy or representative for all members 
of a household and the age of the 
PHM has been taken as an indicator of 
the life stage of the household. Thus, 
occupancy trends of PHMs represent 
the housing decisions of households 
at various stages as they age, and 
how their housing needs change. 
Throughout this bulletin, terms such 
as “age of the household” refer to the 
characteristics of the PHM.

Age Groups
Where possible, the analysis in this 
bulletin is grouped by specific age 
categories of adults based on the 
generations they belong to, as follows:

• 15-34,

• 35-49,

• 50-69, and

• 70 and over

This categorization of the overall 
population into four groupings 
enables us to identify trends among 
people and households at different 
life stages over the study period. The 
Housing Occupancy Trends 1996-

2016 (HOT) bulletin examined distinct 
age groupings of households with 
similar changes in the proportion of 
households. These age groupings and 
their patterns of growth and decline 
are important indicators because 
changes in our choice of housing are 
largely dependent upon age-related 
life-cycle events. Changes in the 
relative size of the household groups 
by age trigger changes in occupancy 
rates by increasing the demand for 
both starter homes and “move up” 
housing. Therefore, to explore the effect 
of growing and shrinking age groups 
on housing demand, the distribution 
of households were regrouped into 
the four age groups of the Primary 
Household Maintainer (PHM) which 
parallel the population changes. The 
Statistics Canada Census of Population 
defines PHMs as 15 years of age or 
older. Children 0 to 14 years of age 
are included in discussions of the 
total population, as are children aged 
five years and above with respect to 
migration and mobility findings.

Generations
Generations are groups of people who 
were born at a similar time (see. Figure 
1 on page 27). Each generation 
is perceived to have experienced 
historic events, such as recessions 
and housing booms, together as 
a group at roughly the same age. 
For this reason, disparities can exist 
between generations which shape 
their housing opportunities and their 
preferences. Discussing housing trends 
and needs through a generational lens 
provides an opportunity to analyze the 
population by their stage in life and 
the generational factors influencing 
their housing choices. The generations 
referred to in the bulletin are defined 
as follows based on their age as of the 
2016 Census:

• Generations Not Yet Born: those 
born after the 2016 Census Day, 
May 10, 2016.

• Generation Z: those born between 
May 11, 2001 and May 10, 2016. 
They were aged 0-14 in 2016.
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• Millennials: those born between 
May 11, 1981 and May 10, 2001. 
They were aged 15-34 in 2016.

• Generation X: those born between 
May 11, 1966 and May 10, 1981. 
They were aged 35-49 in 2016.

• Baby Boomers: those born 
between May 11, 1946 and May 
10, 1966. They were aged 50-69 in 
2016.

• The Silent Generation: those born 
between May 11, 1926 and May 
10, 1946. They were aged 70-89 in 
2016.

• Earlier Generations: those born 
before May 11, 1926. They were 
aged 90 and over in 2016.

These generations were derived based 
on their relative population sizes and 
recognisability as distinct generations. 
The authors also attempted to maintain 
consistent ranges of birth years of 
either 15 or 20 years. The Baby Boomer 
generation is generally defined as 
including those born between 1946 and 
1965, so the authors rounded this to 
the nearest census period for a 20-year 
range.5

The other generations were built 
around the Baby Boomers, due to their 
primacy as a large and distinct group 
over the study timeframe. Generation X 

includes the Baby Busters, those born 
just after the Baby Boomers between 
1966 and 1971 when fertility rates 
declined notably. The populations of 
each five-year birth cohort in Generation 
X peaked at lower levels than the Baby 
Boomer cohorts did, so those born in 
the 15 years between 1966 and 1981 
were grouped together under one 
generation. See Figure 2 on page 28.

Four five-year cohorts born between 
1981 and 2001 were grouped into 
the Millennials generation. The 
oldest three of the four cohorts have 
grown noticeably in recent years, 
distinguishing them from the cohorts of 
Generation X. Although the oldest two 
cohorts tend to differ from the youngest 
two in terms of their housing demands, 
the youngest two cohorts’ populations 
were too small for them to form their 
own generation in this bulletin; their 
data would have been suppressed for 
certain analyses. Moreover, Statistics 
Canada deems that persons aged 15 
and over as the minimum age a person 
can be considered as the household 
maintainer. It was important therefore 
to keep the cohort born between 1996 
and 2001, who were 15 years in 2016, 
together in a generation with other adult 
cohorts.

Figure 1: Generations by Year Born and Age in 2016

Source: City of Toronto, City Planning
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The remaining generations were based 
on a best fit of all other age groups 
with cohorts of the same generation. 
The Silent Generation includes four 
cohorts born between 1926 and 1946 
who were aged 70-89 in 2016. Data for 
all four of these cohorts is available for 
each Census year between 1996 and 
2016, while for the Earlier Generations, 
data becomes increasingly sparse 
for the oldest cohorts in the latest 
Census years as they begin to pass 
on in greater numbers. Generation Z 
includes three cohorts born between 
2001 and 2016, who were all children in 
2016. Generations Not Yet Born include 
future cohorts whose characteristics 
and experiences are not yet known, but 
require representation in the analyses 
undertaken in this bulletin.

Turnover and Downsizing
Housing turnover occurs when a 
household vacates its dwelling and a 
new household moves in. Turnover of 
the housing stock occurs as individual 
preferences and needs change, and as 
people move for family, work, financial 

or other reasons. Downsizing is a 
form of turnover. In the context of this 
bulletin, ‘downsizing’ is generalized 
to refer to households with a PHM 
aged 50 years or more and their 
transition from being an overhoused 
household to one in which they occupy 
dwellings with fewer bedrooms. 
Overhoused households are those 
with more bedrooms than they require. 
Overhoused households younger than 
50 are not considered downsizing 
candidates yet, as due to their younger 
age these households are still in their 
childbearing years. A number of these 
younger households may increase in 
size with the arrival of new or additional 
children, increasing the amount of 
housing these households would 
require to be suitably housed under 
this bulletin’s definition. Other markers 
of turnover include households aging 
out of private housing (due to mortality 
or institutionalization), cohabitation 
resulting in the joining of two individual 
households into one, and households 
migrating out of Toronto.

Figure 2: Population Size by Generation and Cohort, 1961-2016
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Dwelling Types
Dwelling Types are defined differently 
by Statistics Canada and Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation 
(CMHC). For the most part, this 
bulletin relies on the definitions of 
dwelling types as defined by Statistics 
Canada, unless otherwise stated. The 
dwelling type descriptions used by 
both Statistics Canada and CMHC are 
described in detail in the Glossary on 
page 150.

Prior to the 2006 Census, Statistics 
Canada classified single- and semi- 
detached dwelling structures that 
contained apartments as either single-
detached or semi-detached structures. 
In 2006, Statistics Canada classified 
single- and semi-detached dwellings 
with apartments as apartments or flats 
in duplexes or units in apartments with 
less than five storeys. Approximately 
53,000 units were reclassified as a 
result. Any change in the classification 
of dwelling units impacts our 
understanding of housing occupancy 
trends.

To effectively deal with the 
reclassification issue, for analysis from 
1996-2016 this bulletin categorizes all 
dwellings types from Census data into 
three categories:

• Houses and low-rise units which 
include single- and semi-detached 
houses, apartments or flats in 
duplexes, units in apartments with 
less than five storeys and other 
dwellings such as mobile homes;

• Row/townhouses; and

• Mid/high-rise units, which 
includes apartment units in 
buildings with five or more storeys.

In Chapter 10 and Chapter 11, CMHC 
housing completions are utilised. 
Completion data by dwelling type 
rely on the definitions of the Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation 
(CMHC) and are described in the 
Glossary on page 150. As the CMHC 
definitions of dwelling types differ to 

Statistics Canada definitions of dwelling 
types, the terms ‘Ground-related’ and 
‘Apartment and Other’ are introduced. 
The dwelling type descriptors group 
similar dwelling types together to 
combine dwelling types into those that 
are estimated to have future shortfalls 
and those estimated to have future 
surpluses compared to what future 
households might demand.

Data Sources
Census Data, Statistics Canada
Results in this bulletin are based 
primarily on the 1996, 2001, 2006, 2011 
and 2016 Censuses of Canada and the 
2011 National Household Survey (NHS) 
unless otherwise indicated. Totals vary 
slightly from table to table as Statistics 
Canada randomly rounds data up or 
down to a multiple of five (and in some 
cases 10). This is a confidentiality 
procedure intended to prevent the 
possibility of associating these data with 
any identifiable individual. The totals of 
each table and figure are the sum of 
the individual population characteristics 
in that table as provided by Statistics 
Canada, each of which may have been 
randomly rounded. As a result, due to 
random rounding, the totals for any one 
table may vary from the total population 
count for that area as reported by 
Statistics Canada.

Other Data
Other data sources include those 
of Toronto City Planning, Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation 
(CMHC), Municipal Property 
Assessment Corporation (MPAC), and 
Statistic’s Canada’s Canadian Housing 
Survey.

20-Year Study Period
Unless otherwise stated, the Study 
Period refers to the 20-year period from 
1996 to 2016. Figures and tables show 
data for all five Census years where 
possible, with some exceptions for 
clarity where only select Census years 
are shown.
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Geographic Areas
Toronto
All figures and tables refer to the city 
of Toronto unless otherwise specified. 
All references to Toronto refer to the 
city of Toronto and the Toronto Census 
Division unless otherwise indicated (see 
Figure 3).

Greater Toronto and Hamilton 
Area (GTHA)
The Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area 
(GTHA) includes Toronto and the city of 
Hamilton and the regional municipalities 
of Halton, Peel, York and Durham. The 
Rest of the GTHA refers to the GTHA 
excluding Toronto.

Toronto Census Metropolitan Area 
(CMA)
Statistics Canada publishes data at 
the Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) 
level. A CMA is formed by one or more 
adjacent municipalities centred on a 
population centre (known as the core). 
A CMA must have a population of at 
least 100,000 of which 50,000 or more 
must live in the core. Some data is not 
publicly available at the City of Toronto 
Census Division level. As a result, some 
of the literature cited in this bulletin 
refers to the Toronto CMA, as this is 
often the only geography for which 
certain data is publicly available. The 
Toronto CMA covers much of area from 
Milton in the west to Ajax in the east, 
and as far north as Georgina to Lake 
Ontario in the south.

Figure 3: Map of Toronto and the Rest of the GTHA

Source: City of Toronto, City Planning



profile TORONTO - 31Chapter 3. Planning Policy Scan

3. Planning Policy Scan
Planning at the City of Toronto is 
governed by a number of provincial and 
municipal pieces of legislation. These 
documents provide guidance and 
direction to the City on how to manage 
population growth and household 
change, among other things. While 
the primary focus of most planning 
legislation with regards to housing is 
on the location, form, and affordability 
of new residential development, these 
documents also speak to the need 
to consider existing land, housing, 
and infrastructure when planning to 
accommodate population growth.

The Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 
(PPS) is the highest-level planning 
framework in Ontario. It encourages 
planning authorities throughout the 
province to facilitate a range and mix 
of housing options to respond to the 
needs of current and future residents. It 
envisions efficient development patterns 
that optimise land, resources and 
infrastructure.6

Broadly, the PPS calls on planning 
authorities to:

• Plan for land uses and densities 
that efficiently use land and 
resources;7 and

• Identify appropriate locations 
and promote opportunities for 
transit-supportive development, 
accommodating a significant 
supply and range of housing 
options through intensification and 
redevelopment where this can 
be accommodated taking into 
account existing building stock 
or areas, including brownfield 
sites, and the availability of suitable 
existing or planned infrastructure 
and public service facilities required 
to accommodate projected needs8 
(emphasis added).

In other words, the PPS calls on 
municipalities to consider existing 
resources when planning for future 
growth.

A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for 
the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2020 
builds on the PPS to establish a unique 
land use planning framework for the 
GGH9 that supports the achievement 
of complete communities, a thriving 
economy, a clean and healthy 
environment, and social equity.”10 
This document defines complete 
communities as “places…that offer 
and support opportunities for people 
of all ages and abilities to conveniently 
access most of the necessities for daily 
living, including an appropriate mix of 
jobs, local stores, and services, a full 
range of housing, transportation options 
and public service facilities. Complete 
communities are age-friendly and 
may take different shapes and forms 
appropriate to their contexts.”11

The Growth Plan stresses that “it is 
important to optimize the use of the 
existing urban land supply as well as 
the existing building and housing 
stock to avoid over-designating land 
for future urban development while also 
providing flexibility for local decision-
makers to respond to housing need and 
market demand,”12 (emphasis added). 
With this language, the Growth Plan 
acknowledges that the existing housing 
stock must be taken into consideration 
when planning to accommodate the 
current and future population’s housing 
needs.

The Growth Plan provides population 
and employment forecasts for upper- 
and single-tier municipalities including 
the City of Toronto. These forecasts are 
to be used for planning and managing 
growth to the horizon of the Growth 
Plan. The City of Toronto is required 
by the Places to Grow Act to amend 
its Official Plan to conform to the 
policies and schedules of the Growth 
Plan. These legislated requirements 
are achieved through a conformity 
exercise defined by the Growth Plan 
as a Municipal Comprehensive Review 
(MCR).
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The City of Toronto’s Official Plan 
guides development and growth 
management within the city’s 
boundaries. It sets out a vision for a “city 
where people of all ages and abilities 
can enjoy a good quality of life,” with 
“affordable housing choices that meet 
the needs of everyone throughout their 
life.” 13 In particular, the following policies 
in the Official Plan speak explicitly to 
the need to consider existing resources 
when undertaking planning exercises, 
including the protection of existing 
rental stock:

“2(1): Toronto will work with 
neighbouring municipalities, the 
Province of Ontario and Metrolinx to 
address mutual challenges and to 
implement the Provincial framework 
for dealing with growth across the 
GTA which:…

b) makes better use of existing 
urban infrastructure and 
services; …(and)

f) encourages GTA 
municipalities to provide a full 
range of housing types in terms 
of form, tenure and affordability, 
and particularly encourages the 
construction of rental housing 
in all communities….”14

“3.2.1(1): A full range of housing, 
in terms of form, tenure and 
affordability, across the City and 
within neighbourhoods, will be 
provided and maintained to meet 
the current and future needs of 
residents. A full range of housing 
includes: ownership and rental 
housing, affordable and mid-range 
rental and ownership housing, 
social housing, shared and/
or congregate-living housing 
arrangements, supportive housing, 
emergency and transitional housing 
for homeless people and at-risk 
groups, housing that meets the 
needs of people with physical 
disabilities and housing that 
makes more efficient use of the 
existing housing stock.

3.2.1(2): The existing stock of 
housing will be maintained, 
improved and replenished. The 
City will encourage the renovation 
and retrofitting of older residential 
apartment buildings. New housing 
supply will be encouraged 
through intensification and infill 
that is consistent with this Plan,”15 

(emphasis added).

Moreover, Chapter 5 of the Official Plan 
mandates that the progress of the Plan 
towards its objectives will be monitored 
periodically by analysing, among other 
things, demographic trends:

“5.4(1) Appropriate targets and 
indicators will be established to 
serve as a basis for assessing 
progress toward achieving the 
objectives of this Plan. Progress will 
be assessed periodically and will be 
informed by analyses of:

a) the social, economic, 
environmental and fiscal trends 
affecting the City, the region, 
the province and the country;

b) population, employment and 
housing trends…”16

This research bulletin constitutes one 
such analysis to support the ongoing 
implementation of the Official Plan 
within the context of the provincial land 
use planning framework.



profile TORONTO - 33Chapter 4. Housing Occupancy Trends 1996-2016: A Look Back

4. Housing Occupancy 
Trends 1996-2016: A 
Look Back
The previous bulletin in this series, 
Housing Occupancy Trends 1996-2016 
(HOT), highlighted emerging trends 
in housing occupancy in response to 
changing demographic conditions and 
housing stock. This chapter highlights 
the key findings from that bulletin that 
led to the research questions pursued 
in this bulletin.

Baby Boomers make up the largest 
number of households in the city 
and therefore their decisions will 
continue to have a major influence 
on housing occupancy. Together, the 
Baby Boomers and older generations 
occupy well over half of all houses 
and low-rises, and many of these 
households are likely to be (or soon 
become) ‘empty-nesters’. The housing 
decisions of these older age groups 
will undoubtedly have an impact on the 
types and supply of housing available 
for younger households, particularly 
should they wish to own houses and 
low-rise dwellings. While aging in place 
is a positive societal advancement to 
the extent that seniors can continue to 
live independently in their residences 
later into life than previous generations if 
they so choose, this advancement also 
has the potential to delay the turnover of 
housing stock to younger households. 
Whether and when Toronto’s Baby 
Boomers make a move to downsize will 
have a big impact on the future supply 
of ground-related housing and the 
cyclical turnover of the ground-related 
housing stock.

At the same time, Toronto’s population 
is growing, and net migration is the 
main source of population growth. The 
majority of people moving to Toronto 
are younger than the city’s overall age 
distribution and all positive net migration 
since 2006 is in younger age groups. 
As of 2016, the number of Millennials 
surpassed the number of Baby 
Boomers and is approaching the Baby 
Boomers’ population at its peak. The 

Millennial generation faces a different 
market and composition of stock than 
their predecessors did. Over time, 
housing demand will grow, and the 
Millennial generation and generations 
that follow will increasingly affect the 
composition of the housing demanded. 
These trends suggest that many of 
the young newcomers to Toronto will 
need to live in new housing stock, as 
the housing freed up by households 
leaving will be insufficient to meet their 
demand. But how much new housing 
stock might be required in the future? 
Will tomorrow’s older adults demand 
the same kind of housing as they have 
in the past? Will they free up housing at 
the same rates? These questions were 
outside the scope of HOT, but have 
important implications for the amount 
and type of housing that should be built 
in Toronto in the coming years. This 
bulletin explores these concepts and 
their implications.

While the age composition of the 
population is changing, the types of 
households that they form are also 
changing. The number of non-family 
households in the city continues 
to rise, particularly among persons 
living alone; one-person households 
accounted for almost one out of every 
three households in Toronto in 2016. 
While couples without children have 
maintained the same proportion of 
households over the past 20 years, 
the proportion of households that are 
couples with children is in decline. 
Lone-parent family households have 
increased by nearly 25%.

At the same time, the composition of 
the housing stock has also changed. 
Between 2010/2011 and 2018/2019, 
apartments generally accounted for 
90% of Toronto completions each 
year. On average, recently-built 
condominium units in medium/high-
rise buildings were close to half the 
size of condominium units built 20 
years prior. At the same time that 
average unit sizes have shrunk, the 
proportion of one-bedroom units in mid/
high-rise buildings has increased. All 
household types, including couples 

with children and lone-parent families, 
are increasingly living in mid/high-rise 
units. One-bedroom mid/high-rise 
units may meet the suitability needs of 
the growing numbers of one-person 
households. But do these physically 
smaller-sized units meet the needs of 
family households with children, or two-
or-more-person non-family households? 
These issues were introduced in the 
HOT bulletin and this bulletin provides 
further analysis and insight into the 
housing mismatch.

The HOT bulletin also revealed that 
while owner households grew three 
times as fast as renter households 
between 1996 and 2016, the trend 
reversed between 2011 and 2016 
as renter households grew faster 
than owner households. Rentership 
has increased despite relatively little 
construction of new purpose-built 
rental units, relying instead on the 
secondary rental market that includes 
rented condominiums for example. 
Renter households also had lower 
average household incomes than 
owner households, and a greater 
share of renter households struggled 
with affordability challenges compared 
to owner households. These trends 
suggest that tenure may be intertwined 
with households’ decisions about how 
many bedrooms they can afford, and 
that there is an unmet demand for 
secure purpose-built rental housing. 
The current bulletin will examine how 
suitability differs between tenures and 
will also estimate how much rental 
housing may be demanded in the 
future.
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5. Toronto Housing 
Suitability (1996-2016)
This chapter provides an overview 
of the changes in Housing Suitability 
in Toronto between 1996 and 2016, 
summarising the key observations 
from this trend analysis and identifying 
research questions that require further 
analysis in the more detailed sections to 
follow.

What is Housing Suitability?
The Statistics Canada Census of 
Population includes an indicator for 
crowding called housing suitability. 
This indicator measures whether the 
dwelling has a sufficient number of 
bedrooms for the size and composition 
of the household that occupies it. 
Housing suitability is distinct from the 
Census variable referred to as ‘dwelling 
condition’, which refers to whether the 
dwelling is in need of repairs.

The housing suitability indicator and the 
National Occupancy Standard (NOS) 
on which it is based were developed 
by the Canada Mortgage and Housing 

Corporation (CMHC).17 The Standard 
requires that there are no more than 
two persons per bedroom, irrespective 
of the household’s composition. 
Generally, the NOS deems a dwelling 
to be suitable for a household if every 
household member has their own 
bedroom. There are some exceptions 
where the NOS deems sharing a room 
to be acceptable including couples, 
same sex pairs of children under the 
age of 18 years and two opposite-
sex children under the age of five. 
Another exception to the general NOS 
rule that each member requires their 
own bedroom, is that one-person 
households do not require a bedroom; 
these households can occupy a studio 
unit and the dwelling that this person 
occupies is considered suitable.

The NOS measures the depth of 
suitability by counting bedroom 
shortfalls and surpluses. A dwelling 
that has a shortfall of one or more 
bedrooms is considered unsuitable for 
its household, while a dwelling with the 
exact number of bedrooms or a surplus 
of one or more bedrooms is considered 
suitable. A bedroom surplus does not 

Figure 4: Household Universe by Suitability Indicator

Source: City Planning, adapted from CMHC's National Occupancy Standard (NOS).

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/ref/dict/households-menage029-eng.cfm
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Are One-Bedroom Units Occupied 
by One Person Right-Sized or 
Overhoused?
The NOS considers all one-bedroom units occupied 
by one person as not suitable, by a surplus of one 
bedroom (i.e. overhoused). For a one-bedroom unit to 
be considered as having no surplus or shortfall (i.e. right-
sized), the unit would need to be occupied by a couple. 
This bulletin treats one-person households differently from 
the NOS.

One-bedroom surpluses are the most prevalent type of 
NOS-derived overhousing in Toronto. The rising number 
of one-person households occupying one-bedroom units 
is increasingly driving that growth. Between 1996 and 
2016, over three quarters of the increase in one bedroom 
surplus households under the NOS definition (+123,965 
households) was due to the increase in the number of 
one-bedroom units occupied by one person (+93,745 
households).

In 2016, one-bedroom units occupied by one person 
(200,715 households) represented almost a third (29%) 
of the 688,720 NOS-derived overhoused households, 
whereas in 1996 these same household types accounted 
for 23% of all overhoused households.

Would a person living alone in a one-bedroom considered 
themselves to be overhoused? In the lived experience of 
the occupant, the bedroom is more than likely used for its 
intended purpose as a sleeping area and is not surplus in 
the sense of being empty or used for alternative uses (e.g. 
office, gym, playroom, etc.). Therefore for the purposes 
of this bulletin, these households are not deemed to be 
overhoused.

Given the large number of these households in Toronto, 
this bulletin has interpreted the NOS differently in defining 
the suitability categories used in the analysis. This bulletin 
categorises one-person, one-bedroom units as right-sized, 
and not overhoused. The effect is that there are a greater 
number of right-sized households, and a lower number of 
overhoused households reported in this bulletin, than if 
the NOS differentiations had been rigidly applied.

See Figure 78 and Figure 79 in Appendix A on page 152 
for a comparison of the NOS definition with the modified 
definition used in this bulletin.

always mean that the space is not utilised. 
For example, the surplus bedroom(s) may 
be used for alternative uses including 
guest rooms, home offices, play rooms, 
and so on.

To discuss the relationship and fit of 
households within their dwellings, this 
analysis has devised a separate set 
of terms, based around the NOS, to 
describe suitability. This bulletin has 
categorized all households into three 
groups referred to as overhoused, right-
sized and underhoused (see Figure 4 on 
page 36). Overhoused households are 
households with a surplus of bedrooms. 
Right-sized households are households 
with no bedroom surplus or shortfall. 
Households in unsuitable dwellings are 
those living below the suitability standard, 
having a shortfall of bedrooms and are 
referred to as underhoused.

Due to the exception noted in the NOS 
whereby persons living alone in a studio 
are considered to be in suitable housing, 
it follows that a person living alone 
who occupies a unit with at least one 
bedroom is therefore deemed to have 
a surplus of bedrooms based on the 
NOS’s definition. However, nearly 30% 
of overhoused households in Toronto 
constitute one-person households 
living in one-bedroom units. Given that 
the one bedroom is being used as a 
bedroom, the authors of this bulletin 
have concluded that classifying such 
households as overhoused does not 
accurately reflect their lived experience as 
there is no surplus bedroom. Therefore, 
for the purposes of this bulletin, the 
authors have adopted a modified version 
of the NOS definition that considers one-
person households living in one-bedroom 
units to be right-sized. See Sidebar: Are 
One-Bedroom Units Occupied by One 
Person Right-Sized or Overhoused? for 
more information.

All references to these suitability terms 
refer to a categorization of households 
rather than individuals unless otherwise 
specified. The three categories are 
designed to permit a closer inspection 
of household circumstances beyond the 
NOS designations of housing as 
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suitable or not suitable by further 
subcategorising households in suitable 
units into right-sized and overhoused 
households. The measure of right-
sizing is an important housing indicator 
to monitor as it indicates balance, 
or imbalance, as the case may be, 
between housing and households.

The terms underhoused, right-sized and 
overhoused are used for brevity and 
do not constitute judgements about 
the choices household members have 
made. Occupants of these households 
may not consider themselves to be 
either under- or overhoused. As will 
be discussed later in greater detail 
in Chapter 8, many households may 
prefer to be underhoused due to 
cultural norms, familial closeness, or to 
reduce shelter costs in favour of other 
things they value more than space. 
While underhousing is undoubtedly a 
problem for those who would prefer 
more bedrooms but cannot afford or 
obtain them, Census results do not 
distinguish between these households 
that are underhoused by necessity and 
those that are underhoused by choice. 
In addition, while bedroom type is 
positively correlated with unit size, there 
are vast differences in unit sizes within 
each bedroom type that can impact 
livability. For example, a small two-
bedroom unit would be less ideal for a 
couple family with children than a larger 
unit, even though both may satisfy the 
definition of ‘suitable’ housing.

Similarly, those considered overhoused 
by this bulletin’s definition include those 
who choose to have more bedrooms 
than the standard to use for alternative 
uses (e.g. offices, studios, and so on) 
or for future use as bedrooms if they 
are planning to have children. There 
are also overhoused households 
who would prefer to be right-sized 
but cannot find appropriate housing. 
Overhousing and underhousing 
are potential problems for some 
households; these conditions are not 
a concern for all who experience them 
while for others they represent personal 
deprivation and persistent social need. 

This NOS-derived categorization is only 
one measure of underhousing, and a 
Western-centric model at that. Other 
models from around the world have 
different definitions of overcrowding. 
For example, the UN-Habitat measure 
defines overcrowding as more than 
three people per hospitable room;18 
many households that the NOS 
considers underhoused might be 
suitably housed under the UN-Habitat 
definition. Central to the NOS is the 
measurement of persons per bedroom. 
Alternative measurements of suitability 
identified by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) include persons-per-room, unit 
square footage-per-person and hybrid 
methods of all of the aforementioned.19 

The definitions in this bulletin also 
differ from the City of Toronto’s Local 
Occupancy Standards, which are 
used for Rent-Geared-to-Income 
(RGI) units.20 These standards set the 
minimum and maximum number of 
bedrooms a household would qualify 
for in a RGI unit. In contrast to NOS-
based standards, these standards 
do not consider a studio unit to be 
underhoused if a two-person household 
requests it, and furthermore considers 
one or two adults per bedroom to be 
acceptable. Many households that 
this bulletin’s definition considers 
underhoused might be deemed suitable 
if one of the alternative methods of 
measurement were used, or if the 
City’s local occupancy standards were 
applied.

Nonetheless, the NOS is a federally 
recognised and accepted standard 
that enables the City to consistently 
track housing suitability over time. It is 
also the only standard for which data is 
readily available, and easily modified to 
re-classify one-person, one-bedroom 
households from overhoused to right-
sized, as has been done in this bulletin. 
As will be discussed in later chapters, 
identifying the category of underhoused 
households is the primary focus of this 
research, as underhoused households 
represent the most vulnerable subset of 
households. That said, understanding 
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more about overhousing provides 
important insights into understanding 
how the existing housing stock is 
occupied, and the potential of the 
existing housing stock to accommodate 
future population growth.

It is also important to distinguish 
between housing suitability and 
affordability. Suitability is concerned 
with the number of bedrooms per 
household, but it does not consider 
the cost of the dwelling (although 
the two are related, as affordability 
burdens may push households into 
unsuitable housing). An overhoused 
household can be living in affordable 
or unaffordable housing, in much the 
same way as underhoused and right-
sized households can also be living in 
affordable or unaffordable housing. The 
three categories of suitability should 
not be misconstrued as indicators of 
housing affordability.

Toronto: Underhoused, 
Right-Sized and Overhoused 
Households
The number of right-sized 
households increased between 
1996 and 2016. As shown in Figure 
5 and Table 22 in Appendix A, the 
number of right-sized households 
increased from 380,995 households in 
1996 to 490,100 households in 2016, 
an increase of 109,105 households. 
However, as shown in Figure 6, despite 
this increase, the percentage share 
of right-sized housing increased only 
slightly, from 42.2% and 44.0% over 
the same period. In other words, while 
there is a higher reported number of 
right-sized households overall, the 
increase in these right-sized households 
grew at about the same pace as overall 
household growth (see Figure 7 on 
page 40).

The addition of almost 250,000 newly 
built dwellings to the housing stock 
between 1997 and 2016 has not 
translated into a significant increase in 
right-sizing.21 The increase of housing 
supply alone appears to have been 
insufficient to contribute to increased 

Figure 5: Number of Households by Suitability 
Indicator, 1996 to 2016

Figure 6: Percent of Households by Suitability 
Indicator, 1996 to 2016
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rates of right-sizing. Within Toronto, 
low rental vacancies and high rents 
during this time period may have 
disincentivised downsizing and rapid 
house price escalation may have 
prevented growing households from 
moving into larger housing. Given that 
40.3% of the recently-built housing 
stock consisted of one-bedroom 
units (see Figure 8 on page 41), 
predominantly in the condominium 
sector, it is possible that this increase 
in right-sizing was experienced by 
households with certain characteristics 
more than others; this experience will 
be explored in Chapter 6 and Chapter 7.

At the same time, overhoused 
households increased by 130,375 and 
underhoused households decreased by 
30,125.

Between 1996 and 2016, the 
number of overhoused households 
increased significantly, while 
underhoused households declined 
at a comparatively moderate rate. 
An additional 130,375 households 
were found to be overhoused in 
2016 compared to 1996, as shown in 
Figure 5 on page 39. The growth of 
overhoused households equates to a 
36.5% percent change, as shown in 

Figure 7. In contrast, total households in 
Toronto grew by 23.2% over the same 
time period. The increase in overhoused 
households has therefore outpaced 
total household growth. The growing 
share of overhoused households 
from 39.6% in 1996 to 43.8% in 2016 
(see Figure 6 on page 39) indicates 
that there is a discrepancy between 
housing expectations based on 
housing suitability and the reality of 
housing occupancy, which varies with 
demographics and socioeconomic 
characteristics.

At the same time, underhousing 
decreased by 18.3%. In 2016, 12.1% 
of households were underhoused 
compared to 18.3% in 1996. Although 
underhousing remains an issue for a 
subset of the population, this decrease 
in underhousing in general suggests an 
improvement in overall living conditions.

A combination of changes to 
demographics and housing stock, 
alongside regional housing market 
conditions, are likely causing 
underhousing to decrease and 
overhousing to increase. While the 
declining number of underhoused 
households is undoubtedly a positive 
observation, the underlying factors 

Figure 7: Percent Change of Households by Suitability 
Indicator, 1996 to 2016
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causing this are complex. It would 
be remiss to conclude outright that a 
reduction in underhoused households 
indicates that Toronto has a more 
equitable housing mix and supply for 
all households, when instead there is a 
more complex interplay of factors.

As discussed in Chapter 4, the 
composition of households in Toronto 
has changed significantly, with a notable 
increase in the number and proportion 
of persons living alone occurring over 
the last two decades. As a result, the 
range of housing stock required to 
suit the diversity of household types in 
1996 differs to that required in 2016, 
and will differ again in the future. The 
changing composition of the city’s 
population and the types and sizes of 
households they have formed may be 
one reason for the declining number 
of underhoused households over the 
20-year period. Chapter 6 of this bulletin 
explores this further by analysing which 
types of households are experiencing 
underhousing.

Added to this, the Toronto housing 
market does not exist in isolation; it is 
part of a wider regional GTHA housing 
market. Households move around in 
this market, and there is a continuous 

flow of households in and out of the 
region. As discussed in the Housing 
Occupancy Trends 1996-2016 (HOT) 
bulletin, persons aged 35-49 are driving 
the net flow of migration from Toronto to 
the Rest of the GTHA. Part of Toronto’s 
decline in underhousing may also be 
a reflection of: (1) people outside the 
city who self-select themselves for the 
housing Toronto has to offer; (2) pent-up 
demand for new household formation 
in the face of high housing costs; and 
(3) the number of households who 
move out of the city in order to acquire 
more affordable or suitable housing. All 
of these reasons could leave a smaller 
number of underhoused households 
relative to new household formation and 
in-migration compared to 1996. The 
NOS as modified here, and right-sizing, 
are lenses through which to study the 
housing mismatch: they are indicators 
of housing inequality and social choice 
but they are not measures of the degree 
of housing inequality experienced by 
individual households.

Underhoused households who 
remain in unsuitable housing are 
either involuntarily underhoused, 
where affordability and other issues 
are barriers to acquiring housing to 
suit their needs, or they prefer to be 

underhoused. Common reasons for 
this preference include ethnocultural 
norms that value the familial closeness 
that can be found in multi-generational 
households. This is why it is important 
to understand more about what portion 
of the underhoused population is truly 
‘stuck’ and without choice. This topic is 
discussed further in Chapter 8.

At the other end of the spectrum, 
there has been an increase in the 
number of overhoused households. 
Overhousing will always occur to some 
degree, and it is important to note that 
a surplus of bedrooms does not mean 
that these rooms are not used, as 
they can include such uses as guest 
bedrooms and home offices. A growing 
rate of overhousing may also include 
another form of constrained mobility, 
for example, if older generations who 
would prefer to downsize are unable 
to find housing to meet their needs. 
These changes are far-reaching and 
cross-generational, in that the delayed 
turnover of housing stock may reduce 
the opportunity for younger households 
to find suitable housing, which is 
discussed further in Chapter 10.

Figure 8: Number and Percent of Dwellings Built between 1996 and 2016 by Number of 
Bedrooms, 2016
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Underhousing by Bedroom 
Shortfall
Most underhoused households are 
short by one bedroom, accounting 
for over 100,000 households each 
year which equates to almost 
one in 10 households in Toronto 
(see Figure 9). A shortfall of one 
bedroom means that one more 
additional bedroom is required for 
that household to be suitably housed. 
The higher the number of bedroom 
shortfalls, the more underhoused a 
household is Overall, the number of 
one-bedroom shortfalls has remained 
largely unchanged between 1996 and 
2016, notwithstanding the decline in 
underhoused households overall.

The reduction in the number of 
underhoused households is due to 
the decline in two-bedroom shortfalls 
and three-or-more bedroom shortfalls 
over the 20-year period. The more 
extreme counts of underhousing have 
halved over 20 years; three-or-more 

bedroom shortfalls declined by 61.6% 
compared to declines of 43.8% and 
1.9% for two-bedroom shortfalls and 
one-bedroom shortfalls, respectively.

The reduction in the number of 
underhoused households by shortfalls 
of two or more bedrooms is notable. 
As was discussed in the previous 
section, reasons for this decline may 
include larger households migrating 
out of Toronto to the Rest of the GTHA 
or further afield; the diversity of housing 
stock evolving in the city (for example, 
more townhomes and condominium 
units with two or more bedrooms); and 
the changing demographics of the city’s 
households, where average household 
sizes are becoming smaller and the 
housing stock responds better to that 
demand. It is important to note that a 
shift toward less imbalance does not 
necessarily mean an improvement in 
housing diversity but a better match 
between the housing demanded overall 
and the housing available at that point 
in time.

Figure 9: Number of Underhoused Households by 
Bedroom Shortfall, 1996-2016
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The largely unchanged number 
of households underhoused by a 
one-bedroom shortfall suggest that 
there is an inherent sub-sector of the 
households that are underhoused, 
whether it be by preference or by 
circumstances. These 100,000 
households are not necessarily the 
same 100,000 households over the 
time period; instead the composition 
of these 100,000 or so households 
constantly changes and includes 
a mix of long-term underhoused 
households and newly underhoused 
households. Depending on the unit 
layout, a household categorised 
with a one-bedroom shortfall may 
not consider themselves to be 
underhoused, considering that these 
living arrangements can include 
an adult child who is 18 years and 
over sharing a room with a sibling, 
or two children of the opposite sex 
over age 5 years who share a room. 
There will always be some amount of 
underhousing by the definition used in 
this bulletin; the challenge is to separate 

those who chose it and those who are 
unable to find alternatives. This concept 
is explored further in Chapter 8 and 
Chapter 11.

Overhousing by Bedroom 
Surplus
One-bedroom surpluses are the 
most prevalent type of overhousing, 
accounting for almost 200,000 
households in 2016 and increasing by 
30,215 households since 1996 (see 
Figure 10). The number of households 
with two- and three-or-more-bedroom 
surpluses also grew significantly during 
the 20-year period, increasing by about 
50,000 households each, or 100,000 
households in total. The number 
of three-or-more-bedroom surplus 
households in 2016 (106,920) was 
almost double what was reported in 
1996 (59,910). Three-or-more bedroom 
surpluses grew by 78.5% compared 
to 39.6% and 18.5% for two-bedroom 
surpluses and one-bedroom surpluses 
respectively.

The growth in the number of two- and 
three-bedroom surpluses implies 
that overhousing may increasingly 
be occurring in larger unit types. 
This brings into question how much 
overhousing occurs in low-density 
housing versus high-density housing, 
how much of the overhoused stock is 
occupied by older households, and the 
magnitude of the potential for housing 
turnover. Chapter 7 will look further at 
overhousing by dwelling type and age 
of the household to provide further 
insight.

Figure 10: Number of Households Living in Overhoused 
Housing, 1996-2016
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Toronto Housing Suitability 
comparison with the Rest of 
the GTHA
Comparing housing suitability rates 
between Toronto and the Rest of the 
GTHA illustrates the contrast between 
the two areas, though they co-exist 
within the one regional housing 
market. The two areas differ to each 
other in multiple ways, not least of 
which includes the type of housing 
stock, demographics, household 
compositions and market conditions 
that exist in each part of the region. The 
different compositions and markets 
within these two areas affect the rates of 
housing suitability.

In contrast to Toronto, right-sizing as a 
percentage of all housing has declined 
across the Rest of the GTHA from 
30.2% in 1996 to 25.3% in 2016, see 
Figure 11 on page 44 and Table 23 in 
Appendix A. In 2016, two in five Toronto 
households were right-sized (44.0%) 
compared to 

one in four households (25.3%) in the 
Rest of the GTHA. Over the 20-year 
period, there has consistently been a 
higher rate of right-sized households 
in Toronto compared to the Rest of the 
GTHA. At the same time, overhousing is 
more prevalent in the Rest of the GTHA 
compared to Toronto. About two thirds 
(68.5%) of households in the Rest of 
the GTHA were overhoused, compared 
to 43.9% in Toronto in 2016. Increasing 
rates of overhousing is evidently a 
trend that is occurring across the 
wider region. In 2016, the rate of 
underhousing in the Rest of the GTHA 
(6.2%) was half that of Toronto (12.1%). 
Underhousing rates have declined 
modestly in the Rest of the GTHA over 
the 20-year period compared to a more 
significant decline in Toronto.

The composition of the existing housing 
stock in Toronto differs significantly to 
that in the Rest of the GTHA. In 2016, 
half of Toronto’s dwellings were in 
houses and low-rises, compared to 
almost three quarters for the Rest of the 
GTHA.22 Houses and low-rises generally 

have more bedrooms than mid/high-rise 
apartments.

However, the lower right-sizing and 
underhousing rates and the higher 
overhousing rates in the Rest of the 
GTHA compared to Toronto are due 
to many factors. It is not only the 
different mix of housing stock that 
creates the difference in these rates; the 
demographic, ethno-cultural, household 
and dwelling characteristics, alongside 
the differences in peak periods of 
construction, price ranges, market 
operation and size of units in the two 
areas are all contributors.

The next chapter will examine Toronto’s 
suitability indicators against different 
household characteristics in order 
to explore which households have a 
higher propensity to be underhoused, 
right-sized, or overhoused.

Figure 11: Percent of Households in Toronto versus the Rest of the GTHA by Suitability, 
1996-2016
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6. Toronto Housing 
Suitability by Household 
and Dwelling 
Characteristics (1996-
2016)
As the previous chapter outlined, 
Toronto’s overall rates of right-sizing 
and overhousing have increased 
slightly while underhousing declined 
between 1996 and 2016. At the outset, 
the decline in the rate of underhousing 
appears to be a favourable outcome, as 
it indicates there are fewer households 
in Toronto that are experiencing a 
shortfall in bedrooms. However, it 
can only be regarded as a favourable 
outcome if this improved suitability 
is equitably distributed. In turn, what 
household groups are experiencing 
overhousing? The next part of the 
analysis examines whether the changes 
in suitability have been experienced 
uniformly across different types of 
household and dwelling types. As 
this chapter will show, this has not 

been the case. Certain household 
configurations have experienced higher 
rates of underhousing, at the same 
time that other household types were 
increasingly becoming overhoused.

Based on the foregoing analysis of 
suitability trends, a number of research 
questions have emerged. These include 
to what extent is the housing suitability 
of a household impacted by age (e.g. 
young or older persons heading a 
household), by household type (e.g. are 
they family or non-family households), 
or by tenure (renters or owners)? Are 
there differences in suitability rates 
between lower and higher density 
housing or between older dwellings and 
more recently constructed dwellings?

To address these questions, an 
analysis of household and dwelling 
characteristics with the suitability 
indicator was undertaken. The time 
series analysis begins with examining 
suitability by selected Household 
Characteristics over the 20-year period. 
These include the age of the primary 

household maintainer, household 
type and tenure. The objective is to 
determine how demographic and 
household composition and suitability 
rates are related. The next sections 
relate suitability to the characteristics of 
the dwellings these households occupy, 
in terms of their dwelling type (i.e. 
houses and low-rises, row/townhouses 
and mid/high-rise units), how many 
bedrooms they contain, and the time 
periods in which they were constructed. 
The chapter concludes with some key 
insights based on the trend analysis 
and includes a ranking table of the 
most dominant household and dwelling 
characteristics observed for each of the 
three housing suitability categories in 
2016.

Housing Suitability by Age of 
Primary Household Maintainer
The primary household maintainer 
(PHM) is the first person listed on the 
Census form of a household who pays 
the rent or the mortgage, taxes, or other 
expenses for the dwelling. The age of 

Figure 12: Number of Households (000s) by Age of PHM and Suitability, 1996-2016
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the PHM is used as a proxy for the age 
and decisions of the household and its 
members. See Age Groups in Chapter 
2 for an explanation of how the age 
groupings were determined to allow for 
reporting on suitability trends of people 
and households at similar life stages. 
Table 24 and Table 25 in Appendix A 
show the total population and number 
of households by age over time.

As a proportion, the 35-49 and 50-69 
year old groups are right-sizing at 
similar rates as in the past (see Figure 
13). In contrast, younger households 
aged 15-34 are right-sizing more, 
increasing from 52.0% in 1996 to 
62.9% in 2016. The share of senior 
households aged 70 and over that are 
right-sizing is lower in 2016 versus 1996 
(30.4% versus 36.1%, respectively). The 
percent share of right-sized households 
decreases steadily with age. The 
youngest households right-sized about 
twice as much in 2016 as the oldest 
households.

Underhousing is declining among 
younger household groups (15-34 
and 35-49) and remains relatively 
unchanged for older households (50-69 
and 70 and over). In 2016, the largest 
number of underhoused households 
were headed by persons aged 35-
49 (see Figure 12 on page 45 and 
Table 26 in Appendix A). However, 
underhoused households in the 35-49 
age group have declined in number 
since 2006. The reason for this is less 
about improved suitability, but is instead 
largely due to the high number of Baby 
Boomers aging out of this group in the 
intervening years to 2016 (see Table 25 
in Appendix A). This movement of the 
large number of Baby Boomers through 
the age groups as they age is also the 
leading reason why there is an increase 
to 43,565 households in 2016 for the 50-
69 year old group (the age of the Baby 
Boomers in 2016).

The rate of overhousing increases 
with the age of the household. Half 
of all households aged 50-69 were 
overhoused in 2016. This rate compares 
to 24.3% of households aged 15-34 
and 37.5% of households aged 35-
49. Younger households may be less 
likely than older households to be in a 
position to afford to rent or purchase a 
dwelling with more bedrooms than they 
need. Additionally, much of the new 
housing supply that has been built as 
these young households have begun 
forming has been built in the form of 
units with few bedrooms as discussed 
in Chapter 4; this correlates with the 
higher rates of underhousing observed 
in younger households compared to 
older households.23 The most senior 
households (aged 70 and over) had the 
highest rate of overhousing at 66.0%, 
and that rate has been increasing.

Figure 13: Percent of Households by Age of PHM and Suitability, 1996-2016
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This trend may be linked to improved 
health in older age and increasing life 
expectancies, allowing older persons to 
remain in their homes longer than was 
possible for many in the past, including 
into widowhood years. Overall, as a 
group, the older households (aged over 
50 years) have higher proportions of 
overhousing, in part due to unoccupied 
bedrooms formerly occupied by 
children i.e. empty nesting, as well as 
improved socioeconomic status.

Housing Suitability by 
Household Type
The absolute number of underhoused 
households has declined for every 
household type between 1996 and 
2016 (see Figure 14 and Table 27 in 
Appendix A). The decline in absolute 
numbers occurred despite the fact 
that there were more households of 
every type formed between 1996 and 
2016. Proportionally, more households 
are right-sizing and overhousing, 
and the absolute numbers of those 
underhoused has declined (see Figure 
15 on page 48).

In 2016, there were almost 100,000 
households of families with children that 
were underhoused, comprising almost 
60,000 couples with children and just 
over 40,000 lone-parent households. 
Two in 10 couple family with children 
and three in 10 lone-parent households 
were underhoused in 2016. Of the 
134,825 total underhoused households, 
44.3% were couple family households 
with children and 29.8% were lone-
parent households (see Figure 16 on 
page 48). The fact that households 
with children together make up nearly 
three quarters of all underhousing 
suggests that children may be sharing 

Figure 14: Number of Households (000s) by Household Type and Suitability, 1996, 
2006 & 2016
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bedrooms beyond what this bulletin 
considers to be suitable, and/or that 
families with children may be struggling 
to obtain suitable housing.

Lone-parent family and multiple-family 
households have experienced the 
smallest declines in underhousing 
(1,890 and 310 households 
respectively) when compared to the 
16,410 fewer underhoused couple 
family with children households over 
the same 20-year period. This trend 
suggests that underhousing among 
lone-parent and multiple-family 
households may be a persistent 
condition. In 2016, underhousing was 

highest among the non-couple family 
households including 43.5% of multiple-
family households and 30.3% lone-
parent family households. For multiple-
family households, the presence of 
additional household members may 
make it challenging to obtain enough 
bedrooms to house them suitably. 
For lone-parent households, which 
are predominantly single-income 
households, it may be more difficult for 
many of them to afford dwellings with 
more bedrooms, compared to couple 
families which are more likely to be 
dual-income earners.

One-person households have the 
highest rates of right-sizing, as over 
three-fifths (61.1%) of one-person 
households were right-sized in 2016. 
Much of this right-sizing depends on the 
modified definition that considers one-
person households to be right-sized 
if they are living in one-bedroom units 
(see Sidebar: Are One-Bedroom Units 
Occupied by One Person Right-Sized 
or Overhoused? on page 37). Two-
or-more person non-family households 
and lone-parent families also have 
high rates of right-sizing, with 54.1% 
and 43.5% of them right-sizing in 2016 
respectively.

Figure 16: Percent of Underhoused Households by Households Type, 2016

Figure 15: Percent of Households by Household Type and Suitability, 1996, 2006 & 2016



profile TORONTO - 49Chapter 6. Toronto Housing Suitability by Household and Dwelling Characteristics (1996-2016)

There are also large numbers of 
overhoused couple families, both with 
and without children. In 2016, 45.7% 
of couple families with children were 
overhoused compared to the higher 
69.3% of couple families without children. 
Conversely, 20.3% of couple families with 
children were underhoused compared 
with 1.3% of couple families without 
children. As a group, households with 
children therefore have lower rates 
of overhousing, and higher rates of 
underhousing than households without 
children.

Housing Suitability by Tenure
The rates of right-sizing for renter and 
owner households have both increased 
over the study period, with renter 
households increasing more than owners. 
In 2016, about three fifths (62.5%) of 
renter households were right-sized 
compared to about one quarter (27.5%) 
of owners (see Figure 18). The high 
rates of right-sizing among renters also 
represent many households living alone 
in one-bedroom units.

Underhousing occurs significantly more 
in households that rent than those that 
own. Almost a fifth of renters (18.6%) 
were found to be underhoused in 2016, 
whereas for owners this rate was a 
much lower 6.3%. Nearly 100,000 renter 
households were underhoused in 2016 
compared with 37,010 underhoused 
owner households (see Figure 17 and 
Table 28 in Appendix A), a ratio of 2.6 to 1.

In 2016, approximately two thirds (66.2%) 
of owner households were overhoused, 
compared to a little less than one 
fifth (18.9%) of renter households. As 
discussed in Chapter 4, the 2015 average 
household incomes of owners were 
significantly higher than those of renters. 
It follows that renters may be less able to 
afford to acquire more space than they 
require as per this bulletin’s definition of 
suitability. Owners may be more able to 
select their dwelling to serve their housing 
needs over a longer timeframe, and thus 
may deliberately acquire more space than 
required at that time.

Figure 17: Number of Households by Tenure and 
Suitability, 1996-2016

Figure 18: Percent Share of Households by Tenure 
and Suitability, 1996-2016
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The higher rates of overhousing in 
owner households compared to 
younger households may also be 
indicative of older households that 
are empty-nesters. Figure 17 on page 
49 showed that in 2016 there were 
almost 389,000 owner households who 
were overhoused. Figure 19 provides 
a breakdown of these overhoused 
owner households by age of PHM, 
showing higher rates of overhousing for 
older owner households than younger 
owner households. Over two-thirds 
of the owner households aged 50-69 
were overhoused; this rate increases 
to 83.2% for owner households aged 
70 and over. Figure 19 also provides 
the same breakdown for the 99,000 
overhoused renter households in 
2016, showing that renter households 
also had higher rates of overhousing 
in older versus younger households. 
These trends indicates that overhousing 
occurs more in owner households, 
and given that older households have 
higher rates, empty-nesting may be 
one reason for these higher rates of 
overhousing. It is notable that the 
rates of overhousing in older owner 
households are about three times 
higher than in older renter households.

Housing Suitability by Dwelling 
Type
Dwelling types have been categorised 
into three groups referred to as houses 
and low-rises, row/townhouses and 
mid/high rises. See Dwelling Types in 
Chapter 2 for an explanation of what 
dwelling types are in each group.

The absolute number of underhoused 
households declined in houses and 
low-rises and row/townhouses between 
1996 and 2016; however, the number 
in mid/high-rise units held steady (see 
Figure 20 on page 51 and Table 29 in 
Appendix A). Proportionally, households 
living in each of the three dwelling type 
categories were overhoused more 
and underhoused less in 2016 than in 
1996 (see Figure 21 on page 51). 
Households in houses and low-rises 
were right-sized slightly less in 2016 
than in 1996 by 5,785 households. The 
opposite was true for those in mid/high-
rise units, which increased by 112,790 
right-sized households, an increase of 
61.3%.

Figure 19: Percent Share of Owner and Renter Households that are 
Overhoused, by Age of PHM, 2016



profile TORONTO - 51Chapter 6. Toronto Housing Suitability by Household and Dwelling Characteristics (1996-2016)

Figure 20: Number of Households by Dwelling Type and Suitability, 1996-2016

Figure 21: Percent Share of Households by Dwelling Type and Suitability, 1996-2016
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Overhousing increased overall over 
the last 20 years. Overhousing rose 
by 63,460 households or 22.9% in 
houses and low-rises, and by 51,805 
households or 86.8% in mid/high-rise 
units. Underhousing declined in all three 
dwelling types. Overall, this represents 
a considerable improvement in housing 
suitability over the 1996-2016 period for 
all three dwelling type categories.

Almost two thirds of the 134,820 
underhoused households are in a mid/
high-rise units (62.9%) and 31.5% are in 
houses and low-rises (see Figure 22). 
The rate of underhousing was higher in 
mid/high rise dwellings than in houses 
and low-rise and in row/townhouses. 
In 2016, 17.2% of all mid/high-rise 

households were underhoused 
compared to 7.6% of households living 
in houses and low-rises.

The rate of overhousing was higher for 
houses and low-rises (61.1%) and row/
townhouses (57.8%) when compared 
with mid/high-rises (22.6%). The 
underhousing and overhousing rates 
for row/townhouses were consistently 
in between the rates of houses and 
low-rises and mid/high-rises for each 
Census year. These trends suggest that 
housing suitability and dwelling types 
are closely linked; however, the trends 
in suitability are related to many other 
factors. Identifying those factors is the 
subject of this research.

Figure 22: Percent of Underhoused Households and Dwelling Type, 
2016

Figure 23: Number of Households (000s) by Suitability and Number of 
Bedrooms, 2016
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Housing Suitability by Number 
of Bedrooms
Recognising that dwellings with no 
bedrooms (studios) or one bedroom 
cannot be overhoused, all other 
households living in dwellings with two 
or more bedrooms right-sized less, 
overhoused more, and underhoused 
less proportionally in 2016 than in 1996 
(see Figure 24). Notable too are the 
increases to the number of overhoused 
households in two-, three-, and four-or-
more-bedroom dwellings, indicating 
that overhousing is increasing in 
dwellings of all sizes (see Figure 23 on 
page 52 and Table 30 in Appendix A).

There has been a significant increase in 
the number of right-sized one-bedroom 
dwellings. In 2016, there were more 
right-sized households living in one-
bedroom dwellings (262,500) than in 
any other bedroom type. In contrast, 
the number of right-sized households 
living in three-bedroom and four-or-
more-bedroom dwellings has remained 
relatively unchanged over the twenty 
year period. This may be the case 
because the number of three-or-more 
person households has grown by only 

31,110 between 1996 and 2016.24 The 
significant increase in the number of 
right-sized one-bedroom dwellings 
is largely attributed to the increase in 
persons living alone in these dwelling 
types (see Sidebar: Are One-Bedroom 
Units Occupied by One Person Right-
Sized or Overhoused? on page 37).

The Census reported fewer dwellings 
with no bedrooms in 2016 than in 1996, 
and resulting decreases were observed 
to both the numbers of underhoused 
and right-sized households.

Underhousing occurred most among 
households with one or two bedrooms 
in 2016. While there has been a 
decline in the number of underhoused 
households in Toronto overall, there has 
been a slight increase in underhoused 
households living in two-bedroom units. 
One- and two-bedroom dwelling units 
in 2016 were found to accommodate 
both the most underhoused and right-
sized households. The same bedroom 
types are occupied by a wide range 
of household types and sizes, some 
who fit better than others. See Sidebar: 
Housing Families Suitably on page 
54 for more information.

Figure 24: Percent of Households by Suitability and Number of Bedrooms, 2016
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Housing Families Suitably
Eradicating underhousing such that there is a 0% underhousing rate is 
impractical, as there will always be households whose preference it is to be 
underhoused by this bulletin’s definition, in addition to those households 
who are underhoused not by choice but by necessity (e.g. due to housing 
costs). When examining suitability by bedroom types, households in 
four-or-more-bedroom dwellings have the greatest opportunity to be 
suitably housed. In 2016, households who occupied dwellings with four 
or more bedrooms had the lowest underhousing rates, at just under 5% 
(see Figure 20). Their 5% underhousing rate can therefore be said to 
represent the minimum acceptable rate of underhousing that may always 
exist in the household stock. By applying a 5% minimum threshold rate of 
underhousing, it is possible to measure what types of housing units (by 
number of bedrooms) would be required to make up reported shortfalls 
for family households. In this example, the shortfall of one bedroom 
experienced by underhoused family households is explored.

In 2016, there were 116,730 underhoused family households. The majority 
of these underhoused family households, almost 90,000, had a shortfall 
of one bedroom. These 90,000 households reside in dwellings with a range 
of bedrooms, from no bedrooms to four or more bedrooms. If all but 5% 
of these family households were to gain the one extra bedroom they need, 
and therefore no longer have a shortfall, what bedroom type units, and how 
many, would be in highest demand to facilitate this upgrade?

The analysis shows that the majority of family households with one bedroom 
shortfalls reside in two-bedroom units and one-bedroom units. As shown in 
Figure 25, it follows therefore that three-bedroom units would be in highest 
demand, followed by two-bedroom units, to right-size these shortfalls. 
The results of this analysis underline the importance of ensuring that 
multi-bedroom units continue to be supplied so that family households (in 
particular) have a diverse mix of housing to choose from to more suitably 
house themselves, should that be their preference.

Figure 25: Units by Bedroom Type Required to Right-Size Underhoused 
Family Households with a One-Bedroom Shortfall, 2016

Note: Family households include couples with children, couples without 
children, lone-parent families and multiple-family households.
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Housing Suitability by Period of 
Construction
The proportion of right-sized households 
is higher in more recent periods of 
construction, ranging from 36.1% before 
1960 to 55.9% in 2016 (see Figure 27). 
This may in part be explained by the 
growing numbers of one-bedroom 
dwellings occupied by one person, 
particularly when one considers that 43% 
of all dwellings built between 2001 and 
2016 were one-bedroom units.25

The largest number of dwellings occupied 
by underhoused households were built 
in the 1960s and 1970s. As illustrated by 
Figure 26 and Table 31 in Appendix A, 
there were also more units in the housing 
stock built in the 1960s and 1970s than 
there were for later periods, which may 
have contributed to these higher volumes. 
However, as a percentage share of total 
dwellings by period, there is a notably 
higher percentage share of dwellings 
constructed between 1961 and 2000 that 
house underhoused households compared 
to older and more recent periods. This trend 
occurs despite the decline in total stock 
built from 1981 to 2000, suggesting that 
housing suitability is linked more to how the 
dwellings are being occupied rather than to 
the volume of housing built.

Dwellings built during this 1961 to 2000 
period are also less expensive than in the 
periods preceding and following them. The 
early 1960s also heralded the apartment 
block construction boom in Toronto, to 
house the large population growth of the 
post-war economic boom. This type of 
housing stock has been subsequently 
protected by rental regulation measures, 
and median shelter costs are typically 
lower for dwellings built in this era (see 
Figure 28 on page 56), which suggests a 
correlation between underhousing, housing 
cost, income and affordability. This also 
indicates that underhoused households 
are more likely to occupy this stock despite 
this housing being less expensive. In other 
words, lower shelter costs is a necessary 
condition to reducing underhousing, but 
not a sufficient condition in and of itself: 
a combination of factors explains the 
persistence of underhousing.

Figure 26: Number of Households by Suitability and 
Period of Construction, 2016

Figure 27: Percent of Households by Suitability and 
Period of Construction, 2016
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Figure 28: Median Shelter Cost by Period of Construction (in 2015 Dollars), 2016

Figure 29: Number and Percent of Dwellings by Dwelling Type and Period of 
Construction, 2016
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The largest numbers of overhoused 
households were also residing in older 
dwellings, with more than 200,000 
overhoused households living in 
dwellings built before 1961, accounting 
for two fifths (41.4%) of all overhoused 
households in Toronto. This pre-1961 
overhousing may be related to the fact 
that 53.1% of all houses and low-rises 
were built during this time (see Figure 
29 on page 56). As a percentage 
share, 55.6% of households in dwellings 
built before 1961 were overhoused. This 
rate has declined steadily to 34.1% in 
2016. This trend mirrors the increased 
amount of right-sizing over time due 
to increasing numbers of one-person 
households living in one-bedroom units.

Summary of Trend Analysis
The table shown in Figure 30 ranks the 
household and dwelling characteristics 
for each of the three suitability 
categories by number of households. 
This identifies in greater detail the 
characteristics that have a higher 
propensity to be underhoused, right-
sized or overhoused in 2016.

The results of the below summary table 
and time series analysis are presented 
in Table 1 on page 58.

Figure 30: Ranked Household and Dwelling Characteristics, by Suitability, 2016
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Key Findings
This chapter identified that 
underhousing occurs at a higher rate 
among larger households, among 
family households (particularly those 
with children), among households 
occupying mid/high-rise units, 
among renters and among younger 
households. These underhoused 
households are a primary focus of 
this bulletin, as they represent a more 
vulnerable subset of the housing 
population, and understanding 
their needs has implications for the 
policy interventions to address these 
issues. To better understand how 

concentrated underhousing is among 
households with more than one of 
these characteristics, the next chapter 
presents a more in-depth analysis of 
underhoused households by examining 
how multiple characteristics associated 
with underhousing intersect.

Additionally, this research has illustrated 
how overhousing occurs at a higher 
rate among older households, among 
owner households and in households 
occupying houses and low-rises. The 
numbers and locations of overhoused 
households are an additional focus of 
the bulletin, as trends in overhousing 

have implications for growth 
management and planning for existing 
and future populations. Understanding 
more about the magnitude of the 
present-day housing stock occupied 
by overhoused households informs 
growth management policy direction, as 
there is potential for additional capacity 
to accommodate population growth in 
these dwellings in the future as older 
households are ultimately succeeded 
by younger and potentially larger 
households on average. Chapter 10, 
Chapter 11, and Chapter 12 discuss 
these concepts in further detail.

Table 1: Summary of Key Findings of Toronto’s Housing Suitability, by Household and 
Dwelling Characteristics, 2016

UNDERHOUSED RIGHT-SIZED OVERHOUSED

Age of PHM
Underhoused households were 
more typically headed by those 
younger than 50 years of age.

Right-sized households were 
more commonly headed by 
older persons (50 and over).

Overhoused households were 
more commonly headed by older 
persons (50 and over).

The rate of overhousing is higher 
for older households than younger 
households and has been 
increasing across all age groups.

Household 
Type

Underhoused households were 
more likely to have children than to 
not. Lone-parent households had 
higher rates of underhousing than 
couples with children.

Persons living alone right-
sized the most.

Couples without children had the 
highest rates of overhousing.

Tenure
Underhousing occurs more in 
households that rent versus 
households that own.

Right-sizing occurs more in 
households who rent.

Overhousing occurs more in 
households who own than 
households that rent.

Dwelling 
Type

The majority of underhoused reside 
in mid/high-rise dwellings.

The majority of right-sized 
reside in mid/high-rise 
dwellings

The majority of overhoused 
households reside in houses and 
low-rise dwellings.

Bedroom
Underhousing was most prevalent 
in one- and two-bedroom dwellings.

Right-sizing occurs more in 
one-bedroom dwellings.

Overhousing occurs most in 
three-bedroom dwellings. Rates 
of overhousing are higher in 
dwellings with more bedrooms.

Period of 
Construction

Rates of underhousing were highest 
among dwellings built between 
1961 and 2000.

Rates of right-sizing were 
highest among dwellings built 
between 1961 and 2000.

Households in dwellings built 
before 1961 overhoused the most, 
both in terms of rates and absolute 
numbers.
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7. A Look Further at 
Underhousing
The purpose of this chapter is to 
examine further the characteristics 
of households that are experiencing 
underhousing in greater depth based 
on the preceding analysis. The initial 
findings present further hypotheses 
that will be explored via the following 
questions:

• To what extent are larger 
households underhoused more?

• To what extent is the rate of 
underhousing related to the 
number of children in a household?

• Do underhoused families with 
children live in mid/high-rise units 
at higher rates than other dwelling 
types?

• Do families with children right-size 
more in mid/high-rise units or in 
houses and low-rises?

• Are underhoused families with 
children in mid/high-rises more 
often headed by a younger PHM?

• How does the rate of underhousing 
vary by the period of construction in 
mid/high-rise dwellings?

Figure 31: Proportion of Households by Suitability, Household Size and Household 
Type, 2016*

* Some household type and size combinations are not shown in the chart as they had counts of 0. For example, couples with children 
cannot have fewer than three people by definition. One-person households that occupy private dwellings cannot live in unsuitable 
housing according to this bulletin's suitability definition.
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To what extent are larger 
households underhoused 
more?
For all household types in 2016, 
higher underhousing rates are 
observed in households with more 
persons. Over 40% of all household 
types with five persons or more were 
categorised as underhoused (see 
Figure 31 on page 59 and Table 
32 in Appendix A). For lone-parent 
households and two-person or more 
non-family households, underhousing 
rates surpassed 50% in households 
with four or more persons. While 
the rates are higher, the sum of the 
underhoused households among those 
two household types with four or more 
persons are much smaller amounting 
to 17,285 households or 12.8% of all 
134,825 underhoused households (see 
Figure 32).

Lone-parent families with fewer than 
three persons right-size more, and 
overhoused less, than other family 
households. For family households, 
it is therefore not only the size of 
the household that affects housing 
suitability, but also the type of family 
household.

Larger lone-parent family households 
right-size less than any other 
household type. As discussed, more 
than half of lone-parent households are 
underhoused in households with four or 
more persons. This suggests that once 
the lone-parent household size reaches 
a threshold of four or more persons 
there are barriers to achieving suitability 
(likely related to income, housing costs 
and supply of larger dwelling types).

Figure 32: Underhousing by Household Size and Type, 2016*

* Some household type and size combinations are not shown in the chart as they had counts of 0. For example, couples with children 
cannot have fewer than three people by definition. One-person households that occupy private dwellings cannot live in unsuitable 
housing according to this bulletin's suitability definition and are therefore not shown.
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To what extent is the rate of 
underhousing related to the number 
of children in a household?
Knowing more about larger households 
and suitability rates, the following section 
categorises the family household types 
into groupings organised by the estimated 
number of children, to directly compare 
the number of children in underhoused 
households by underhousing rates. Family 
households with children refer to couple 
family with children and lone-parent family 
households. Multiple-family households are 
excluded from this analysis as the number 
of children in these households cannot be 
estimated from the Census descriptions. See 
Sidebar.

One-Child Households: In 2016, there 
were 12,640 underhoused three-person 
couple family households with children (i.e. 
typically two adults and one child) and 11,210 
underhoused two-person lone-parent family 
households (i.e. one adult and one child). 
This equates to 13.2% of all households with 
one child being underhoused in 2016. These 
23,850 households equate to 17.6% of all 
134,825 underhoused households.

Multiple-Child Households: In 2016, 
underhousing was higher in family households 
with two or more children than in one-child 
households. In 2016, a combined total of 
35,300 households with two children were 
underhoused, representing 22.0% of the total 
number of family households with two children 
and 26.2% of all underhoused households. For 
family households with three or more children, 
the underhousing rate increases to 47.6%, for a 
total of 40,705 underhoused family households 
with three of more children. The analysis shows 
that underhousing rates are higher when the 
number of children that reside in a family are 
higher, with almost half of all family households 
with three or more children being underhoused 
in 2016.

When the same rates are compared for lone-
parent to couple with children households, 
the underhousing rates for lone-parents are 
significantly higher than for couple family with 
children households (see Figure 33). This 
indicates that in addition to the total number 
of children, suitability rates vary depending on 
the parental structure of family households.

Number of Children in Underhoused 
Households
The number of ‘children’ residing in underhoused households 
can be estimated by comparing the size of the household, 
measured in persons, to the household type. For example, a 
three person lone-parent household would typically equal to two 
children and one adult.

‘Children’ in this instance refers to the parent-child relationship 
and not age, and consequently includes adult ‘children’ of any 
age living with their parents.

In 2016, it is estimated that at least 166,165 ‘children’ resided in 
underhoused households. These households include ‘couple 
family with children’ and ‘lone-parent family’ household types.

This equates to at least one in four of Toronto’s total ‘children’ 
being underhoused. As this estimate excludes any children 
living in multiple-family households, the count is likely higher 
than 166,165.

Figure 33: Rates of Underhousing for Lone 
Parents, Couple Family with Children 
Households and Combined Rates for both 
Household Types, 2016

Note: Excludes children living in multiple-family households.
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Figure 34: Number of Households by Suitability, Dwelling Type and Household Type, 
2016
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Do underhoused families with 
children live in mid/high-rise 
units at higher rates than other 
dwelling types?
Planning for underhoused families with 
children in mid/high-rise units continues 
to be important, as these households 
are living in mid/high-rise units more 
than in other dwelling types. Almost half 
(46.6%) of underhoused households 
in mid/high-rise units are couples with 
children households, despite the fact 
that couples with children account for 

only 16.6% of all households in mid/
high-rise units (see Figure 35). This 
amounts to 39,565 underhoused couple 
with children households living in mid/
high-rises (see Figure 34 on page 62 
and Table 33 in Appendix A).

Another 30.3% or 25,745 underhoused 
households in mid/high-rise are lone-
parent households, despite the fact 
that lone-parent families only make 
up 11.6% of all households in mid/
high-rise units. Collectively, these two 
household types equate to 65,310 

underhoused households with children 
living in mid/high-rises units in 2016. In 
contrast, there are 29,065 underhoused 
households of these same household 
types living in houses and low-rises and 
5,480 households in row/townhomes. 
This shows that underhoused families 
with children do live in more mid/
high-rise dwellings than in the other 
two dwelling types combined. Of 
all underhoused households with 
children in 2016, approximately two-
thirds (65.4%) resided in mid/high-rise 
dwellings, as shown in Figure 36.

Figure 36: Underhoused Households with Children by Dwelling Type, 2016

Figure 35: Proportion of Households by Suitability and Household Type in Mid/High-
Rises, 2016

Note: Households with children refer to couple family with children and lone-parent family households.
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Do families with children right-
size more in mid/high-rise units 
or in houses and low-rises?
As shown in the previous section, non-
family households make up 61.4% of 
right-sized households and 52.5% of 
overhoused households in mid/high-
rise units (see Figure 35 on page 63). 
Second to non-family households are 
couples without children households 
who account for 39.9% of overhoused 
and 16.3% of right-sized households 
in mid/high-rise units. These rates 
contrast with the lower right-sizing and 
overhousing rates (all less than 12.4%) 
for all other household types that 
include children living in mid/high-rises 
units.

Aside from the rates, it should be noted 
that there are over twice as many 
households without children living in 
mid/high-rises than households with 
children in mid/high-rises (see Table 
33 in Appendix A). As there are many 
more households without children in 
mid/high-rise units, the occupancy 
and suitability rates suggest that mid/

high-rise units tend to meet the needs 
of households without children more 
than the needs of household types with 
children. These occupancy rates also 
reflect self-selection, whereby family 
households with children may not 
consider mid/high rise units if they have 
the choice of other dwelling types.

Some families with children are able 
to obtain exactly as much housing as 
they need in the form of mid/high-rise 
housing. Couples with children and 
lone-parent households account for 
notable proportions of right-sized mid/
high-rise dwellers, with 12.4% and 9.6% 
of the share respectively (see Figure 35 
on page 63). This equates to 65,255 
family with children households that 
were right-sized in mid/high-rise units in 
2016. These results suggest that mid/
high-rise units can meet the needs of 
some families with children, from the 
perspective of this bulletin’s definition 
of suitability. However, as discussed 
earlier, households with more children 
have higher rates of underhousing than 
those with fewer children (see Figure 
33 on page 61). As discussed in the 

Figure 37: Proportion of Households by Suitability and Household Type in Houses and 
Low-Rises, 2016
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review of housing occupancy trends 
in Chapter 4, many mid/high-rise units 
built in recent years were one-bedroom 
units.

The findings show lower rates of right-
sizing for families with children in mid/
high-rises relative to other household 
types. This finding, coupled with the 
recent construction of significant 
proportions of one-bedroom units in 
mid/high-rises, outwardly suggests that 
recently-built mid/high-rise units may be 
less likely to meet the suitability needs 
of households with children. However, 
this does not appear to be the case, 
as will be seen in the discussion of 
the suitability rates of households by 
dwelling types for recent periods of 
construction on page 66.

Houses and Low-Rises: More 
families with children households 
are right-sized in houses and low-
rises (78,025) than in mid/high-rise 
dwellings (65,255) (see Figure 34 on 
page 62). This finding is expected 
given that houses and low-rises have 
a larger average square footage and 
contain more bedrooms on average 

than mid/high-rise units. There were 
54,510 right-sized couples with children 
and 23,515 right-sized lone-parent 
families in houses and low-rises in 2016, 
accounting for 31.2% and 13.5% of 
right-sized households in this dwelling 
type (see Figure 37 on page 64). This 
amounts to more than 78,000 family 
with children households that were 
right-sized in houses and low-rise units 
in 2016.

Are underhoused families with 
children in mid/high-rises more 
often headed by a younger 
PHM?
Underhousing of families with 
children in mid/high-rises is 
concentrated in the two middle age 
groups aged 35 to 49 and 50 to 69. In 
2016, a quarter (24.6%) of the 84,846 
underhoused households in mid/
high-rise units were couple families 
with children with a PHM aged 35-49 
years (20,855 households, see Table 
34 in Appendix A and Figure 38). Lone-
parent households aged 35-49 (10,910) 
accounted for 12.9% of the 

Figure 38: Number of Underhoused Households in Mid/High-Rise Units by Household 
Type and Age of PHM, 2016
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underhoused households in mid/high-
rise units. Couple families with children 
with a PHM aged 50-69 also accounted 
for 13.2% (11,195 households). This 
analysis suggests that while younger 
households (35-49) with children are 
highly represented in mid/high-rises, 
there are also significant numbers of 
older households with children who 
are residing in mid/high-rises. See the 
Sidebar: Adult Children Living at Home 
for more discussion on this topic.

How does the rate of 
underhousing vary by the 
period of construction in mid/
high-rise dwellings?
The majority of the recently-built units 
in the city are mid/high-rise units, the 
average physical size of which has 
declined steadily since 1996 as outlined 
in Chapter 4. Based on the research 
outlined in this bulletin, mid/high-rise 
units have higher rates of underhousing 
than other dwelling types. However, 

underhousing occurs more in older 
housing stock than newer housing 
stock. At the outset, this seems to 
suggest that the mid/high-rise units built 
in recent years are being occupied by 
households that fit the stock better. This 
section examines the suitability rates 
of the mid/high-rise dwelling by their 
period of construction to compare rates 
of underhousing in recently built mid/
high-rise units compared to older ones. 
A comparison of the suitability rates 
of household types in recently built 
dwellings is also provided.

The more recently a mid/high-rise 
apartment was built, the more likely 
it is to be suitable for its occupants 
who have recently moved in. This is 
illustrated by the lower underhousing 
rate (10.4%) and higher right-sizing 
rate (65.8%) observed for the 2001 to 
2016 period of construction compared 
to all other periods (see Figure 39 and 
background Table 35 in Appendix A). 
This trend may appear counterintuitive, 

Adult Children Living 
at Home
Adult children who live at 
home are likely contributing to 
high levels of underhousing 
observed in the older 
households.

The number of adults aged 
18 and over living with their 
parents in Toronto has grown 
from 259,325 in 1996 to 331,190 
in 2016, an increase of 27.7%. 
Based on their age, one would 
anticipate that many of these 
adult children live with parent(s) 
aged 50-69. As a result, 
households in the 50-69 age 
group may be experiencing 
underhousing at new levels due 
in part to their adult children 
remaining in, or returning to, 
the family home. The decisions 
of younger persons therefore 
affect occupancy and housing 
suitability rates across all age 
groups, and not just their own.

Once a child turns eighteen 
they are required to have their 
own bedrooms to meet the 
suitability definition used in this 
bulletin. In practical terms, this 
means that the same family 
home that was once suitable 
for younger children may no 
longer be suitable once that 
child reaches adulthood and 
continues to reside there.

Figure 39: Percent of Households in Mid/High-Rise Units 
by Suitability and Period of Construction, 2016
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given that newer units tend to be 
smaller in square footage on average 
than are older units. One potential 
explanation is that occupants of a newly 
constructed unit will have moved in 
recently and therefore have chosen 
it based on the current composition 
of the household. This does not 
necessarily mean that new mid/high-
rise units are generally better able to 
meet the needs of households than 
older units, especially when new units 
are becoming smaller in size over 
time. These smaller units are satisfying 
a segment of market demand; they 
appeal to the households that choose 
them.

It is also possible that the smaller size of 
the new mid/high-rise units may deter 
households that are larger or expect 
to become larger from considering 

these units in the first place, due to 
their inadaptability. The size and layout 
of units affects occupancy; not all 
one-bedroom units, for example, are 
equal. Older mid/high-rise apartments 
built prior to 2001 are generally less 
expensive as discussed earlier, and 
larger in physical size, and therefore 
underhoused households with lower 
household income may purposely seek 
out these older units as they offer more 
space and potential for adaptability if 
the household should grow.

The low rate of underhousing (10.4%) 
for total households living in mid/
high-rise apartment dwellings 
constructed between 2001 and 
2016 does not mean there are low 
rates of underhousing across all 
households living in them, or that 
it is a rate that will be sustained.

Examining the household types and 
suitability rates for mid/high-rise 
dwellings built in all periods prior to 
2011 shows how almost half (49.1%) 
of all couple with children households 
and 45.1% of lone-parent households 
were underhoused (see Figure 40). 
This contrasts with the rates observed 
in dwellings built more recently (2011 
to 2016), where right-sizing rates were 
higher and underhousing rates lower 
for all household types. These higher 
right-sizing rates again serve to illustrate 
how the households who moved during 
that five-year period selected dwellings 
to suit their compositions when they 
moved. However, this does not signify 
that these lower underhousing rates will 
be sustained, but only that they were 
suitable for those households based on 
the composition of households seeking 
housing at that time.

Figure 40: Percent Share of Households in Mid/High-Rise Units by Household Type, All 
Periods of Construction Before 2011 vs. 2011 to 2016 Period of Construction, 2016
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8. What are some 
potential causes of, and 
solutions for, involuntary 
housing mismatch?
The number of households that are 
underhoused in Toronto does not paint 
a complete picture of the latent demand 
for housing units with more bedrooms. 
It does not include those who decided 
to obtain larger housing elsewhere, 
but who would prefer to live in Toronto 
if such housing were available within 
their preferred size and price range. 
It also does not identify households 
that would prefer to grow in size but 
for which to do so would result in them 
being underhoused. Thirdly, it excludes 
potential households that people 
would like to form but have decided 
not to, such as young adults who have 
decided to remain in their parents’ 
homes for the time being. Similarly, 
the number of households that are 
overhoused does not reveal how many 
overhoused households would prefer 
to right-size but cannot find available 
or affordable housing, as opposed 
to those who would prefer to remain 
overhoused.

It is difficult to plan for the potential 
future trends in housing without 
exploring the preferences, motivations 
and constraints of the current 
occupants. This chapter provides 
some explanations for why people 
may choose to live in the households 
and dwellings they do, and why they 
may choose to be underhoused or 
overhoused. It distinguishes between 
involuntary under- and overhousing 
– those households that would prefer 
to right-size but are unable to – and 
those who elect to be mismatched. 
This chapter also explores some of the 
initiatives the City has undertaken that 
may help alleviate involuntary housing 
mismatch.

Housing decisions and 
motivations
Before discussing why a household 
may be under- or overhoused, it is 
important to first establish some of 
the fundamental reasons why people 
and households move. This section 
begins by discussing the results of 
the Canadian Housing Survey (CHS), 
providing insights into the motivating 
factors of those households who have 
moved or are likely to move soon. The 
discussion then turns to identifying 
characteristics or circumstances that 
correlate with mobility. The section 
ends by introducing the concept 
of the housing life-cycle, which is 
essentially the flow of people and 
households through different household 
compositions and housing stock as 
they age. Together, these discussions 
provide insight into the decisions and 
factors that influence the movement of 
households.

The Canadian Housing Survey (CHS) 
is a new survey performed by Statistics 
Canada and sponsored by CMHC that 
will run biennially until 2028. The 2018 
survey provides insights into dwelling 
and neighbourhood satisfaction, 
first-time homebuyers, and housing 
affordability, as well as many other 
important dwelling and household 
characteristics.

The survey asks questions that are 
not covered by the Census, including 
questions about respondents’ 
motivation for moving. The 2018 
Canadian Housing Survey results for 
the city of Toronto confirm that the 
motivations of younger households 
to move differ from those of older 
households. Younger households 
are predominantly looking for larger 
housing, an opportunity for home 
ownership, and to accommodate a new 
and growing family (see Figure 41 on 
page 69 and Table 36 in Appendix 
A). Older households are instead 
predominantly motivated by the need to 
reduce housing costs, a change in the 
size of a household and to be closer to 
family.



profile TORONTO - 69Chapter 8. What are some potential causes of, and solutions for, involuntary housing mismatch?

Many residential moves are preceded 
by some “push” factor – some event or 
circumstance that makes their current 
location less desirable or functional. 
For example, one study found that 
those who moved but had not intended 
to previously had experienced some 
kind of unexpected event.26 Clarke 
and Lisowski (2017) found in one 
longitudinal study that 35% of moves 
were preceded by a change in family 
composition, either from singlehood to 
couplehood or vice versa.27 Other push 
factors include the birth of children, 
which may necessitate a larger home, 
and low satisfaction with the dwelling 
and/or the neighbourhood, which if 
strong enough may overrule the costs 
of moving. Two other common events 
that Clarke and Lisowski found to 
precede a move were job changes 
and significant income increases.28 
A job change may make commuting 
impractical without a move, while a 
significant income raise may open up 
new housing possibilities

Conversely, the absence of a “push” 
factor is often associated with stability; 
being in a stable relationship, already 
having children, or being retired were 
found to negatively correlate with 
intentions to move.29 Akbari et al. (2020) 
found that high real estate costs in the 
GTA contributed to a general reluctance 
to move, even in the face of hypothetical 
large increases in commuting costs.30 
Many overhoused households may 
experience compelling reasons to stay 
put and an absence of strong push 
factors, and may therefore see no 
immediate reason to move.

Certain characteristics of household 
members also tend to be associated 
with mobility. For example, recent 
immigrants tend to move at higher rates 
than other households, which may 
reflect incremental changes as they 
adjust to their new county.31 Additionally, 
renters tend to move more than owners 
(see Figure 42 on page 70). Some 
renters may struggle to secure stable 

housing, as demonstrated by the 
movers who were forced to move in 
Figure 41, while others may choose 
to rent for the relative ease and lower 
transaction costs of vacating a rented 
unit compared to an owner-occupied 
dwelling unit. Non-permanent residents 
in particular tend to rent more often after 
moving as opposed to owning,32 as they 
may be in the process of establishing 
themselves or deciding where to settle.

Figure 41: Reasons for Moving in the Past Five Years by Age of Respondent, 2018

* By a landlord, a bank or other financial institution or the government. Responses may not sum to 100% as respondents were able to 
select multiple responses. Source: Statistics Canada, Canadian Housing Survey 2018, custom tabulation.
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Mobility is highest among young people 
and declines steadily with age (see 
Figure 43 on page 71). As Clark and 
Lisowski have stated, many young 
people are “making adjustments in 
where they want to live and whom they 
want to live with.”33 For many individuals 
as they move through life, mobility 
is associated with many of the push 
factors mentioned above, including 
cohabitation, marriage, the birth of a 
child, separation, divorce, and job and 
income changes. Of course, there can 
be great variability in the timing of such 
events in a person’s life, and many 
people never experience many of these 
events. However, when these events 
do occur, they tend to happen when 
people are younger. For example, the 
average age of first-time motherhood 
in Toronto was 30.1 in 2011.34 The 
average age of first marriage in Canada 
in 2008 (the most recent year for which 
such data is available) was 29.6 for 
women and 31.0 for men, while the 
average age of divorce was 41.9 and 
44.5, respectively.35 Rentership is also 
more prevalent among young people 
(see Figure 44 on page 71), which is 
associated with mobility as mentioned 
above.

A household move, therefore, is often 
tied to the stage of life of a person or 
household, and thus the housing they 
require to accommodate their needs at 

that time. An individual’s life-cycle can 
take many paths as children become 
adults, form households and enter old 
age, and they may be influenced by 
many of the household transition push 
factors described above throughout 
their lives. As we come to understand 
the complexity of household 
composition and the demands of 
households with different characteristics 
for different types of housing at different 
stages in their household life-cycle, 
we turn to focus on the housing stock 
that is sought and its turnover from one 
household to another, the composition 
of new housing supply, the demand 
for that housing, and the match and 
mismatch between demand and supply 
over time.

Life course theory tells us that, as 
individuals undergo various life-cycle 
transitions, their housing needs 
change. The same housing stock 
serves different households at different 
stages of their life-cycles. For example, 
as young couples have children, they 
may begin to demand larger housing 
units. The available supply of such 
housing depends both on the amount 
of housing that becomes available by 
other households leaving that housing, 
such as older households choosing to 
downsize, as well as the amount of new 
supply being built.

Figure 42: Percent of Households by Tenure and Mobility 
Status, 2016
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Figure 43: Percent of Households by Age of PHM and Mobility Status, 2016

Figure 44: Percent of Households by Age of PHM and Tenure, 2016
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This one scenario illustrates how the 
housing decisions of one segment 
of the population can have direct 
repercussions on the housing supply 
for another. It also represents some 
of the interactions within the complex 
problem of population growth and 
change versus supply at the time that 
Toronto has become built out and can 
no longer expand through greenfield 
development.

While eventually all of the housing 
occupied by older households will turn 
over at some point, the timing of the 
availability becomes a critical factor in 
how quickly the market responds and 
the timing of some segments of supply. 
Chapter 10 of the bulletin examines in 
further detail this exact timing issue, 
by estimating the future demand for 
housing by younger generations, and 
comparing the demand to the predicted 
timing and volume of housing turnover 
by older generations.

Why do people live in 
unsuitable housing?
Some of what the NOS considers to 
be unsuitable housing may not be 
considered as such by those living in 
these circumstances. Some cultures 
prefer larger families, and enjoy the 
social benefits that may come with living 
with extended family. 36 Additionally, 
first-generation immigrant women tend 
to have more children than Canadian-
born women; 61.8% of births in 
Toronto were to women born outside 
of Canada in 2012 versus 38.2% to 
Canadian-born despite the fact that 
only 52% of women in Toronto were 
born outside of Canada in 2011. 37,38 
Immigrants may also be more likely to 
live with extended family members in 
one household.39,40 In some cultures, 
particularly South Asian and Chinese 
communities, it is more common or 
preferable for children to continue 
living with their parents into adulthood 
compared to other cultures.41,42 All of 
these conditions could lead to larger 
household sizes and/or to bedroom 
sharing, which is correlated with 
underhousing as this bulletin defines it 

but not necessarily from the perspective 
of those households (see Sidebar: Adult 
Children Living at Home on page 66).

Some underhousing among immigrants 
or ethnic minority groups may be 
involuntary. Aboriginal, immigrant, 
refugee and racialized populations in 
Canada often experience higher rates 
of underhousing than the general 
population. 43,44,45 Recent immigrants 
may also rely on relatives for support 
if they have limited social networks 
and/or knowledge of local language 
and culture or if they are experiencing 
economic hardships.46 For example, 
nearly one in five newcomers surveyed 
in the Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants 
to Canada in the Toronto CMA lived in 
multiple-family households, which tend 
to have higher rates of underhousing 
as noted in Chapter 6. 47 In one 2014 
study, half of all surveyed families in 
aging rental buildings in Toronto were 
living in overcrowded conditions, and 
many of those families were immigrants 
or racialized.48 There is evidence that 
affordability challenges may account 
for at least some of the underhousing 
among these groups.49 For example, 
Hiebert et al. (2006) has associated the 
higher levels of overcrowding among 
immigrant households in the Toronto 
CMA compared to those in Vancouver 
and Montreal with the higher rents 
found in the Toronto area.50 Additionally, 
the shelter allowance for refugees via 
the Resettlement Assistance Program 
typically does not cover all rental costs, 
and 62.9% of recent refugees lived 
below the affordability standard in the 
Toronto CMA in 2016.51 Living in smaller 
and less expensive housing may be 
a way of mitigating these shelter cost 
challenges.

Other potential sources of involuntarily 
underhoused households include 
divorce, separation and women fleeing 
violence. A study on women leaving 
violent relationships found that almost 
all of the participants experienced 
poverty, which significantly limited 
their housing choices. What housing 
they found was often both unsuitable 
and unaffordable.52 The experiences 
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of these women speak to the need for 
housing that can be both affordable to 
a single income earner and suitable for 
a lone parent with children. This aligns 
with earlier findings (per Figure 15 on 
page 48) that lone-parent households 
have higher rates of underhousing 
than couple with children households. 
The typical high average rent and 
low vacancy rates of two-bedroom 
apartments in Toronto ($1,591 and 
1.3% in 2019, respectively)53 suggest 
that there is a need for more affordable 
and available housing for lone-parent 
families.

Additionally, for households that have 
been forced to leave their homes due 
to eviction, violence, or other reasons, 
many choose to double up with another 
family. Many prefer this to moving to a 
shelter, as often there are no shelters 
in their neighbourhood and they wish 
to maintain strong social ties to their 
community.54 While many households 
facing housing issues like overcrowding 
expect that these conditions will be 
temporary, a study on aging rental 
buildings in Toronto found that families 

that had several housing issues, such 
as being behind on their rent or living 
in units needing repairs, lived in their 
units longer than those that did not.55 
Discrimination by landlords and in 
the labour force often meant their 
circumstances became long-term.

The NOS is only one measure of 
underhousing, and a Western-centric 
model at that. Other models from 
around the world have different 
definitions of overcrowding, as 
discussed in Chapter 5. While the 
NOS can reveal households where 
underhousing may be involuntary, it 
cannot differentiate between those 
households that choose to have fewer 
than the optimum number of bedrooms 
to suit the household composition and 
those who have no choice. Attempts 
to address underhousing should aim 
to assist those who are involuntarily 
underhoused, while acknowledging the 
choices of those who may choose to 
be underhoused out of preference. The 
following section on affordability offers 
one approach to distinguish these two 
groups.

To what extent is underhousing 
related to affordability challenges?
To estimate how much underhousing is 
due to necessity rather than preference, 
this section examines how much of 
underhousing correlates with high 
shelter cost-to-income (STIR) ratios. 
The traditional benchmark for what is 
considered unaffordable is CMHC’s 
definition: spending 30% or more of 
income on housing.56

The majority of underhoused 
households spent an affordable 
share of their income on housing. Of 
the 134,825 underhoused households 
in Toronto, over 85,000 underhoused 
households paid less than 30% of their 
income on shelter in 2016, compared 
to 28,010 spending 30-49% and 
21,670 spending over 50% of their 
income on shelter (see Figure 45 and 
Table 37 in Appendix A). Against the 
STIR benchmark of CMHC, 49,680 
underhoused households are paying 
unaffordable shelter costs (30% or more 
of their income).

Figure 45: Number of Underhoused Households by Shelter-Cost-to-Income 
Ratio and Age of PHM, 2016
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These 49,680 households mean that 
4.5% of all households in Toronto 
are experiencing both suitability and 
affordability issues. And more than one 
third of underhoused households are 
experiencing affordability challenges. 
In 2016, 36.9% of all underhoused 
households spent an unaffordable 
amount (more than 30%) of their 
income on shelter (see Figure 46). 
For the remaining 63.1% who are 
paying affordable shelter costs, 
their underhousing could be due to 
preferences, or other non-voluntary 
reasons such as lack of available 
suitable units or discrimination by 
landlords as discussed above. It is also 
possible that some of these households 
have chosen to be underhoused to 
avoid spending more than 30% of their 
income on housing, or to spend less of 
their income on housing in general.

Affordability-related underhousing 
is more prevalent among younger 
households. Half (49.6%) of 
underhoused households aged 15-34 
paid more than 30% of their income on 
housing in 2016, meaning their housing 
was unaffordable. The ratio declines 
steadily with age, with only about 
one quarter (26.2%) of underhoused 
households aged 70 and over spending 
30% or more of their income on shelter. 
This trend reflects household income 
earning power and asset accumulation 
as younger households generally have 
not had as much time to advance in 
their employment careers and wealth 
accumulation. In addition, they may 
be forming households and obtaining 
housing at a time when housing 
costs are high (relative to when older 
generations may have last transacted in 
the market). The pattern indicates that 
underhousing is more likely to coincide 
with affordability challenges among 
younger households than among older 
ones.

Figure 46: Percent of Underhoused Households by Shelter Cost-to-Income 
Ratio and Age of PHM, 2016
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Households that are both 
underhoused and spending 30% 
or more of their income on shelter 
represent one measure of unmet 
demand for housing. These 49,680 
households may not have been able to 
trade off underhousing for affordability 
or vice versa. Figure 47 shows the 
percent of households living in housing 
that is both unsuitable and unaffordable 
by age of PHM. So while some 
households facing both underhousing 
and affordability challenges are not

actively seeking other accommodations, 
efforts should be made to ensure 
that these 49,680 households have 
the opportunity to seek affordable 
alternatives within the city. These 
households have a demand for housing 
that is currently unmet. Towards this 
effort, Chapter 11 will incorporate this 
measure of unmet demand into the 
estimate of the number, type and size 
of dwellings that may be needed in 
the future to accommodate population 
growth.

Figure 47: Percent of Households by Age of PHM and Combined Suitability and Shelter 
Cost-to-Income Ratio 2016
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Figure 48 on page 76 depicts this 
same measure of unmet demand by 
tenure. These tenure-specific ratios 
result in a more robust measure of 
unsuitability by tenure than the rates 
by age alone. The values in this figure 
will be used to calculate a measure of 
unmet demand by tenure in Chapter 11.

What is the City doing that 
might alleviate underhousing?
Where households are underhoused 
out of necessity rather than out of 
choice, that type of underhousing 
is involuntary. While there may be 
many systemic causes of involuntary 
underhousing that require attention, the 
focus and remit of this bulletin is land 
use planning analysis and planning 
interventions.

Between 2015 and 2019, an average 
of 18,325 residential units were 
completed annually, and there was a 
further eight to thirteen years’ supply 
of units in the 2019 Development 
Pipeline.57 Unfortunately, simply building 
a large supply of housing has not 
been sufficient to address involuntary 
underhousing, particularly when larger 
units have historically been in short 
supply. City Planning’s May 2020 
bulletin, ‘Condominiums: Two Decades 
of New Housing’ shows that from 2002-
2018, two- and three-bedroom units 
represented 32% and 4% (respectively) 
of the total of 186,094 condominium 
units registered in Toronto.58

Some newer planning initiatives may 
prove to address the problem more 
directly. Several newly-adopted 
Secondary Plans require a certain 
number of two-or-more-bedroom 
units to be built in new developments 
within their geographies. For example, 
the Downtown Plan and the Yonge-
Eglinton Secondary Plan both require 
that 40% of units in developments 
containing more than 80 new 
residential units in those geographies 
be provided in a combination of 
two- or three-bedroom units.59,60 
Several other plans have adopted 
similar requirements, including the 

ConsumersNext Secondary Plan, the 
Don Mills Crossing Secondary Plan, 
the Golden Mile Secondary Plan, the 
Keele-Finch Secondary Plan, and the 
Sherway Area Secondary Plan. In 2020, 
City Council adopted the final Growing 
Up: Planning for Children in New 
Vertical Communities Urban Design 
Guidelines, which encourage private 
developers to build family-friendly 
units.61

Other initiatives aim to tackle housing 
affordability challenges, which intersects 
with underhousing as reported in the 
previous section. As a non-profit owned 
by the City, Toronto Community 
Housing (TCH) is the largest social 
housing provider in Canada and the 
second largest in North America.62 Its 
core business is to provide clean, safe, 
well-maintained, affordable homes 
for residents. TCH provides homes to 
nearly 60,000 low and moderate-income 
households, housing 110,000 residents 
from many different backgrounds with 
a diversity in age, education, language, 
mental and physical disability, religion, 
ethnicity and race. TCH has 2,100 
buildings and 50 million square feet 
of residential space, which represent 
a $9 billion public asset. Through 
collaboration and with residents’ needs 
at the forefront, TCH connects residents 
to services and opportunities, and helps 
foster great neighbourhoods where 
people can thrive. TCH is the master 
developer for the revitalization of six 
communities (Regent Park, Lawrence 
Heights, Alexandra Park, Allenbury 
Gardens, 250 Davenport and Leslie 
Nymark) that will include 4,500 replaced 
or renovated Rent-Geared-to-Income 
rental units and 12,500 new market-rate 
condominiums.

The City’s Housing Now initiative63 will 
develop City-owned sites for affordable 
housing within mixed-income, mixed-
use, transit-oriented communities. At the 
time of reporting, Phases One and Two 
are expected to deliver up to 11,710 
new residential units, including up to 
4,320 affordable rental homes, on 17 
sites across the city. Program targets for 
the Housing Now Initiative include that 

all new market rental and ownership 
units are to be provided in accordance 
with the unit sizes set out in the Growing 
Up Guidelines.64

Inclusionary Zoning65 is a proposed 
policy and zoning framework that 
requires a certain percentage of 
affordable housing gross floor area in 
new residential developments, creating 
mixed-income housing. Municipalities 
can implement inclusionary zoning in 
Protected Major Transit Station Areas 
(PMTSAs) which are areas surrounding 
and including an existing or planned 
higher order transit station that have 
a detailed implementation framework 
in accordance with Section 16(15) of 
the Planning Act or in areas where a 
development permit system has been 
required by the Minister of Municipal 
Affairs and Housing.66

The Modular Housing Initiative aims 
to alleviate the most urgent form of 
underhousing, homelessness. This 
initiative is an innovative and cost-
effective way to build small-scale 
infill housing while providing a rapid, 
dignified response to connect people 
experiencing homelessness with 
homes and appropriate supports to 
help them achieve housing stability.67 
Modular housing, which is essentially 
prefabricated housing, is built off-site in 
a factory and transported to the site for 
assembly. City Council has approved 
the first two phase of the project that will 
create will create 250 modular homes 
on City-owned sites in 2020 and 2021.
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Expanding Housing Options in 
Neighbourhoods is a City of Toronto 
initiative to facilitate more low-rise 
housing in residential neighbourhoods 
to meet the needs of our growing 
city.68 The City is working to expand 
opportunities for “missing middle” 
housing forms in Toronto, ranging 
from duplexes to low-rise walk-up 
apartments. All of these housing types 
can be found in many parts of Toronto 
today, but they are also limited in where 
they can be newly built. Expanding 
Housing Options in Neighbourhoods 
is one solution among a range of 
City initiatives to increase housing 
choice and access and create a more 
equitable, sustainable city. Priority 
projects endorsed by Council to be 
advanced in 2020-2021 include:

• permitting new types of accessory 
housing such as garden suites and 
coach houses;

• allowing more residential units in 
forms compatible with existing 
houses, such as duplexes and 
triplexes, where they are currently 
not permitted; and

• zoning to allow more low-rise 
housing options on major streets.

As these initiatives are all either recently 
implemented or currently underway 
their impact is not yet known. City 
Planning will continue to monitor 
housing supply as well as the degree of 
over- and underhousing experienced by 
the city’s households.

Why do people live in housing 
with surplus bedrooms?
Similar to underhousing, some 
households choose to be underhoused 
and some have trouble finding 
housing that would allow them to 
right-size. There are many reasons 
why a household might prefer to 
remain overhoused. One reason why 
households may be overhoused is 
the household’s deliberate choice to 
use these bedrooms as home gyms, 
playrooms, guest rooms or home 
offices. The Census asked respondents 
to count all rooms originally designed 
as bedrooms, regardless of whether 
they were still used for that purpose.69 

With respect to the use of bedrooms 
as home offices, more than 7% of the 
population worked from home in 2016 
(see Figure 49).

In 2016, 55% of households aged 
50 and over were overhoused. One 
possible reason that many older 
persons continue living in a home with 
more bedrooms than they need as 
they age is the cost of moving, even 
to a smaller dwelling. A 2018 poll of 
Canadians aged 55 and over found that, 
of those not intending to downsize, 35% 
believed downsizing is too expensive 
and only 22% felt that the cost would 
be worth it.70 Moreover, 27% of those 
who had already downsized found it to 
be more expensive than they expected. 
About two-fifths (41%) of downsizers 
and those who planned to downsize 
stated that they would need the equity 

from their home to live comfortably as 
they age, suggesting that downsizing 
was a necessity for many rather than a 
preference.

The majority of households aged 
60 and above have paid off their 
mortgages (see Figure 50 on page 
79) or live in rental units that are 
subject to annual rent increase limits 
(see Figure 51 on page 79). (Note 
that rental units subject to annual rent 
increase limits in 2016 were those 
that were first built or occupied before 
November 1, 1991.)71 Many older 
households therefore benefit from 
relatively low or fixed costs of living, 
and downsizing may incur new or 
higher costs than what they experience 
currently. In general, people move less 
as they age, as discussed earlier in this 
chapter (see Figure 43 on page 71). 
Chapter 9 will estimate the extent to 
which older households have actually 
begun to downsize.

Furthermore, the general consensus 
in the literature is that most senior 
Canadians want to age in place.72 A 
recent survey by Mustel Group and 
Sotheby’s International Realty Canada 
of those aged 54 and over found that 
88% of respondents in the Toronto 
CMA want to live in their current 
neighbourhood as long as possible, 
while 86% want to live in their current 
dwelling as long as possible.73 Aging 
in place can allow senior adults to 
maintain social connections and 
independence, and the option is 

Figure 49: Percent of Population Who Worked from Home, 2016



profile TORONTO - 79Chapter 8. What are some potential causes of, and solutions for, involuntary housing mismatch?

Figure 50: Percent of Owner Households by Age of PHM and 
Presence of Mortgage, 2016

Figure 51: Percent of Renter Households by Age of PHM and 
Period of Construction, 2016
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becoming more practical to more older 
adults than in the past due to improved 
health and life expectancies.74 Home 
care and government supports such 
as the Senior Homeowners’ Property 
Tax Grant also allow many seniors with 
various health or financial concerns 
to remain in their homes.75 To support 
older adults’ abilities to remain in their 
community, city policy makers and 
builders need to ensure the provision 
of a balanced mix of dwelling types and 
sizes in communities across the city.

At all ages, there is also a certain 
portion of the population that values 
having more space, and that can afford 
to have it. In 2014, the Pembina Institute 
surveyed GTA homebuyers about the 
attributes they deemed most important 
when choosing where to live. Several of 
the top attributes were characteristics 
associated with overhousing, including 
14.6% who most valued living in a 
detached single-family home and 9.8% 
who valued a large or spacious house.76 

While there will always be some who 
want to have more bedrooms than 
they require according to the NOS as 
modified here, the greater concern is 
for older households that would prefer 
to downsize but that are unable to do 
so due to a lack of available units that 
they can afford. The latter group is 
the one that might benefit most from 
policies and programs that have a goal 
of ensuring that there is a sufficient 
diversity and range of housing to meet 
Torontonians’ needs.

What is the City doing that 
might alleviate overhousing?
From a planning perspective, solutions 
to involuntary overhousing, meaning 
those who wish to right-size but cannot, 
involve ensuring that there is sufficient 
affordable housing stock of the type that 
involuntary overhousers seek, in the 
areas they seek. There is little evidence 
in the literature about those who wish 
to downsize but cannot in Toronto. 
However, several new City initiatives aim 
to increase or maintain the housing 
supply and housing options, which may 
help address involuntary overhousing.

The HousingTO 2020-2030 Action 
Plan is the City’s blueprint for action 
across the full housing spectrum to 
address the City’s vast and growing 
housing needs. Two of its actions in 
particular could assist with right-sizing.

• City action #28 calls for 
development charges deferrals 
to non-profit long-term care (LTC) 
providers creating new LTC beds.77 
More LTC beds could help older 
adults to move from private to 
institutional housing, particularly 
for older adults who may currently 
be stuck in housing that no longer 
meets their needs because of a lack 
of available beds.

• City action #60 is to report on the 
feasibility of establishing a new 
Vacant Home Tax in 2020 with 
the revenues from that program 
being directed to support the City’s 
housing programs and initiatives.78 
The prime objective of the tax as 
a tool is to reduce the prevalence 
of residential properties left vacant 
that might otherwise be used 
to increase housing availability 
and affordability. Such a tax may 
encourage homeowners to sell 
surplus properties or rent them 
long-term instead of keeping 
them vacant or renting them out 
short-term. In December 2020, 
City Council recommended that 
implementation of a Vacant Home 
Tax commence in the 2022 taxation 
year.

Secondary Suites: On July 23, 
2018, City Council adopted Official 
Plan Amendment 418 to encourage 
the creation of second units, which 
are self-contained residential units 
subordinate (or ‘second’) to a primary 
dwelling in which both kitchen and 
bathroom facilities are provided.79 
Policy 3.2.1.10 was added to the Official 
Plan to encourage the increase the 
supply and availability of rental housing 
within neighbourhoods across the 
city through the provision of second 
suites.80 Recent zoning changes have 
been made to facilitate the creation of 
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additional housing supply and housing 
options across the city. Zoning by-law 
549-2019 was approved by Council in 
March 2019 to permit secondary suites 
as of right,81 which are self-contained 
living accommodation for an additional 
person or persons living together as 
a separate single housekeeping unit, 
in which both food preparation and 
sanitary facilities are provided for the 
exclusive use of the occupants of 
the suite, located in and subordinate 
to a dwelling unit. Secondary suites 
could help households to right-size 
by dividing their dwellings into two 
smaller units, provided that one unit is 
secondary to the primary dwelling.

Laneway Suites: On July 16, 2019, 
City Council adopted the Official Plan 
and Zoning By-law amendments 
permitting Laneway Suites in R, RD, 
RS, RT and RM zones under Zoning 
By-law 569-2013.82 A laneway suite is a 
self-contained residential unit located 
on the same lot as a detached house, 
semi-detached house, townhouse, or 
other low-rise dwelling. A laneway suite 
is typically located in the rear yard next 
to a public laneway and is generally 
smaller in scale and completely 
detached from the main house on the 
lot. Laneway housing could add to 
the supply of highly-desired low-rise 
housing in the city and might help those 
who want to age in place to remain in 
their neighbourhood.

Regulation of Short-Term Rentals: 
In December 2017 and January 2018, 
City Council approved the regulation 
of short-term rentals in Toronto. The 
zoning by-law amendments were 
subsequently appealed, and approved 
by the LPAT in November 2019. The 
amendments are now in effect. They 
introduce licensing and registration 
of short-term rental units, and restrict 
short-term rentals to a host’s primary 
private residence only. Entire residences 
can be rented short-term for up to 180 
nights a year, or up to three bedrooms 
in a unit can be rented for an unlimited 
number of nights. These restrictions 
may also cause some hosts to return 
some units to the market, especially for 

those hosts who have multiple short-
term rental units.

Regulation of Rental Housing 
Demolitions and Conversions: 
Since 2006, the City’s Official Plan 
has contained policies protecting 
against the demolition of affordable 
and mid-range rental housing without 
replacement, as well as the conversion 
of rental housing to condominium, 
through the planning approvals process 
where at least six rental dwelling units 
are being demolished/converted. 
The City regulates the demolition and 
conversion of rental housing through 
Chapter 667 of the Toronto Municipal 
Code, the City’s Rental Housing 
Demolition and Conversion Control By-
law, which requires anyone proposing 
to demolish or convert any part of a 
rental property containing six or more 
dwelling units to apply to the City for 
a Rental Housing Demolition and 
Conversion Permit. Together, Chapter 
667 and the City’s Official Plan housing 
policies aim to protect and replenish the 
existing rental stock.

Similar to the initiatives that may help 
alleviate underhousing, those that may 
alleviate overhousing by increasing 
housing options are also new. City 
Planning will continue to monitor 
housing supply as well as the degree of 
over- and underhousing experienced by 
the city’s households.
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9. Is there any evidence 
of older adults beginning 
to downsize within 
Toronto?
Chapter 5 established the extent of the 
housing mismatch in Toronto using 
suitability indicators. This chapter will 
examine the extent to which older adults 
have begun to right-size via downsizing, 
defined in this bulletin as moving from 
being overhoused to being right-sized 
at age 50 or older.

According to CMHC, “when seniors 
decide to move to accommodations 
that better meet their needs, in many 
cases, they vacate family sized 
home[s] and thus free-up units for 
younger generations.”83 It appears 
that at least some of the underhousing 
problem could be addressed if these 
overhoused households downsized 
into smaller units, freeing up their larger 
units for larger households. A survey 
by the Pembina Institute in the GTA 
found that 52 percent of homebuyers 
aged 60 and over would choose to 
live in a condominium, townhouse or 
modest-sized house on a smaller lot, in 
a walkable, transit-friendly area rather 
than in a larger home in an automobile-
centric area.84 A survey of people aged 
54-72 by Royal LePage revealed that 
49% of Ontario respondents plan to 
move into a smaller home as they age 
and 46% would consider moving to 
a condominium.85 Figure 41 on page 
69 indicates that reducing housing 
costs was the second most common 
reason why older adults moved in 
Toronto in the past five years. On the 
contrary, CMHC found that increasing 
wealth and community supports for 
seniors may mean that the turnover of 
existing housing supply in the Toronto 
CMA may be delayed by seniors aging 
in their own homes.86

This literature reveals what older adults 
are considering doing, but have they 
actually begun making these choices? 
Recall that those aged 50-69 in 2016 
were Baby Boomers, a generation 
distinct from their predecessors, the 
Silent Generation, who were seniors 
aged 70 to 89 in 2016. The Baby 
Boomers came of age during more 
affluent conditions than the Silent 
Generation, and it is possible that the 
social and economic conditions each 
generation lived through may have 
shaped their preferences differently. 
This chapter investigates whether there 
is any evidence that Baby Boomers 
in Toronto have begun to downsize 
in large numbers, and whether Baby 
Boomers are demonstrating signs 
of choosing a different path than the 
generation that came before them. 
This chapter determines whether we 
can expect Baby Boomers to downsize 
within Toronto at the same rate as the 
previous generation.

This chapter will measure downsizing in 
two ways:

1. older households that moved in 
the past five years; and

2. older households that moved in 
the past five years into mid/high-
rise units.

While housing stock occupied by 
older adults will inevitably turn over as 
they age, this information will inform 
the estimation of the timing of older 
households downsizing in the future, 
which we will see in Chapter 10.
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How much are older adults 
moving within Toronto?
First, we will explore the number of 
households that moved from one 
dwelling to another within Toronto 
in the past five years. These type of 
movers are non-migrants, meaning 
that they moved within the same census 
subdivision (municipality), that is, within 
the city of Toronto itself. Each move 
within Toronto represents a choice and 
may be an opportunity for a household 
to re-evaluate its housing needs and 
preferences. Each move is therefore 
also an opportunity for households 
to right-size. By understanding the 
magnitude of older households that 
moved within Toronto, we can begin 
to understand the magnitude of the 
potential for downsizing.

More households moved within 
Toronto than to Toronto. A combined 
total of 86,135 households with PHMs 
in the two age groups aged 50 and 
older moved within Toronto in the five 
years before the 2016 Census. Housing 
vacated by older households can create 
opportunities for younger adults to trade 
up to larger dwellings that become 
available. Chapter 10 will build on this 
concept to estimate how much housing 
older adults might free up in the future.

Figure 52: Mover Households by Age of PHM and Five-Year Mobility Status, 1996, 
2006 & 2016
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Are Baby Boomers in Toronto 
moving more than their 
predecessors?
Older adult households are 
vacating units in larger numbers 
than in the past, which could create 
housing opportunities for younger 
households (see Figure 52 on page 
85). The number of older households 
that moved within Toronto in the past 
five years is growing because there are 
more older households aged 50 and 
older overall, particularly those aged 
50-69 who were Baby Boomers in 2016. 
The number of mover households 
within Toronto increased by 65.8% for 
households aged 50-69 between 1996 
and 2016. The number of households 
aged 70 and over that moved within 
Toronto has remained consistent since 
2006 at around 15,000 households. As 
the Baby Boomers age into later years, 
the number of older mover households 
will grow.

If we look at mover households within 
Toronto by generation instead of by age 
group, the number of Baby Boomer 
households who moved within Toronto 
in the previous five years has more than 
halved between 1996 (when they were 
30-49) and 2016 (when they were 50-
69), from 159,140 to 70,320 (see Figure 
53). This generation has moved from 
a large number of dwellings over the 
past twenty years. At the same time, 
the number of dwellings that were freed 
up by Baby Boomer households that 
moved within Toronto has decreased 
in recent years as they have aged. This 
suggests that Baby Boomers have not 
been moving in increasing numbers 
over time, yet have represented a large 
group of movers over time. The near 
future decisions of the Baby Boomers, 
and whether they elect to age in place 
for as long as they can, will have a 
bearing on the volume and timing 
of housing that is freed up by Baby 
Boomers.

Figure 53: Households that Moved within Toronto in the past Five Years by Generation, 
1996-2016
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Baby Boomer households moved 
within Toronto in the five years prior 
to the 2016 Census at a slightly 
higher rate compared to Silent 
Generation households at the same 
age (see Figure 54). In 2016 when Baby 
Boomers were aged 50-69, 17.8% of 
them had moved within Toronto in the 
previous five years. In 1996 when the 
Silent Generation was the same age, 
16.6% of them moved within Toronto in 
the previous five years.

These data suggest that Baby 
Boomers are downsizing at a slightly 
higher rate than their predecessors. 
The current trend suggests that the 
Baby Boomers are moving slightly 
more than their predecessors, but 
overall appear to be following the same 

trajectory as the Silent Generation as 
of 2016. It is important to note that the 
housing stock, housing market, and 
interest rates in 1996 were different 
than what they were in 2016, and that 
these factors are likely to shift again in 
the future. Such changes may influence 
Baby Boomers’ future downsizing 
decisions. It will become increasingly 
important to monitor Baby Boomers’ 
mobility in the coming years as they 
age.

However, just because Baby Boomers 
moved does not necessarily mean 
that they downsized. A more precise 
measure of downsizing involves a 
consideration of dwelling type, which is 
discussed next.

Figure 54: Percent of Households by Mobility and Generation, 1996-2016
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Are older Torontonians moving 
into mid/high-rise units within 
Toronto?
Residential moves alone are only 
one part of the downsizing equation. 
Examining the type of dwellings that 
older households move to can also 
shed light on the extent to which older 
adults may be downsizing. Mid/high-
rise units tend to have fewer bedrooms 
than houses and low-rises (see Figure 
55 and supporting Table 38 in Appendix 
A). Based on this premise, if older 
households are moving into mid/
high-rise units, that may suggest that 
they are downsizing. Unfortunately the 
Census does not provide information 
on the dwelling type from which they 
moved, but only the type of dwelling to 
which they moved.

More non-migrant households 
aged 50-69 are choosing mid/high-
rise units over time. Between 1996 
and 2016, the absolute number of 
households aged 50-69 who moved 
within Toronto to mid/high-rise units 
in the past five years increased from 
22,150 to 36,245 households (see 
Figure 56 on page 89).

Households aged 70 and over that 
moved within Toronto have consistently 
moved to mid/high-rise units more than 
houses and low-rises since 1996.

The number of households aged 
50-69 moving to houses and low-
rises has been consistent over the 
past ten years. Just under 30,000 
households in this age group that 
moved within Toronto have moved to 
houses and low-rises in the five years 
prior to each Census period since 2006. 
This number held steady despite the 

Figure 55: Percent of Households by Dwelling Type and Number of Bedrooms, 2016
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fact that there were about 94,000 more 
total households aged 50-69 in 2016 
compared to 2006. This means that 
the number of households aged 50-69 
moving to houses and low-rises are a 
declining share of the households over 
time; they are choosing other housing.

When older households move within 
Toronto, increasing numbers of them 
are choosing mid/high-rise units. 
Together, the number of households 
aged 50-69 and aged 70 and over 
that moved within Toronto to mid/
high-rise units totaled 48,095 in 2016. 
The concept of the housing life-cycle 
suggests that most of those who move 
at age 50 or later are not looking for 
accommodation with many bedrooms. 
If these households moved from a 
larger dwelling, up to 48,095 older 
households potentially downsized 
between 2011 and 2016 within Toronto. 
These 48,095 dwellings have turned 

over and may have become occupied 
by larger households.

It should be noted that some of 
the households that moved to row/
townhouses and to houses and low-
rises may also have downsized to 
smaller units. As discussed earlier, it is 
not possible to determine from Census 
data what type of dwelling these 
households moved from. It is possible 
that some households that moved to 
mid/high-rise units moved into units 
with the same number of bedrooms or 
more than they occupied previously. 
Neither of these scenarios would 
constitute downsizing. However, it 
appears that the majority of the increase 
in the number of older non-migrant 
households moving to mid/high-rise 
units may be due to the large size of the 
Baby Boomer generation, rather than to 
an increase in older adults’ propensity 
to choose this type of dwelling.

Figure 56: Number of Households that Moved within Toronto in the Past Five Years by 
Age of PHM and Dwelling Type, 1996, 2006 & 2016
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Baby Boomer households in 
Toronto are not moving into mid/
high-rise units at a higher rate than 
their predecessors. Comparing the 
mobility rates of the Baby Boomer 
households in 2016 to the Silent 
Generation households in 1996, when 
both generations were aged 50-69, 
demonstrates whether Baby Boomers 
are moving into mid/high-rise at lower or 
higher rates than the Silent Generation 
did. In the five years preceding 2016, 
51.5% of Baby Boomer households 
moving within Toronto chose mid/high-
rise units. In the five years preceding 
1996, the same proportion of Silent 
Generation movers within Toronto 
(52.2%) chose mid/high-rise units 
(see Figure 57). In other words, Baby 
Boomer households aged 50-69 moved 
within Toronto into mid/high-rise units 
almost as much as Silent Generation 
households did at the same age. This 
trend is consistent across the two 
generations despite the fact that 77.0% 

of the supply built between 1996 and 
2016 consisted of mid/high-rise units.87 
In other words, the rate at which older 
adults moved into mid/high-rise units as 
they aged did not change despite the 
changing composition of the housing 
stock.

These data suggest that Baby 
Boomers will downsize into mid/high-
rise units in the future at similar rates 
to the Silent Generation. That Baby 
Boomer households are downsizing 
into mid/high-rise units at about the 
same rate as their predecessors 
suggests that downsizing relates more 
to age rather than to generation. That is, 
households appear to move to different 
dwelling types at about the same 
rates when they reach a certain age, 
regardless of when they were born.

However, because the Baby Boomers 
are a large population group, the 
continuation of these occupancy trends 

Figure 57: Percent of Households that Moved within Toronto in the Past Five Years by 
Generation and Dwelling Type, 1996-2016
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and rates suggests that larger numbers 
of older households will move towards 
mid/high-rise units in the coming years, 
potentially leading to a future turnover 
of many houses and low-rises. The 
amount and timing of housing freed up 
by older generations’ housing turnover 
will be explored in Chapter 10.

What are the implications 
of older adults’ downsizing 
trends?
This chapter demonstrated that there 
were more households aged 50-69 
moving within Toronto and more 
households aged 50-69 moving within 
Toronto into mid/high-rise units in 
2016 than in the past. However, the 
increases in these numbers can largely 
be explained by the increase in the total 
number of households aged 50-69 as 
the large Baby Boomer generation aged 
into this age group.

The Baby Boomers are following in the 
footsteps of their predecessors. They 
moved within Toronto and into mid/
high-rise units at about the same rates 
as the Silent Generation did at the 
same age. These results suggest that 
these mobility characteristics are more 
a function of age than of generation. 
Households in Toronto tend to follow 
these patterns as they reach certain 
ages, regardless of which of the two 
generations they are from.

These results also indicate that there 
is little evidence that Baby Boomers 
are about to downsize at high rates out 
of houses and low-rises, despite the 
preferences some of them indicated in 
some surveys.88,89 While their choices in 
the future may still diverge from those 
of the Silent Generation, past trends 
indicate that their downsizing is likely 
to continue to occur at similar rates to 
their predecessors as they age. Despite 
this pattern, the large size of the Baby 
Boomer population will mean that 
even the low mobility rates historically 
exhibited by older adults could yield 
large amounts of housing turnover 
in the future. To the extent that Baby 
Boomers will downsize at the about 
same rate as their predecessors, this 
pattern will inform an estimate of the 
future demand for housing that could 
be fulfilled by today’s older households 
downsizing and turning over in the 
following chapter.
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10. How much housing 
could be freed up in 
the future by turnover 
of housing by older 
generations?
Chapter 7 established that there 
are large numbers of underhoused 
households aged 35-49 living in mid/
high-rise units with children. Chapter 6 
revealed that there are large numbers 
of overhoused households aged 50-69. 
As the Baby Boomers move through 
the household life-cycle, they increase 
the demand for dwellings of certain 
types, and continue to occupy them 
as they age. Eventually, the Baby 
Boomers themselves will age out of 
the private stock and the number of 
older households will decline, freeing 
up this stock for other households to 
occupy, which could include some of 
the underhoused households described 
in Chapter 6.

This chapter describes how Toronto’s 
population could demand housing in 
the future and estimates how much of 
the future demand for housing may be 
fulfilled by housing that exists today 
versus housing that will need to be 
built in the future. A Place to Grow, the 
Provincial Growth Plan for the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe, forecasts the 
population that the City must plan to 
accommodate by 2051.90 This chapter 
estimates the number of households in 
each Census year from 2021 to 2051 to 
reflect that time horizon.

While the household estimates in 
this bulletin incorporate the same 
planning horizon as the Growth 
Plan’s forecasts, note that these 
household estimates are neither 
forecasts nor projections. Forecasts 
may take into account planning and 
housing policy changes as well as 
market forces and business cycles, 
which are beyond the scope of the 
household estimates presented here. 
Projections incorporate changes to 
demographic rates over time, including 
trends in fertility, mortality, mobility, 

housing occupancy and housing 
completion rates. The household 
estimates presented here hold all of 
these rates steady over time to provide 
a comprehensive snapshot of what the 
housing demand could be if current 
conditions were extended to 2051. 
These household estimates are a 
simplified scenario of current conditions 
extended to 2051 against which to 
isolate and assess the magnitude of 
housing turnover over the period.

The steps undertaken to complete 
these estimates were:

1. Estimate future population by 
five-year birth cohorts in each 
Census year from 2021 to 2051 
using 2016 population as a 
baseline and applying mortality, 
institutionalization, migration, 
and fertility rates described in 
Appendix B.

2. Apply 2016 headship rates to 
the population estimates to 
estimate the potential number 
of households by five-year birth 
cohorts in each Census year from 
2021 to 2051.

3. Group the estimated number of 
future households into younger 
and older generations for each 
Census year from 2021 to 2051.

4. Compare the increase in 
households of younger 
generations to the decrease in 
households of older generations 
to estimate how much of younger 
generations’ increase in housing 
demands might be fulfilled by 
older generations’ housing 
turnover.

Each of these steps will be described in 
more detail in the following sections.

How many people might there 
be in Toronto in the future?
What factors are influencing how 
quickly older households are declining? 
Demographically, the number of 
older households depends on the 
number of older people. Appendix B 
examines the demographic factors that 
cause population to decline and the 
factors that cause population to grow. 
There are three measurable factors 
that contribute to the declining older 
population and therefore households: 
mortality, institutionalization and 
mobility. These variables suggest the 
extent to which older households will 
turn over housing to younger and 
typically larger-sized households. 
Thereafter trends in migration and 
fertility are analysed to inform how future 
housing demand might grow. Table 
2 on page 93 shows the resulting 
population estimates organised by 
generation (see the definition of 
Generations in Chapter 2 on page 26) 
based on the assumption that the rate 
of each population change component 
described in Appendix B will continue in 
the future.
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Table 2: Estimated Future Population in Private Households by Generation, 2021-2051

Generation Birth Year Age in 2016 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Not Yet 
Born

2046-2051
Not 
Applicable

0 0 0 0 0 0 152,359

2041-2046
Not 
Applicable

0 0 0 0 0 147,440 147,778

2036-2041
Not 
Applicable

0 0 0 0 142,652 142,980 145,668

2031-2036
Not 
Applicable

0 0 0 141,279 141,603 144,266 157,051

2026-2031
Not 
Applicable

0 0 145,706 146,041 148,787 161,973 197,291

2021-2026
Not 
Applicable

0 148,695 149,037 151,839 165,295 201,338 246,542

2016-2021
Not 
Applicable

142,642 142,969 145,658 158,566 193,141 236,506 258,943

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 to 4 136,312 138,876 151,183 184,148 225,493 246,886 253,261

2006-2011 5 to 9 137,564 149,755 182,409 223,364 244,554 250,869 251,090

2001-2006 10 to 14 138,374 168,547 206,389 225,969 231,804 232,009 231,111

Millennials

1996-2001 15 to 19 177,257 217,055 237,646 243,783 243,998 243,054 240,902

1991-1996 20 to 24 238,469 261,093 267,835 268,071 267,033 264,670 256,768

1986-1991 25 to 29 255,050 261,636 261,866 260,853 258,544 250,825 238,820

1981-1986 30 to 34 230,374 230,577 229,685 227,652 220,855 210,285 195,688

Generation 
X

1976-1981 35 to 39 196,478 195,718 193,985 188,194 179,187 166,748 152,800

1971-1976 40 to 44 181,684 180,076 174,700 166,338 154,792 141,844 122,490

1966-1971 45 to 49 189,235 183,585 174,799 162,665 149,058 128,720 94,862

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 50 to 54 196,367 186,969 173,990 159,436 137,681 101,466 51,438

1956-1961 55 to 59 174,051 161,969 148,421 128,169 94,456 47,884 10,264

1951-1956 60 to 64 143,189 131,212 113,308 83,504 42,332 9,074 1,945

1946-1951 65 to 69 119,625 103,303 76,130 38,594 8,273 1,773 380

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 70 to 74 80,833 59,571 30,199 6,473 1,388 297 64

1936-1941 75 to 79 56,131 28,455 6,100 1,307 280 60 13

1931-1936 80 to 84 30,736 6,588 1,412 303 65 14 3

1926-1931 85 to 89 8,746 1,875 402 86 18 4 1

Earlier
1926 + 
Earlier

90+ 5,402 1,158 248 53 11 2 1
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How many households might 
there be in Toronto in the 
future?
The next step is to estimate how the 
future population might distribute 
itself into households, by applying 
2016 headship rates to the future 
populations, by age. Headship rates 
indicate what percentage of people 
in each age group are Primary 
Households Maintainers (PHMs). The 
occupancy rates of PHMs represent 
the housing decisions of households at 
various stages as they age. Therefore, 
the headship rate converts the future 
population estimates by age into future 
household estimates by age, which 
can then be used to predict the amount 

and type of housing those future 
households would demand based on 
age-specific occupancy rates.

Table 3 shows the actual population, 
number of households, and headship 
rates by age for 2016. Headship rates 
are calculated by dividing the number 
of households in each age group by 
the population in that age group. For 
example, 2.7% of people aged 15-19 
headed a household in 2016. A person 
must be 15 years of age or older to 
head a household.

To estimate the future distribution of 
households by age, the 2016 age-
specific headship rates in this table 
were multiplied by the future population 
estimates, by age, for all future Census 

Table 3: Population, Households, and Headship 
Rates by Age, 2016

Age Households Population Headship Rate

0 to 4  136,000  

5 to 9  135,025  

10 to 14  127,110  

15 to 19 4,000 145,525 2.7%

20 to 24 34,565 194,745 17.7%

25 to 29 86,270 232,950 37.0%

30 to 34 107,625 224,575 47.9%

35 to 39 101,455 196,305 51.7%

40 to 44 99,290 182,390 54.4%

45 to 49 107,145 190,925 56.1%

50 to 54 118,630 202,410 58.6%

55 to 59 107,775 182,800 59.0%

60 to 64 90,650 153,870 58.9%

65 to 69 78,025 130,545 59.8%

70 to 74 56,350 93,605 60.2%

75 to 79 46,175 76,165 60.6%

80 to 84 38,135 60,630 62.9%

85 to 89 24,265 40,800 59.5%

90+ 12,575 25,200 49.9%
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years. The results of this calculation 
comprise the Base Scenario household 
estimates and are found in Table 39 in 
Appendix A and Figure 58, summarized 
by generation. The curves in this graph 
and their timing represent the 2016 
headship rates applied to generations, 
thus converting the entire population 
into households. As such, each curve 
represents hundreds of thousands of 
households and the outcome of their 
household life-cycle trajectories.

The Base Scenario represents an 
estimated number of future households 
assuming future populations will form 
households at the same rates as in 
2016. This is a key assumption of this 
method. The Base Scenario therefore 
embodies the same mixture of suitable 

and unsuitable households that existed 
in 2016, without any adjustment to 
redress the issues of unsuitability. The 
next chapter will explore Low and High 
Unmet Demand Scenarios. These 
Unmet Demand Scenarios consider 
how much additional housing beyond 
the Base Scenario might be required 
to provide enough housing availability 
to suitably house involuntarily 
underhoused households or all 
underhoused households. Note that 
all scenarios explored in this bulletin 
are demographic exercises only; 
considerations of macroeconomics 
and the market are outside the scope 
of this bulletin. These scenarios do not 
attempt to predict what households 
will be able to afford, only how much 

housing they might demand based on 
fixed household rates and if current 
demographic conditions extended into 
the future.

As older generations age or move out of 
the city, the Base Scenario anticipates 
that the Baby Boomer households 
would decrease by a factor of 10 (from 
395,080 to 36,874) between 2016 
and 2051. By 2051, the youngest 
Baby Boomers would be 85 years 
of age. Silent Generation and Earlier 
Generation households would decline 
to almost 0 by 2051, as the youngest in 
these generations would be 105 years 
old. Generation X households would 
increase slightly to a peak of 323,613 in 
2026 and decline thereafter.

Figure 58: Base Scenario Household Estimates by Generation, 2021-2051

2016 household numbers are actual values from the 2016 Census; all other years are estimates. Younger generations are shown in blue and 
older generations are shown in grey. Younger generations refer to those born after May 10, 1966 and include Not Yet Born, Generation Z, 
Millennials, and Generation X all of whom were less than 50 years of age in 2016. Older generations refer to those born on or before May 10, 
1966 and include Baby Boomers, the Silent Generation and Earlier generations, all of whom were aged 50 years or above in 2016.
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Younger households would increase 
greatly from 2016 to 2051; the number 
of Millennial households would peak in 
2041, doubling from 232,460 to 564,425 
while Generation Z households peak 
in 2051, surging from 0 households in 
2016 to nearly 400,000. The household 
estimates also consider those not born 
as of yet in 2016. As a future emerging 
generation, the generation referred to 
as not yet born could reach household 
numbers of 254,733 in this timeframe 
to 2051. The magnitudes in this table 
represent the estimated current and 
future demand for housing, location, 
amenities and services, and the 
interaction between the generations 
against the backdrop of the housing 
stock they occupy now, and in future.

Base Scenario: How much of 
younger generations’ demand 
for housing could be fulfilled 
by turnover in the future, 
assuming 2016 headship rates 
remain stable?
Over decades, households represent 
the flow of people through the housing 
stock. As the number of younger 
generation households increase, 
their demand for housing increases. 
Meanwhile, the older generations as 

a whole will require less housing over 
time as they move out of Toronto, 
move to institutional settings, or pass 
on. Comparing the growth in younger 
generation households to the decline in 
older generation households indicates 
how much of younger generations’ 
increase in demand for housing might 
be fulfilled by the turnover of housing 
from older households to the younger 
households that may succeed them. 
It also indicates how much of younger 
generations’ increase in demand for 
housing might need to be fulfilled by 
new housing supply.

Note that some older generation 
households will also move around 
within Toronto. This analysis examines 
the change in households as opposed 
to attempting to estimate how many 
households within each generation 
will seek new versus existing 
housing. This analysis focuses on 
the difference between the amount of 
housing that existed in 2016 and the 
amount of housing demanded over 
time. It assumes that the number of 
households that existed in 2016 will 
continue to be housed in the future. 
The next step is to determine how 
much of younger generations’ increase 
in demand might be fulfilled by older 
generations’ housing turnover.

Table 4: Base Scenario: Estimated Younger Generations’ Increase in Demand that 
could be fulfilled by Turnover of Older Generations, 2016-2051

Generation Grouping
2016-
2021

2016-
2026

2016-
2031

2016-
2036

2016-
2041

2016-
2046

2016-
2051

Change in younger generations' 
demand

144,348 283,545 416,051 545,616 671,224 788,072 887,802

Change in older generations' 
households (i.e. turnover)

-87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666

Percent of change in younger 
generations' demand fulfilled by turnover

60.3% 58.1% 57.8% 58.5% 59.5% 60.2% 60.3%

Younger generations' increase in 
demand not fulfilled by turnover i.e. 
residual demand (cumulative)

57,326 118,730 175,421 226,297 271,708 313,392 352,136

Residual demand (five years) 57,326 61,404 56,691 50,876 45,410 41,684 38,744



profile TORONTO - 97Chapter 10. How much housing could be freed up in the future by turnover of housing by older generations?

Around 60% of younger generations’ 
increase in demand for housing in 
the future could be fulfilled by older 
generations’ housing stock turning 
over in each future Census period 
to 2051 (see Table 4 on page 96). 
For example, between 2016 and 2021, 
younger generations are estimated 
to increase by 144,348 households 
while older generations are estimated 
to decrease by 87,021 households. 
These 87,021 dwellings that would 
become available constitute 60.3% of 
the 144,348 increase in dwellings the 
younger generations would demand 
in the Base Scenario. This percentage 
remains fairly stable across all future 
Census periods, ranging from 57.8% 
to 60.3%. This percentage is sustained 
over the study period to 2051 due to the 
large number of Baby Boomers who 
continue to age and whose housing will 
continue to be freed up, at the same 
time that a comparatively large number 
of younger generation households are 
seeking housing.

The residual number of dwellings 
demanded by younger generations 
that is not fulfilled by turnover 
could be fulfilled by new units if the 
volume of dwelling completions in 
Toronto continue at past rates. The 
difference between the units freed up 
by older households turning over and 
the increase in units demanded by 
new younger generation households 
averages 50,305 units every five 
years over the 35 year period to 2051 
(for a total of 352,136). According to 
CMHC, 375,247 units were completed 
in Toronto over the 35-year period 
between 1989 and 2019 (see Table 5).91 
By comparing completions over the 
last 35 years to the estimated average 
demand for units in the next 35 years, 
the residual demand for housing by 
the younger generation households 
could therefore be fulfilled by new units 
if the pace of completions in Toronto 
continues.

While this analysis concentrates on 
the demand for occupied private 
units, a sustained pace of residential 
construction that is comparable to 
the pace of the last 35 years would 
also need to continue to cover the 
ongoing replacement of aging units 
lost through demolition or no longer 
habitable. Past analyses have indicated 

demolition rates of 8% and 10% of 
new construction. Between the 2006 
to 2016 Censuses, occupied private 
units increased by 13,360 units per year 
on average, while from 2007 to 2016 
inclusive, CMHC residential completions 
averaged 14,699 units per year or 
by 110% of the increase in occupied 
private units. In addition, unoccupied 
units that already exist would continue 
to facilitate normal housing turnover. In 
2016, there were 54,120 unoccupied 
units as reported by Statistics Canada, 
which has increased slightly since 2006.

The next sections explore whether 
the increase in demand by younger 
generations could be fulfilled by specific 
categories of dwelling type, bedroom or 
tenure, and the analyses yield nuanced 
results.

Table 5: Housing Completions in Toronto in the Past 35 Years by Five-
Year Time Period, 1985-2019
Year Completions

1985 - 1989 40,268

1990 - 1994 36,362

1995 - 1999 26,395

2000 - 2004 52,826

2005 - 2009 60,265

2010 - 2014 67,505

2015 - 2019 91,626

Five-Year Average 53,607

Total 375,247

Younger generations' residual demand (demand not fulfilled by turnover) in 2051 352,136

Recent completions as a percent of residual demand in 2051 106.5%
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Base Scenario: What types 
of dwellings will younger 
generations demand in the future?
Households’ housing decisions depend 
largely on their resources, needs, and 
the housing stock available and new 
housing that is soon to be built. Some 
households move out of the city in 
search of the housing that they seek, 
while at the same time new households 
are formed and others move into the 
city for the housing that the city’s 
market offers. The interactions between 
demand and supply occur in the 
context of a regional housing market. 
The challenge is to anticipate the 
demand, acknowledge the changing 
patterns of demand and supply, and 
to encourage and support a range of 
housing that increases the opportunity 
of households to find the housing that 
they seek in the community in which 
they would prefer to live.

In addition, the land and housing in 
central locations tends to be more 
desired and thus more expensive, 
resulting in the resolution of the 
discrepancy between supply and 
demand by households voting with their 
feet. The conundrum of distinguishing 
housing preferences from housing 
choice is that we can only detect 

actual choices by the outcome of 
the stock households occupied on 
Census Day, but this does not reveal 
the housing stock they might have 
preferred, all other things being equal. 
Yet, preferences evolve at the same 
time that the demographic composition 
of the population changes. With two 
variables changing at once, we hold 
one of them (preferences) constant to 
assess the implications of the change in 
the other (demographics).

The challenge in putting a number 
to the magnitude of the discrepancy 
between choices and preferences is to 
make some assumption about future 
housing preferences, such as assuming 
that they might be like those of past 
generations. With this assumption 
about future occupancy rates, the 
changes in demand due to the growth 
of the population can then be used to 
assess the demand for different types of 
housing. On this basis, and accounting 
for people moving in and out of the 
city for the housing they seek, the net 
change in demand can be measured.

Estimating future demand by dwelling 
type can indicate what types of 
dwellings younger generations might 
occupy in the future, and how much 
of their increase in demand might be 

fulfilled by older generations’ dwellings 
turning over. This analysis assumes that 
households in each age group would 
occupy different dwelling types at the 
same rate in the future as they did in 
2016. For example, 4.9% of households 
aged 15-19 lived in single-detached 
dwellings in 2016, so this analysis 
assumes that those aged 15-19 in each 
future Census year would also occupy 
single-detached dwellings at the same 
rate. By applying these age-specific 
rates to each generation as they age 
and by focusing on net household 
change, this method takes into account 
the fact that some households at every 
age will move around within the city and 
that some of the future supply will be 
consumed by households that already 
lived in Toronto.

Three tables in Appendix C provide 
background information used in this 
section. Table 42 lists the occupancy 
rates by age of PHM and dwelling type 
for 2016. Table 43 shows the resulting 
numbers of households by dwelling 
type when these occupancy rates 
are applied to the future household 
estimates. Table 44 shows the 
background data by dwelling type that 
support the tables in this section.

Table 6: Base Scenario: Estimated Percent of Younger Generations’ Increase in 
Demand Fulfilled by Older Generations’ Turnover by Dwelling Type, 2016-2051 
(Cumulative)

Dwelling Type 2016-2021 2016-2026 2016-2031 2016-2036 2016-2041 2016-2046 2016-2051

Single-Detached 67.5% 62.0% 60.2% 60.4% 61.3% 62.4% 63.1%

Semi-Detached 65.6% 60.4% 57.8% 57.9% 59.0% 60.7% 61.7%

Row/Townhouse 63.2% 61.8% 61.3% 61.8% 62.1% 61.9% 60.9%

Duplex 65.6% 65.3% 64.0% 63.3% 62.7% 61.9% 61.2%

Low-Rise Apartment* 57.3% 58.7% 60.1% 60.4% 60.2% 59.5% 58.2%

Mid/high-Rise Apartment 54.6% 53.1% 53.7% 55.3% 57.2% 58.2% 58.4%

Other Single-Attached House 53.3% 50.6% 51.2% 55.3% 59.3% 60.6% 61.1%

Total 60.3% 58.1% 57.8% 58.5% 59.5% 60.2% 60.3%
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At least half of younger generations’ 
demand for each dwelling type could 
be fulfilled by turnover cumulatively 
in each future Census year (see Table 
6 on page 98).

Younger generations’ increase in 
demand for single-detached and 
semi-detached units would not 
be fulfilled by older generations’ 
dwellings turning over and new 
development combined in the Base 
Scenario. If younger generations’ future 

demand for different types of housing 
(based on their occupancy rates) were 
to follow similar patterns as that of the 
older generations, then their numbers 
will also indicate their future demand 
for different types of housing. Two-
thirds of younger generations’ increase 
in demand for single-detached and 
semi-detached units could be fulfilled 
by older generations’ dwellings turning 
over by 2051 (see Table 6). However, 
the residual demand – the difference 
between younger generations’ increase 

in demand and turnover – amounts to 
nearly 100,000 single-detached units in 
the 35-year period between 2016 and 
2051 (see Table 7 Row C). Only 44.7% 
of that amount was built in the 35 years 
between 1985 and 2019 (see Row E).92 
For semi-detached units, the difference 
between the increase in demand and 
housing turnover is 25,572 units, while 
only 28.9% of that difference (7,396 
semi-detached units) has actually been 
built in the past 35 years.

Table 7: Base Scenario Demand by Dwelling Type to 2051 versus Recent Completions 
from 1985-2019

Row Measure
Ground-Related

Apartment 
and OtherSingle- 

Detached
Semi-Detached

Row 
(Townhouse)

A
Change in younger generations' demand 
by 2051

269,014 66,685 53,145 499,018

B
Change in older generations' households 
(i.e. turnover) by 2051

-169,774 -41,113 -32,376 -292,387

C
Younger generations' increase in 
demand not fulfilled by turnover by 
2051 (A+B) i.e. residual demand

99,240 25,572 20,769 206,631

D Recent completions, 1985-2019* 44,324 7,396 21,029 302,498

E
Recent completions as a percent of 
residual demand in 2051 (D/C)

44.7% 28.9% 101.3% 146.4%

F
Total additional units required to be 
built beyond recent completion trends 
to fulfill residual demand by 2051 (C-D)

54,916 18,176 -260 -95,867

G
Average annual additional units required 
to be built beyond recent completion 
trends to fulfill residual demand (F/35)

1,569 519 -7 -2,739

H

Annual additional units required to be 
built beyond recent completion trends 
to fulfill young generations' demand, 
combining ground-related units (G)

2,081 -2,739

I
Average annual completions, 1985-2019 
(D/35)

1,266 211 601 8,643

J
Estimated annual completions required 
to fulfill residual demand (G+I)

2,835 730 593 5,904

Table should be read from top to bottom within each column. *Source: CMHC Housing Now Tables, 1985-2019. Note that CHMC's 
dwelling type definitions differ from those in the Census, and that this table is organized by CMHC's dwelling type categories. For the 
above analysis, younger generations' increase in demand not fulfilled by turnover for the Apartment and Other category equals the 
sum of the duplex, low-rise apartment, mid/high-rise apartment and other single-attached house values for 2046-2051. See Sidebar: 
Ground-Related Dwellings & Apartment and Other Dwellings on page 100 for more information on the ground-related dwelling 
category.
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The average number of annual 
single-detached and semi-detached 
completions would need to increase 
by a minimum of 1,569 and 519 units 
respectively between 2016 and 2051 
to fulfill the Base Scenario demand 
for these dwelling types (Row G). 
Within Toronto, 2,835 single-detached 
units and 730 semi-detached units 
would need to be built annually in order 
to fulfill younger generations’ increase 
in demands from 2016 to 2051 (Row 
J). These numbers reflect the average 
number of units expected to be built 
(Row I) plus the minimum additional 
units required to meet the residual 
demand (Row G).

Toronto is built out, and current 
planning legislation encourages a 
more efficient, compact form that 
enables efficient use of infrastructure 
and enables complete communities.93 
Given these circumstances, it is 
improbable that new development 
based on recent completion trends 
would be sufficient to make up the 
residual demand for single- and 
semi-detached houses. However, 
the continued demand for houses 
encourages municipalities and markets 
to support denser low-rise housing 
forms such as duplexes, triplexes, walk-
up apartments, and townhouses (as 
the city of Toronto is exploring through 
the Expanding Housing Options in 
Neighbourhoods project). Such forms 
expand the range of available housing 
options while managing growth and 
the provision of services required to 
support it and improve quality of life 
while not magnifying the negative 
consequences of overdevelopment, 
congestion, traffic, and loss of privacy.

Older generations’ housing turnover 
combined with new development 
could more than fulfill all of young 
generations’ increase in demand for 
row/townhouses. Three-fifths (60.9%, 
see Table 6 on page 98) of younger 
generations’ increase in demand for 
row/townhouses could be fulfilled 
by older generations turning over by 
2051. The difference between younger 

generations’ increase in demand and 
older generations’ housing turnover 
would be 20,769 row/townhouses 
by 2051 (see Table 7 on page 99, 
Row C). In the past 35 years, 21,029 
row/townhouses were built (Row D) 
or 101.3% of the difference between 
younger generations’ increase in 
demand and older generations’ 
housing turnover (Row E). Therefore 
it is plausible that the difference 
between younger generations’ increase 
in demand and older generations’ 
housing turnover of row/townhouses 
could be fulfilled by new development, 
if the pace of these completions 
continues to 2051 at the same rate 
experienced over the last 35 years.

All of younger generations’ 
increase in demand for duplexes, 
low-rise apartments, mid/high-rise 
units and other single attached 
houses could be fulfilled by older 
generations turning over and by 
new development combined. Around 
60% of younger generations’ increase 
in demand for these dwelling types 
could be fulfilled by older generations 
turning over by 2051 (see Table 6). 
The combined residual demand for 
these dwelling types would be 206,631 
units (see Table 7, Row C). In the past 
35 years, 302,498 of these types of 
units were built (Row D) or 146.4% of 
the difference (Row E). This finding 
suggests that the new development 
could more than fulfill the difference 
between younger generations’ increase 
in demand and older generations’ 
turnover of apartment and other 
unit types, given the increase in 
development of these types in recent 
years.

If the past rates of completions were 
to continue to 2051, there would be an 
annual shortfall of 2,081 ground-related 
units (including single- and semi-
detached houses and row/townhouses) 
and an annual surplus of 2,739 
apartment and other units, versus the 
increase in the units to be demanded 
by younger generations (see Row 
H). Overall, at current completion 

Ground-Related 
Dwellings & 
Apartment and Other 
Dwellings
Statistics Canada and CMHC 
define dwelling types in different 
ways. The detailed definitions 
are provided in the Glossary 
on page 150 for reference. 
To compare dwelling data 
between the two sources, as 
occurs in Table 7, the dwelling 
types are grouped together into 
two categories referred to as 
“Ground-related dwellings” and 
“Apartment and other”.

Ground-related dwellings 
refers to Statistics Canada 
defined single-detached 
houses, semi-detached houses, 
and row houses. Ground-
related dwellings also refer 
to CMHC-defined singled-
detached, semi-detached and 
row (townhouse) dwellings.

Apartment and other refers 
to Statistics Canada defined 
apartments in a building that 
has five or more storeys, 
apartment units in buildings 
with less than five storeys, 
apartments or flats in duplexes, 
and other single-attached 
houses. The CMHC dwelling 
classification of “Apartment 
and other” includes all 
dwellings other than single-
detached, semi-detached and 
row (townhouse) dwellings. 
“Apartment and other” also 
includes structures commonly 
known as stacked townhouses, 
duplexes, triplexes, double 
duplexes and row duplexes.
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rates, there would be a surplus of 658 
dwelling units per year. The issue is 
not the total supply required but the 
mismatch between the types of units 
demanded and the composition of the 
existing supply.

Base Scenario: How many 
bedrooms will younger 
generations demand in the future?
The above analysis estimates that 
younger generations’ increase in 
demands for row/townhouses, 
apartments and other dwelling types 
would be fulfilled due to a combination 
of older generations turning over 
their housing and new development. 
However, if younger generations 
demand single- and semi-detached 
housing at the same rate as their 
predecessors, and if the market 
continues to produce these dwelling 
types at the same level as it has over 
the past 35 years, younger generations’ 
increase in demands for these dwelling 
types would not be fulfilled.

Is it possible that the increase in 
demand for single- and semi-detached 
houses could be fulfilled by units with 
the desired number of bedrooms, 
regardless of what type of dwelling 
those bedrooms are in? If so, how 
many units of each bedroom type

would we need to build to fulfill the 
demand? Again, this analysis assumes 
that households in each age group 
would occupy dwellings with different 
numbers of bedrooms at the same 
rate in the future as they did in 2016. 
Three tables in Appendix D support this 
section. Table 45 lists these occupancy 
rates by age of PHM and number of 
bedrooms for 2016. Table 46 shows 
the resulting numbers of households 
by number of bedrooms when these 
occupancy rates are applied to the 
future household estimates. Table 47 
shows the background data by number 
of bedrooms that support the tables in 
this section.

At least half of younger generations’ 
increase in demand for almost all 
bedroom types could be fulfilled by 
older generations’ turnover in every 
Census year between 2021 and 2051 
(see Table 8).

Older generations’ turnover and new 
development combined could fulfill 
all of younger generations’ increase 
in demand for units with two or fewer 
bedrooms if younger generations 
demand bedrooms at the same rates 
as their predecessors and if recent 
completion trends persist. In the Base 
Scenario, younger generations would 
demand 6,587 studio units, 84,139 

Table 8: Base Scenario: Estimated Percent of Younger Generations’ Increase in 
Demand Fulfilled by Older Generations’ Turnover by Number of Bedrooms, 2016-2051 
(Cumulative)

Number of Bedrooms 2016-2021 2016-2026 2016-2031 2016-2036 2016-2041 2016-2046 2016-2051

Studios 53.2% 50.6% 53.4% 55.8% 58.4% 59.7% 59.9%

1 Bedroom 47.0% 48.8% 52.4% 55.3% 56.9% 57.3% 56.7%

2 Bedrooms 59.6% 56.9% 56.5% 57.1% 58.5% 59.3% 59.4%

3 Bedrooms 67.7% 62.2% 59.7% 59.3% 60.0% 61.2% 62.1%

4+ Bedrooms 67.6% 64.5% 62.6% 62.5% 62.8% 63.1% 63.0%

Total 60.3% 58.1% 57.8% 58.5% 59.5% 60.2% 60.3%
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units with one bedroom, and 96,492 
units with two bedrooms surplus to the 
number of zero-, one- and two-bedroom 
units that older generations would 
vacate (see Table 9, Row C). In the 35 
years preceding 2016, within Toronto 
there were 7,540 studio units built, 
144,525 units with one bedroom built, 
and 135,940 units with two bedrooms 
built (Row D). If the same number 
of units were built in the 35 years 
between 2016 and 2051, that would 
equal 114.5%, 171.8%, and 140.9% 
respectively of the difference between 
the increase in younger demand and 
turnover of studio and one- and two-
bedroom units, respectively (Row E). 
While such surplus units are still likely 

to be occupied, they may not represent 
what their occupants might prefer or 
need.

Younger generations’ increase in 
demand for units with three or more 
bedrooms would not be fulfilled by 
older generations turning over and 
by new development combined in 
the Base Scenario. More than 60% 
of younger generations’ increase in 
demand for units with three bedrooms 
or four or more bedrooms could be 
fulfilled by older generations turning 
over at every future census period 
to 2051 (see Table 8 on page 101). 
Despite this, new construction could 
fulfill only 62.3% of the residual demand 
for three-bedroom units and 78.7% of 

Table 9: Base Scenario Demand by Number of Bedrooms to 2051 versus Recent 
Completions from 1981-2016

Row Measure
Units with 2 or Fewer Bedrooms

Units with 3 or More 
Bedrooms

Studios
1 Bed-
room

2 Bed-
rooms

3 Bed-
rooms

4+ Bed-
rooms

A Change in younger generations' demand by 2051 16,407 194,145 237,813 250,451 188,970

B
Change in older generations' households (i.e. 
turnover) by 2051

-9,820 -110,007 -141,322 -155,429 -119,104

C
Younger generations' demand not fulfilled by 
turnover by 2051 (A+B) i.e. residual demand

6,587 84,139 96,492 95,022 69,866

D Recent completions, 1981-2016* 7,540 144,525 135,940 59,195 55,000

E
Recent completions as a percent of residual 
demand in 2051 (D/C)

114.5% 171.8% 140.9% 62.3% 78.7%

F
Total additional units required to be built 
beyond recent completion trends to fulfill 
residual demand by 2051 (C-D)

-953 -60,386 -39,448 35,827 14,866

G
Annual additional units required to be built 
beyond recent completion trends to fulfill residual 
demand (F/35)

-27 -1,725 -1,127 1,024 425

H

Annual additional units required to be built 
beyond recent completion trends to fulfill 
residual demand, combined into surpluses 
and shortfalls (G)

-2,880 1,448

I Average annual completions, 1981-2016 (D/35) 215 4,129 3,884 1,691 1,571

J
Estimated annual completions required to 
fulfill residual demand (G+I)

188 2,404 2,757 2,715 1,996

Table should be read from top to bottom within each column. *Note: CMHC does not collect data on completions by number of 
bedrooms. The 2016 Census counts by period of construction are used here as a proxy for completions. ** Values in Row H vary 
slightly from the sum of values in Row G due to rounding.
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the residual demand for four-or-more-
bedroom units if recent completions 
trends continue (see Table 9 on 
page 102, Row E). This is because 
younger generations would demand an 
estimated 95,022 more three-bedroom 
units and 69,866 more four-or-more-
bedroom units in the 35 years between 
2016 and 2051 than turnover might fulfill 
(Row C); in contrast, over the 35 years 
between 1981 and 2016 only 59,159 
three-bedroom units and 55,000 four-or-
more-bedroom units were actually built 
(Row D).

The average number of three-
bedroom and four-or-more-bedroom 
units required annually would need 
to increase every year between 2016 
and 2051 to fulfill the Base Scenario 
demand for these units (Row G). 
Within Toronto, 2,715 three-bedroom 
units annually and 1,996 four-or-more-
bedroom units would need to be built 
annually in order to fulfill younger 
generations’ increase in demands in the 
next 35 years (Row J). These numbers 
include the minimum additional units 
required to be built annually (1,024 and 
425 respectively, Row G) on top of the 
average annual completions (1,691 and 
1,571 respectively, Row I) that were built 
in the 35 years between 1981 and 2016 
to make up the difference between 
turnover and recent completions.

It is plausible that future housing 
needs could be fulfilled by units with 
the demanded number of bedrooms, 
regardless of what type of dwelling 
those bedrooms are in. The estimated 
shortfall in three-or-more bedroom units 

is 1,448 and the surplus in studio, one- 
and two-bedroom units is 2,880 units 
per annum (see Row H). This amounts 
to 27 fewer studio completions, 1,725 
fewer one-bedroom completions, and 
1,127 fewer two-bedroom completions 
annually between 2016 and 2051 
(Row G). This surplus is approximately 
double the 1,448 additional three-or-
more bedroom completions required 
annually (Row H). In other words, if 
the Toronto market could build 1,448 
three-or-more bedroom units annually 
instead of some or all of the 2,880 two-
or-fewer bedroom units, it would fulfill 
the estimated future demand. However, 
note that this analysis does not estimate 
what future households might be able to 
afford. Under current market conditions, 
units with three or more bedrooms may 
be prohibitively expensive for some of 
the households that might prefer them. 
This bulletin focuses on demographics 
as affordability is dealt with via other 
policies and programs, such as the 
HousingTO Action Plan 2020-2030 and 
implementation of Inclusionary Zoning 
policies.94

Base Scenario: How much 
housing will younger generations 
demand by tenure?
Estimating demand by tenure quantifies 
how much demand may be fulfilled by 
tenure if recent development activity 
and trends continue. Estimating future 
demand for housing by tenure is more 
challenging than doing so by dwelling 
type or number of bedrooms. It is 
relatively easy for a unit to change 

Table 10: Base Scenario: Estimated Percent of Younger Generations’ Increase in 
Demand Fulfilled by Older Generations’ Turnover by Tenure, 2016-2051 (Cumulative)

Tenure 2016-2021 2016-2026 2016-2031 2016-2036 2016-2041 2016-2046 2016-2051

Owner 65.9% 59.7% 58.4% 59.1% 60.4% 61.7% 62.3%

Renter 56.6% 56.9% 57.5% 58.0% 58.4% 58.1% 57.4%

Total 60.3% 58.1% 57.8% 58.5% 59.5% 60.2% 60.3%
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tenure, with the exception of rental 
units in buildings with six or more units 
(excluding condominium buildings), 
which are protected from conversion 
by the Official Plan.95 In contrast, the 
number of bedrooms in a dwelling 
can change over time such as in mid/
high-rise apartments built with knock-
out panels that can enable units to be 
combined, and certain dwelling types 
can change over time such as through 
the conversion of a single-detached 
house to a duplex. However, such 
changes involve construction and costs 
that make them less likely or frequent. 
Still, tenure is a fundamental component 
of the housing stock that households 
seek and occupy. Approximately half of 
Toronto households rent, yet only 14.6% 
of Toronto completions in the 35 years 
between 1985 and 2019 have been 
rental completions (see Table 11, Row 
D). It is therefore important to estimate 
future households by tenure.

For consistency with the methodology 
used to calculate future households by 
dwelling type and number of bedrooms, 
tenure has also been calculated based 

on the proportion of households by 
tenure as they were in 2016. Three 
tables in Appendix E support this 
section. Table 48 lists these occupancy 
rates by age of PHM and tenure for 
2016. Table 49 shows the resulting 
numbers of households by tenure when 
these occupancy rates are applied 
to the future household estimates. 
Table 50 shows the background data 
by tenure that support the tables in 
this section. Note that the following 
discussion of future rental completions 
refers to purpose-built rental 
completions.

Most of the purpose-built rental units 
built between 1985 and 2016 were 
constructed in the 1980s and early 
1990s before rent controls were 
introduced; rental completions in recent 
years have rebounded somewhat since 
the early 2000s when annual rental 
completions were under 500, but still 
averaged less than 2,000 units per year 
between 2015 and 2019. Averaging 
annual completions by tenure over a 
longer period of time and extending 
this into the future smooths out some of 

Table 11: Base Scenario Demand by Tenure to 2051 versus Recent Completions from 
1985-2019

Row Measure Owner Renter

A Change in younger generations' demand by 2051 549,701 338,106

B Change in older generations' households (i.e. turnover) by 2051 -342,479 -194,120

C
Younger generations' demand not fulfilled by turnover by 2051 (A+B) i.e. residual 
demand

207,222 143,986

D Recent completions, 1985-2019* 320,459 54,788

E Recent completions as a percent of residual demand in 2051 (D/C) 154.6% 38.1%

F
Total additional units required to be built beyond recent completion trends to fulfill 
residual demand by 2051 (C-D)

-113,237 89,198

G
Annual additional units required to be built beyond recent completion trends to fulfill 
residual demand (F/35)

-3,235 2,549

H Average annual completions, 1985-2019 (D/35) 9,156 1,565

I Estimated annual completions required to fulfill residual demand (G+H) 5,921 4,114

Table should be read from top to bottom within each column. *Source: CMHC Housing Now Tables, 1985-2019. Owner completions 
include units with an intended tenure of freehold, condominium, or co-op. Rental completions are purpose-built.
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the variability in completion rates that is 
likely to take place between 2016 and 
2051.

A higher proportion of the younger 
generations’ increase in demand for 
owned housing could be fulfilled by 
older generations’ housing turnover 
by 2051 than for rented housing (see 
Table 10 on page 103). While more 
than half of the increase in demand 
for each tenure could be fulfilled by 
turnover by 2051, 62.3% of the increase 
in ownership demand could be fulfilled 
by turnover versus 57.4% for rental 
demand.

Younger generations’ increase in 
demand for rented units would not 
be fulfilled by older generations 
turning over and by new development 
combined in the Base Scenario. 
The difference between younger 
generations’ increase in demand and 
turnover amounts to more than 140,000 
rented units in the 35-year period 
between 2016 and 2051 (see Table 11 
on page 104, Row C),96 whereas only 
54,788 rental units or 38.1% of that 
amount has been built in the 35 years 
between 1985 and 2019 (Rows D and 
E).

The average number of annual rental 
completions would need to increase 
by 2,549 between 2016 and 2051 to 
fulfill the Base Scenario demand for 
these units (Row J). Within Toronto, 
4,114 rental units would need to be built 
annually in order to fulfill the increase 
in younger generations’ demands 
in the 35 years between 2016 and 
2051 (Row I). This number includes 
2,549 more rental units annually on 
top of the 1,565 average annual rental 
completions that were built in the 35 
years between 1985 and 2019 (Rows G 
and H). Given that 4,114 or more rental 
completions per year has only been 
achieved once in that time period (in 
1993), it is very unlikely that this level of 
rental development could be achieved 
consistently in the future without 
expanded policy and program support 
for the rental housing sector.

Older generations’ dwelling turnover 
and new development combined 
could more than fulfill all of younger 
generations’ increase in demand 
for ownership units if younger 
generations demand ownership 
housing at the same rates as 
their predecessors and if recent 
completion trends persist. Under the 
Base Scenario, younger generations 
would demand 207,222 ownership 
units over and above the number of 
ownership units that older generations 
would vacate (Row C). In the 35 years 
between 1985 and 2019, 320,459 
ownership units (Row D) were built in 
Toronto. If the same number of units 
were built in the 35 years between 2016 
and 2051, that would equal 154.6% 
of the difference between younger 
generations’ increase in demand and 
turnover of ownership units (Row E). 
Many younger generation households 
may aspire to home ownership, and 
some have benefitted from recent low 
interest rates making mortgages more 
affordable. However, many younger 
generation households also struggle 
with higher debt-to-income ratios than 
their predecessors.97 It is possible 
that the younger generations’ future 
demand for ownership housing may 
be the same as the older generations. 
However, if interest rates rise in the 
future, that could temper younger 
generations’ demand for ownership 
housing. This would suggest that the 
supply of ownership housing estimated 
in the Base Scenario could exceed the 
estimated demand by an even larger 
amount than shown in Row F.

The estimated surplus in ownership 
units is 3,235 units per year, and the 
shortfall in purpose-built rental is a 
minimum of 2,549 units per year (Row 
G). If four out of five of the estimated 
surplus ownership units were instead 
developed as purpose-built rental units, 
the demand for rental units could be 
fulfilled.

While some ownership units are rented 
out, these so-called secondary rental 
units are less secure than purpose-
built rentals. Both condominium rental 

units and other secondary rental 
units do not provide for security of 
tenure, as a tenancy can be lawfully 
terminated if the unit is required for 
use by the owner or their immediate 
family. Even if a secondary rental unit 
is vacated voluntarily, it can be sold 
at any point after becoming vacant, 
meaning that the secondary rental 
stock is not necessarily long-term 
rental stock. Condominiums are also 
not subject to the City’s rental housing 
replacement policies nor its Rental 
Housing Demolition and Conversion 
By-law (Chapter 667 of the Toronto 
Municipal Code), meaning any rental 
condominium units that undergo 
demolition or major alterations do not 
require replacement. So while some 
privately-owned units will be rented 
out in the future, they will not offset the 
demand for secure, long-term rental 
housing.
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11. How Much Housing 
Would Toronto Need 
in the Future if Unmet 
Demand is Taken into 
Account?
The previous chapter estimated a 
“Base Scenario” for future household 
estimates – that is, it estimated how 
much housing might be needed if 
people in the future were housed at 
the same rates as they were in 2016. 
However, as mentioned in Chapter 
8, there is some pent-up demand for 
housing in Toronto over and above 
those who are housed now, or the way 
that they are housed now. The status 
quo reflected in the baseline does 
not account for the housing needs of 
more vulnerable households. While 
the needed housing may already exist 
in the city in the form of dwellings 
with overhoused households, those 
households have a right to remain in 
their units. Complete right-sizing of all 
households in the city is an impossible 
ideal. An appropriate goal is to ensure 
the delivery of more housing with 
the characteristics underhoused 
households are seeking so that those 
who do not wish to be underhoused 
have more opportunities to have their 
needs met.

This section will explore how much 
housing might be required in the 
future considering two possible 
scenarios for unmet demand, a low 
and a high. These scenarios add 
on a certain amount of additional 
housing that may be required over 
and above the Base Scenario in 
order to house Toronto’s future 
population more comprehensively. 
The Low Unmet Demand Scenario’s 
additional demand component is 
the percent of households by age 
that are living in housing that is both 
unsuitable and unaffordable; the High 
Unmet Demand Scenario’s additional 
demand component is the percent of 
households by age that are living in 
housing that is unsuitable, regardless of 
affordability.

Note that both Unmet Demand 
Scenarios therefore involve an element 
of double-counting: the households 
with unmet needs are counted both 
in the Base Scenario as well as in the 
additional Unmet Demand Component 
for each Unmet Demand Scenario. 
Although there may technically be 
enough housing in the Base Scenario 
to house underhoused households 
suitably, that housing is occupied 
by other households. Therefore, the 
Unmet Demand Scenarios assume 
that additional housing beyond the 
Base Scenario would be needed in 
order for there to be enough housing 
available to meet underhoused 
households’ suitability needs. Insofar as 
the Unmet Demand Scenarios double-
count some households, the Unmet 
Demand Scenarios likely overestimate 
the amount of housing that might be 
required to accommodate underhoused 
households suitably. Conversely, some 
of the additional housing required may 
come to be occupied by households 
that were already suitably housed. The 
true demand for housing therefore falls 
somewhere between the Base Scenario 
and the Unmet Demand Scenarios.

Low Unmet Demand Scenario
As described in Chapter 8, households 
that are both underhoused and 
spending 30% or more of their income 
on shelter may constitute involuntarily 
underhoused households, or those who 
would prefer not to be underhoused 
but are unable to find or afford suitable 
housing. This subset represents a low 
measure of unmet demand for housing 
referred to here as the Low Unmet 
Demand Component. Table 12 on page 
107 shows:

• The Base Demand Component;

• The Low Unmet Demand 
Component, or the additional 
estimated housing demanded by 
households facing both affordability 
and suitability challenges. These 
estimates are the results of 
multiplying the rates of households 
experiencing both underhousing 

and unsuitability (shown in Figure 
47 on page 75) by the Base 
Scenario household estimates 
(shown in Table 39 on page 163). 
And,

• The Low Unmet Demand Scenario 
estimates, or the sum of the 
Base and Low Unmet Demand 
Components. Recall that the 
Low Unmet Demand Scenario 
double-counts households facing 
both suitability and affordability 
challenges by counting them both 
in their unsuitable housing (in the 
Base Demand Component) and in 
the housing they would need to be 
suitably housed (in the Low Unmet 
Demand Component). The Low 
Unmet Demand Scenario therefore 
likely overestimates the amount 
of housing that might be required 
to accommodate underhoused 
households suitably. At the same 
time, some of the additional 
housing required may come to be 
occupied by households that were 
already suitably housed. The Low 
Unmet Demand Scenario thus 
represents a minimum demand for 
additional affordable and suitable 
housing.

Again, note that all scenarios explored 
in this bulletin are demographic 
exercises only. The Low Unmet 
Demand Scenario does not attempt 
to predict what households will be 
able to afford, only how much pent-up 
demand for housing exists because 
some households are unable to find 
housing with the characteristics they are 
looking for. The aim of the Low Unmet 
Demand Scenario is to determine how 
much housing would be demanded in 
the future if sufficient housing supply 
was available to enable involuntarily 
underhoused households to meet their 
housing needs.
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Demand 
Component

Generation 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Base Demand 
Component

Not Yet Born 0 0 0 0 4,358 38,824 127,774 254,733

Generation Z 0 3,803 34,031 112,965 223,697 320,510 374,274 397,277

Millennials 232,460 361,067 466,251 523,765 551,738 564,425 563,286 550,232

Generation X 307,890 319,827 323,613 319,671 306,173 287,815 263,089 225,911

Baby Boomers 395,080 375,909 348,573 309,918 249,158 172,184 97,711 36,874

Silent Generation 
+ Earlier

177,500 109,649 59,193 22,033 4,103 880 189 40

Total 1,112,930 1,170,256 1,231,660 1,288,351 1,339,227 1,384,638 1,426,322 1,465,066

Low Unmet 
Demand 
Component

Not Yet Born 0 0 0 0 710 4,421 9,445 16,178

Generation Z 0 619 3,883 8,414 13,902 19,036 23,950 26,918

Millennials 14,918 22,901 29,117 33,867 34,930 31,010 24,282 16,663

Generation X 20,830 19,641 16,074 11,346 7,125 4,524 2,912 2,159

Baby Boomers 12,487 8,088 5,052 3,323 2,360 1,379 782 295

Silent Generation 
+ Earlier

1,636 878 474 176 33 7 2 0

Total 49,871 52,126 54,600 57,126 59,060 60,376 61,372 62,213

Total Low 
Unmet 
Demand 
Scenario 
(Base + 
Low Unmet 
Demand 
Components)

Not Yet Born 0 0 0 0 5,068 43,245 137,219 270,911

Generation Z 0 4,423 37,914 121,379 237,599 339,546 398,223 424,195

Millennials 247,378 383,968 495,368 557,632 586,668 595,435 587,567 566,894

Generation X 328,720 339,467 339,687 331,017 313,298 292,338 266,001 228,069

Baby Boomers 407,567 383,997 353,625 313,240 251,518 173,563 98,493 37,169

Silent Generation 
+ Earlier

179,136 110,527 59,667 22,210 4,136 887 190 41

Total 1,162,801 1,222,383 1,286,260 1,345,477 1,398,288 1,445,014 1,487,694 1,527,279

* 2016 values are actual household values from the 2016 Census. All other values are future estimates.

Table 12: Estimated Low Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation, 
2016-2051
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Table 13 summarises the Base Demand 
Components and the Low Unmet 
Demand Components of the household 
estimates into generational groupings. 
The Low Unmet Demand Scenario 
assumes that there are involuntarily 
underhoused households of all ages 
whose housing needs would not 
be fulfilled if 2016 occupancy rates 
continued into the future as was done 
in the Base Scenario. The Low Unmet 
Demand Components shown in Rows 
2 and 4 of Table 13 represent the 
additional housing supply that could 
help these households fulfill their 
housing needs.

The calculations for the future demand 
in the Low Unmet Demand Scenario 
are therefore slightly different than the 
calculations in the Base Scenario. In 
the Low Unmet Demand Scenario, 
the additional demand components 
generated by both younger and older 
generations’ unmet demand is added to 
the younger generations’ Base demand. 
This is because the Unmet demand 
components for both generational 
groups represent additional housing 
needed that does not currently exist 
and cannot therefore be turned over. 
Together, these three components 

(younger generations’ Base demand 
plus both generations’ Unmet demand) 
represent the future demand that 
must be made up by either turnover of 
older generations’ housing or by new 
housing supply. Therefore Row 5 of 
Table 13 sums Rows 1, 2 and 4, or the 
younger generations’ Base and Low 
Unmet demand components and the 
older generations’ Low Unmet demand 
component, to identify the future 
demand from all three components.

The change over time in the three 
demand components summarised in 
Row 5 of Table 13 appear in Row A 
of Table 14 on page 109, while the 
change in older generations’ Base 
Demand shown in Row 3 of Table 13 
appears in Row B of Table 14.

Adding in a low measure of unmet 
demand changes the percent of 
demand that could be fulfilled by 
turnover very little. Adding all ages’ 
unmet demand to younger generations’ 
Base Scenario demand still results in 
about 60% of the future increase in 
demand being fulfilled by turnover (see 
Table 14, Row C) in each census year 
to 2051, cumulatively. By 2051, younger 
generation households plus households 

Row
Generational 

Grouping
Demand 

Component
2016 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

1 Younger 
Generations

Base 540,350 684,698 823,895 956,401 1,085,966 1,211,574 1,328,422 1,428,152

2 Low Unmet 35,748 43,161 49,074 53,627 56,667 58,990 60,588 61,917

3 Older 
Generations

Base 572,580 485,559 407,765 331,951 253,261 173,064 97,899 36,914

4 Low Unmet 14,123 8,966 5,526 3,499 2,393 1,386 784 296

5

Sum of younger 
generations' Base and Low 
Unmet Components, plus 
older generations' Low 
Unmet component

590,221 736,824 878,495 1,013,526 1,145,027 1,271,950 1,389,795 1,490,365

Table 13: Additional Demand Generated by Adding in the Low Unmet Demand 
Component by Generation, 2016-2051
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of all ages with unmet demands would 
increase by 900,144 households while 
older generations’ Base Scenario 
households would decrease by 
535,666. These 535,666 dwellings that 
could be freed up constitute 59.5% of 
the additional 900,144 dwellings the 
younger generations and those with 
unmet demands would demand in this 
scenario. This compares to 60.3% in the 
Base Scenario.

The low measure of unmet demand 
is attainable and adds a degree of 
equity to the estimates. In the Base 
Scenario, 352,136 units would be 
required to be built to make up the 
difference between the increase in 
demand and the number of units freed 
up by older generations turning over 
by 2051 (see Table 4 on page 96). In 
the Low Unmet Demand Scenario, that 
figure is 364,478 units. The low measure 
of unmet demand adds around 12,000 
to the total number of completions 
that would be required to fulfill the 

demand by 2051. This is a relatively 
small addition, well within typical annual 
completions. Therefore, applying the 
low measure of unmet demand in future 
planning efforts is both realistic and 
more conservative than considering 
the Base Scenario alone. However, as 
was the case with the Base Scenario 
and as will be discussed later in this 
chapter, demand varies by dwelling 
type, bedroom and tenure and so 
ensuring that there is an appropriate 
mix of housing is crucial to meeting 
future housing needs. This mix may 
indicate that there are surplus units with 
certain characteristics than are required 
to address suitability needs while there 
may be higher demand for units with 
other characteristics to meet these 
same needs.

Table 14: Low Unmet Demand Scenario: Estimated Cumulative Increase in Demand that 
could be fulfilled by Turnover of Older Generations, 2016-2051

Row Measure
2016-
2021

2016-
2026

2016-
2031

2016-
2036

2016-
2041

2016-
2046

2016-
2051

A
Change in demand (i.e. change 
in Row 5 of Table 13)

146,603 288,274 423,306 554,806 681,729 799,574 900,144

B
Change in older generations' 
households (i.e. turnover, change 
in Row 3 of Table 13)

-87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666

C
Percent of increase in demand 
fulfilled by turnover (B/A)

59.4% 57.2% 56.8% 57.6% 58.6% 59.4% 59.5%

D
Residual demand (increase 
in demand not fulfilled by 
turnover) (A-B)

59,582 123,459 182,676 235,487 282,213 324,893 364,478

E
(From Table 4) Base scenario 
residual demand not fulfilled by 
turnover

57,326 118,730 175,421 226,297 271,708 313,392 352,136

F
Difference in residual demand 
in 2051 between Base + Low 
Unmet Demand Scenarios (D-E)

2,256 4,729 7,255 9,190 10,505 11,502 12,342

Table should be read from top to bottom within each column. Note: "Demand" in this table includes younger generations' Base 
Scenario demand plus all ages' Low Unmet Demand, unless otherwise specified.
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High Unmet Demand Scenario
As discussed in Chapter 8, some 
underhoused households are satisfied 
with their current housing situation 
while others may have chosen where 
they live out of necessity. The Low 
Unmet Demand Scenario in the 
previous section estimated how much 
supply would be needed to house 
households at the same rate as in 2016, 
with extra housing to support those 
who experienced both underhousing 
and affordability challenges, who may 
be involuntarily underhoused. Some 
amount of those who are underhoused 
but are not facing affordability 
challenges represent another measure 
of unmet demand.

However, it is difficult to quantify 
how many of these underhoused 
households may have chosen housing 
that does not fulfill their housing 
needs to avoid having to spend more 
than 30% of their income on shelter. 
Recent research sheds some light on 
what percentage of Toronto residents 
would prefer housing with different 
characteristics than their current 
homes. In one recent study, 19% of 
those who lived in very car-oriented 
neighbourhoods indicated they would 
prefer to live somewhere more walkable 
and with smaller homes.98 Four percent 
of those who lived in more walkable 
neighbourhoods stated that they would 
prefer a less walkable one with larger 
homes.

Another recent series of studies by RBC 
and the Pembina Institute found that 
there is a noticeable unmet demand 
when comparing where respondents 
currently lived to where they would 
prefer to live if housing costs were 
the same.99,100 In the most recent 
version of the study (2014), 6.0% more 
respondents would prefer to live in a 
downtown neighbourhood than the 
number who actually did. Nine percent 
fewer respondents would prefer 
to live in some form of a suburban 
neighbourhood compared to the 
percent who actually did.

While the literature on this topic is 
limited, the above studies suggest 
that there is a range of between 
four and 19% of Toronto residents 
who would prefer to live elsewhere 
than their current dwelling. This 
range is comparable to the range of 
underhousing by age (see Figure 13 on 
page 46). Therefore, a High Unmet 
Demand Scenario was also calculated, 
which represents the additional housing 
beyond the Base Scenario that might 
be required to provide enough housing 
availability to meet the suitability needs 
of all underhoused households. Table 
15 on page 111 shows:

• The Base Demand Component;

• The High Unmet Demand 
Component, or the additional 
estimated housing demanded by 
all households facing suitability 
challenges. These estimates are the 
results of determining how many 
units of each bedroom type would 
be required to suitably house all 
underhoused households. (More 
information on this methodology is 
available on page 115). And,

• The High Unmet Demand Scenario 
estimates, or the sum of the 
Base and High Unmet Demand 
Components. Recall that the High 
Unmet Demand scenario double-
counts underhoused households 
by counting them both in their 
unsuitable housing (in the Base 
Demand Component) and in the 
housing they would need to be 
suitably housed (in the High Unmet 
Demand Component). The High 
Unmet Demand Scenario therefore 
likely overestimates the amount 
of housing that might be required 
to accommodate underhoused 
households suitably, and thus 
represents a maximum upper range 
of unmet demand by underhoused 
households. At the same time, 
some of the additional housing 
required may come to be occupied 
by households that were already 
suitably housed. The High Unmet 
Demand Scenario thus represents 

a minimum demand for additional 
suitable housing.

While not all of those who are 
underhoused may be unhappy with 
their circumstances, the underhousing 
by age rates appear to be a reasonable 
proxy for households who would prefer 
to live elsewhere than their current unit. 
This High Unmet Demand Scenario 
therefore represents an upper range of 
overall unmet demand.

Again, note that all scenarios explored 
in this bulletin are demographic 
exercises only. The High Unmet 
Demand Scenario does not attempt 
to predict what households will be 
able to afford, only how much pent-up 
demand for housing exists because 
some households are unable to find the 
suitable housing they are looking for. 
The aim of the High Unmet Demand 
Scenario is to determine how much 
housing would be demanded in the 
future if sufficient housing supply with 
the characteristics households are 
looking for were available to enable 
underhoused households to meet their 
housing suitability needs.
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* 2016 values are actual household values from the 2016 Census. All other values are future estimates. 

Table 15: Estimated High Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation, 
2016-2051

Demand 
Component

Generation 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Base Demand 
Component

Not Yet Born 0 0 0 0 4,358 38,824 127,774 254,733

Generation Z 0 3,803 34,031 112,965 223,697 320,510 374,274 397,277

Millennials 232,460 361,067 466,251 523,765 551,738 564,425 563,286 550,232

Generation X 307,890 319,827 323,613 319,671 306,173 287,815 263,089 225,911

Baby Boomers 395,080 375,909 348,573 309,918 249,158 172,184 97,711 36,874

Silent Generation 
+ Earlier

177,500 109,649 59,193 22,033 4,103 880 189 40

Total 1,112,930 1,170,256 1,231,660 1,288,351 1,339,227 1,384,638 1,426,322 1,465,066

High Unmet 
Demand 
Component

Not Yet Born 0 0 0 0 676 5,914 15,908 31,700

Generation Z 0 590 5,184 14,105 27,742 43,975 58,646 67,456

Millennials 28,961 49,797 69,271 83,844 89,978 83,783 70,072 52,504

Generation X 52,217 51,509 44,873 35,092 23,933 15,744 10,289 7,442

Baby Boomers 38,978 26,968 17,863 11,662 8,086 5,006 2,613 930

Silent Generation 
+ Earlier

5,550 3,154 1,579 556 101 22 5 1

Total 125,707 132,018 138,771 145,260 150,517 154,443 157,533 160,033

Total High 
Unmet Demand 
Scenario 
(Base + High 
Unmet Demand 
Components)

Not Yet Born 0 0 0 0 5,035 44,737 143,682 286,433

Generation Z 0 4,394 39,216 127,070 251,439 364,485 432,920 464,733

Millennials 261,421 410,865 535,522 607,608 641,716 648,209 633,358 602,735

Generation X 360,107 371,336 368,486 354,764 330,106 303,559 273,378 233,353

Baby Boomers 434,058 402,878 366,436 321,580 257,244 177,190 100,323 37,804

Silent Generation 
+ Earlier

183,050 112,803 60,772 22,589 4,204 901 193 41

Total 1,238,637 1,302,274 1,370,431 1,433,611 1,489,744 1,539,081 1,583,854 1,625,100
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Table 16 summarises the Base Demand 
Components and the High Unmet 
Demand Components of the household 
estimates into generational groupings. 
The High Unmet Demand Components 
shown in Rows 2 and 4 of this table 
represent the amount of additional 
housing that might be required to house 
all households suitably.

Similar to the Low Unmet Demand 
Scenario, in the High Unmet Demand 
Scenario, the additional demand 
components generated by both 
younger and older generations’ Unmet 
demand (Rows 2 and 4 of Table 16) 
is added to the younger generations’ 
Base demand (Row 1) to obtain the 
total future demand (Row 5). Together, 
the change in these three components 
(younger generations’ base demand 
plus both generations’ unmet demand) 
represent the future increase in demand 
that must be made up by either turnover 
of older generations or by new housing 
supply. The change in Row 5 over 
time appears in Row A in Table 17 on 
page 113, while the change in older 
generations’ base demand appears in 
Row B.

Adding in a high measure of unmet 
demand changes the percent of 
demand that could be fulfilled 
by turnover very little. By 2051, 
younger generation households 
plus underhoused households of 
all ages would increase by 922,128 
households (see Row A of Table 17) 
while older generations’ Base Scenario 
households would decrease by 
535,666. These 535,666 dwellings that 
could be freed up constitute 58.1% of 
the additional 922,128 dwellings the 
younger generations and those who 
are underhoused would demand in this 
scenario. This compares to 60.3% in the 
Base Scenario and 59.3% in the Low 
Unmet Demand Scenario.

The high measure of unmet demand 
is attainable. In the Base Scenario, 
352,136 units would be required to 
be built to make up the difference 
between the increase in demand and 
the number of units freed up by older 
generations turning over by 2051 (see 
Table 4 on page 96). In the High 
Unmet Demand Scenario, that residual 
demand is 386,505 units (Row D). The 
high measure of unmet demand adds 
around 34,000 to the total number of 
completions that would be required 
to fulfill the demand by 2051. This 

Table 16: Additional Demand Generated by Adding in the High Unmet Demand 
Component by Generation, 2016-2051

Row
Generational 

Grouping
Demand 

Component
2016 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

1 Younger 
Generations

Base 540,350 684,698 823,895 956,401 1,085,966 1,211,574 1,328,422 1,428,152

2 High Unmet 81,179 101,896 119,329 133,041 142,330 149,416 154,915 159,102

3 Older 
Generations

Base 572,580 485,559 407,765 331,951 253,261 173,064 97,899 36,914

4 High Unmet 44,528 30,122 19,442 12,218 8,187 5,027 2,617 931

5

Sum of younger 
generations' Base and 
High Unmet components, 
plus older generations' 
High Unmet component

666,057 816,716 962,666 1,101,660 1,236,483 1,366,017 1,485,955 1,588,185
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amount is less than the five-year 
average number of completions over 
the 35 years between 1985 and 2019 
(see Table 5 on page 97). The high 
measure of unmet demand, spread out 
over the 35-year period between 2016 
and 2051, is therefore within the realm 
of possibility. Those extra 34,000 units 
could help to create additional supply 
that might reduce housing pressure for 
underhoused households.

However, it is the characteristics of 
the housing stock rather than the 
total volume of housing supplied that 
matters more in meeting the needs 
of underhoused households. The 
suitability challenges experienced by 
underhoused households will only 
be lessened by continuing to deliver 
a range of housing across the city. To 
that end, the following sections will 
explore the household estimates in both 
unmet demand scenarios by number 
of bedrooms, dwelling type and tenure. 
The high unmet demand section for all 

three variables depends on bedroom 
breakdowns (as will be explained in the 
following section), so unmet demand 
household estimates will be examined 
by number of bedrooms first.

Unmet Demand Scenarios: 
How many bedrooms will 
households demand in the 
future?
As mentioned in the Base Scenario, 
it is possible in the unmet demand 
scenarios that some of the demand for 
single-detached and semi-detached unit 
could be satisfied by housing supply 
with the desired number of bedrooms, 
regardless of what type of dwelling 
those bedrooms are in. Therefore, 
this section examines the household 
estimates in the unmet demand 
scenarios by number of bedrooms.

Two tables in Appendix F support the 
analysis of the Low Unmet Demand 

Scenario household estimates 
discussed in this section. Table 51 
shows the numbers of households 
by number of bedrooms in the Low 
Unmet Demand Scenario when the 
age-specific rates of households 
experiencing both underhousing and 
unsuitability (shown in Figure 47 on 
page 75) are multiplied by the Base 
Scenario household estimates by 
number of bedrooms and age shown 
in Table 46 and added to those same 
Base Scenario estimates. Table 52 
shows the background data by number 
of bedrooms that supports this section.

The Low Unmet Demand Scenario 
section of Table 18 on page 114 
summarises the analysis of the data 
found in these background tables.

Table 17: High Unmet Demand Scenario: Estimated Cumulative Increase in Demand 
that could be fulfilled by Turnover of Older Generations, 2016-2051

Row Measure
2016-
2021

2016-
2026

2016-
2031

2016-
2036

2016-
2041

2016-
2046

2016-
2051

A
Change in demand (i.e. change in 
Row 5 of Table 16)

150,659 296,609 435,604 570,426 699,960 819,898 922,128

B
Change in older generations' 
households (i.e. turnover, change in 
Row 3 of Table 16))

-87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666

C
Percent of increase in demand 
fulfilled by turnover (B/A)

57.8% 55.6% 55.2% 56.0% 57.1% 57.9% 58.1%

D
Residual demand (incrase in 
demand not fulfilled by turnover) 
(A-B)

63,638 131,794 194,975 251,107 300,444 345,217 386,462

E
(From Table 3) Base scenario 
residual demand not fulfilled by 
turnover

57,326 118,730 175,421 226,297 271,708 313,392 352,136

F
Difference in residual demand in 
2051 between Base + High Unmet 
Demand Scenarios (D-E)

6,312 13,064 19,554 24,810 28,736 31,825 34,326

Table should be read from top to bottom within each column. Note: "Demand" in this table includes younger generations' Base 
Scenario demand plus all ages' Low Unmet Demand, unless otherwise specified.
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In the High Unmet Demand Scenario, 
it was possible to break down the 
future household estimates by dwelling 
type, number of bedrooms and tenure 
more precisely than in the Low Unmet 
Demand Scenario. This is because 
the required variables crossed against 
bedroom shortfalls were available 
while shelter cost-to-income ratios 
crossed against bedroom shortfalls 
were not. The household estimates by 
number of bedrooms in the High Unmet 
Demand Scenario were therefore 
calculated slightly differently than 
in the Base or Low Unmet Demand 
Scenarios. In the High Unmet Demand 
Scenario, the calculation for each 
number of bedrooms depended on 
the characteristics of underhoused 
households that would require that 
number of bedrooms. So, for example, 
underhoused households that would 
require a two-bedroom unit under the 
NOS include households living in studio 
units with a two-bedroom shortfall and 
households living in one-bedroom units 
with a one-bedroom shortfall. Therefore, 
the additional demand for two-bedroom 
units in the High Unmet Demand 
Scenario was estimated by:

• multiplying the age-specific rate 
of households in studio units with 
a two-bedroom shortfall by the 
number of households in studio 
units in the Base Scenario, and

• adding the age-specific rate of 
households living in one-bedroom 
units with a one-bedroom shortfall 
multiplied by the number of 
households in one-bedroom units 
in the Base Scenario.

Table 53 in Appendix F describes the 
formulae applied to each number of 
bedrooms to obtain the high unmet 
demand estimates by number of 
bedrooms.

Three additional tables inAppendix F 
support the analysis of the High Unmet 
Demand Scenario household estimates 
discussed in this section. Table 54 
identifies the rates of underhousing by 
age of PHM, number of bedrooms, and 

bedroom shortfall. Table 55 shows the 
numbers of households by number of 
bedrooms in the High Unmet Demand 
Scenario when the rates in Table 54 
are applied to the future household 
estimates by number of bedrooms in 
the Base Scenario summarised in Table 
46 according to the formulae in Table 
53. Table 56 shows the background 
data by number of bedrooms that 
supports this section.

The High Unmet Demand Scenario 
section of Table 18 on page 114 
summarises the analysis of the data 
found in these background tables.

Figure 59 on page 116 summarises 
the minimum annual number of 
additional completions over and above 
recent average completions for each 
of these bedroom types that would be 
required to fulfill the estimated increase 
in demand in each scenario, shown in 
Row G of Table 18. Negative numbers 
indicate that no additional completions 
of these types would be required 
beyond recent average completions to 
meet the estimated increase in demand. 
Positive numbers indicate that more 
annual completions would be required 
above and beyond recent completion 
levels.

Sufficient two-or-fewer-bedroom units 
would still be built, even after adding 
in unmet demand. More than 100% of 
the residual demand for two-or-fewer-
bedroom units – demand that is not 
fulfilled by turnover – would be fulfilled 
by new supply in both unmet demand 
scenarios (Table 18, Row E). While the 
supply of one-bedroom units brought 
about by turnover is not expected 
to meet the increase in demand, the 
continued supply of new one-bedroom 
units is expected to bridge the supply 
gap, by 165.5% of the residual increase 
in demand in the Low Scenario and 
170.9% in the High Scenario. The 
comparable numbers for two-bedroom 
and studio units would be 135.9% and 
110.8% respectively in the Low Scenario 
and 128.0% and 114.5% in the High 
Scenario.
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Note that the demands for studio and 
one-bedroom units are lower in the 
High Scenario than in the Low Scenario 
because the Low Scenario applies a 
flat rate to all bedroom types, while the 
High Scenario estimates how many 
additional bedrooms households would 
need to be suitably housed. Units with 
fewer bedrooms cannot address the 
suitability needs of much of the unmet 
demand.

In both the Low and High Unmet 
Demand Scenarios, Toronto would 
need to build more three- and four-
or-more-bedroom units annually on 
top of current average completions 
to fulfill the increase in demand by 
2051 (see Table 18 on page 114, 
Row G and Figure 59). In the Low 
Scenario, a minimum of an additional 
1,112 three-bedroom units and 490 
four-or-more bedroom units would be 
required per year, while in the High 
Scenario the comparable numbers 

are 1,404 and 736 respectively. These 
values still represents a small fraction 
of the total units built annually. For 
example, between 1985 and 2019 an 
average of 10,721 total units were built 
annually in Toronto. Combined, 1,112 
three-bedroom units and 490 four-or-
more-bedroom units equal 14.9% of this 
average annual number of units built. 
In other words, if 14.9% more units built 
annually were three-or-more bedroom 
units instead of two-or-fewer bedroom 
units, the future increase in demands 
would be fulfilled in the Low Unmet 
Demand Scenario. The comparable 
value in the High Unmet Demand 
Scenario is 20.0%. These amounts are 
conceivably within the scope of what 
could be built annually on average in 
the future.

Figure 59: Annual Additional Units Required to be Built beyond Recent Completion 
Trends to Fulfill Residual Demand, by Number of Bedrooms
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Unmet Demand Scenarios: 
What types of dwellings will 
households demand in the 
future?
This section will explore the household 
estimates in both unmet demand 
scenarios by dwelling type. Both 
scenarios assume that underhoused 
households want to remain in the same 
dwelling type they are in currently, 
just with enough bedrooms to meet 
their suitability needs. Two tables in 
Appendix G support the analysis of 
the Low Unmet Demand Scenario 
household estimates discussed in this 
section. Table 57 shows the numbers 
of households by dwelling type in the 
Low Unmet Demand Scenario when 
the age-specific rates of households 
experiencing both underhousing and 
unsuitability (shown in Figure 47 on 
page 75) are multiplied by the Base 
Scenario household estimates by 
dwelling type and age shown in 

Table 43 and added to those same 
Base Scenario estimates. Table 58 
shows the background data by dwelling 
type that support this section.

The Low Unmet Demand Scenario 
section of Table 19 on page 117 
summarises the analysis of the data 
found in these background tables.

The household estimates by dwelling 
type in the High Unmet Demand 
Scenario depend on the ratios of 
underhousing that are specific to 
each dwelling type and number of 
bedroom combination. For example, 
mid/high-rise units tend to have higher 
numbers of one-, two- and three-or-
more bedroom shortfalls in units with 
up to three bedrooms than other types 
of dwellings do; therefore, applying 
underhousing ratios that are specific 
to both dwelling type and number 
of bedrooms yields a more precise 
estimate of high unmet demand than 

applying a flat underhousing rate to all 
dwelling types. Table 59 in Appendix G 
describes the formulae applied to each 
dwelling type to obtain the high unmet 
demand estimates by dwelling type, 
using single-detached houses as an 
example.

Three additional tables in Appendix G 
support the analysis of the High Unmet 
Demand Scenario household estimates 
discussed in this section. Table 60 
identifies the percent of underhoused 
households by age of PHM, dwelling 
type, and bedroom shortfall. Table 61 
shows the numbers of households 
by dwelling type in the High Unmet 
Demand Scenario when the rates 
in Table 60 are applied to the future 
household estimates by dwelling in the 
Base Scenario summarised in Table 43 
according to the formulae in Table 59. 
Table 62 shows the background data by 
dwelling type that support this section. 
The High Unmet Demand Scenario 

Figure 60: Annual Additional Units Required to be Built beyond Recent Completion 
Trends to Fulfill Residual Demand, by Dwelling Type
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section of Table 19 summarises the 
analysis of the data found in these 
background tables.

Figure 60 on page 118 summarises 
the minimum annual number of 
additional completions over and above 
recent average completions for each 
of these dwelling types that would be 
required to fulfill the estimated increase 
in demand in each scenario, shown in 
Row G ofTable 19. Negative numbers 
indicate that no additional completions 
of these types would be required 
beyond recent average completions to 
meet the estimated increase in demand. 
Positive numbers indicate that more 
annual completions would be required 
above and beyond recent completion 
levels.

The supply of new apartment and 
other units are anticipated to fulfill the 
residual demand for them, including 
the additional unmet demand factor 
in both the Low and the High Unmet 
Demand Scenarios. More than 
140% of the increase in demand for 
Apartment and Other units that is not 
fulfilled by turnover would be fulfilled 
by new supply in the Low Scenario 
(see Table 19, Row E). The comparable 
figure for the High Scenario is 128.4%. 
If recent completion trends continue, an 
excess of 88,160 apartment and other 
units might be built beyond the residual 
demand in the Low Scenario or 66,979 
in the High Scenario (see Table 19, Row 
F).

In the Low and the High Unmet 
Demand Scenarios, a minimum of 
15 additional row/townhouses would 
need to be built annually to fulfill the 
added demand for them (see Table 19, 
Row G and Figure 60). In both Unmet 
Demand scenarios, over 90% of the 
increase in demand for row/townhouses 
that is not fulfilled by turnover could be 
fulfilled by new supply if that supply was 
built at the same rate as it was over the 
35 years between 1981 and 2016 (see 
Row E).

In the Unmet Demand Scenarios, 
the increase in demand for single-
detached and semi-detached units 
is greater than the supply that 
could be achieved by turnover and 
new development combined. The 
Low Unmet Demand Scenario would 
require a minimum of an additional 
1,655 single-detached and 543 semi-
detached units to be built annually 
between 2016 and 2051 (Table 19, 
Row G and Figure 60), over and above 
the average number of completions 
in the 35 years prior. The High Unmet 
Demand Scenario would require a 
minimum of an additional 1,643 single-
detached and 549 semi-detached units 
beyond recent completion levels.

Note that the demands for single-
detached houses are lower in the High 
Scenario than in the Low because 
the Low Scenario applies a flat rate 
to all bedroom types, while the 
High Scenario estimates how many 
additional bedrooms households would 
need to be suitably housed. Since this 
scenario assumes that underhoused 
households would want to remain in the 
same dwelling type, and since single-
detached houses have relatively low 
rates of underhousing, fewer units of 
these types are demanded in the High 
Unmet Demand Scenario compared to 
mid/high-rise apartments and low-rise 
apartments.

The numbers in the Base Scenario 
(1,569 and 519 respectively; see Table 
7 on page 99, Row G) were found to 
be unlikely based on recent completion 
trends in Toronto. It is therefore 
expected that insufficient numbers 
of these low-density dwelling types 
would be built by 2051 to offset the Low 
Unmet Demand Component on top of 
the Base Scenario demand. However, 
it may still be possible that this demand 
could be fulfilled by other forms of 
“missing middle” development such as 
garden suites, laneway housing, row/
townhouses, low-rise apartments and 
other forms of gentle intensification.
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Unmet Demand Scenarios: 
How much housing will 
younger generations demand 
by tenure?
This section estimates future 
households under the unmet demand 
scenarios by tenure, as tenure is the 
third characteristic of the housing stock 
that planning processes can influence.

Household estimates by tenure in the 
Low Unmet Demand Scenario were 
calculated slightly differently than the 
estimates by dwelling type or number 
of bedrooms in the Low Scenario. 
The number of households by age of 
PHM, suitability and shelter cost-to-
income ratio were also available by 
tenure. Therefore, rather than applying 
the same flat rate of households 
experiencing suitability and affordability 
challenges by age to both owner and 
renter households, the tenure-specific 

rates shown in Figure 48 on page 76 
were applied.

Two tables in Appendix H support the 
analysis of the Low Unmet Demand 
Scenario household estimates 
discussed in this section. Table 63 
shows the numbers of households 
by tenure in the Low Unmet Demand 
Scenario when the tenure-and-
age-specific rates of households 
experiencing both underhousing and 
unsuitability (shown in Figure 48 on 
page 76) are multiplied by the Base 
Scenario household estimates by 
tenure and age shown in Table 49 in 
Appendix E and added to those same 
Base Scenario estimates. Table 64 
shows the background data by tenure 
that supports this section. The Low 
Unmet Demand Scenario section of 
Table 20 summarises the analysis of the 
data found in these background tables.

Table 20: Unmet Demand Scenarios by Tenure to 2051 versus Recent Completions 
from 1985-2019

Row Measure

Low Unmet 
Demand Scenario

High Unmet 
Demand Scenario

Owner Renter Owner Renter

A Change in demand by 2051 552,801 347,338 559,018 363,119

B Change in older generations' households (i.e. turnover) by 2051 -342,479 -194,120 -342,479 -194,120

C
Increase in demand not fulfilled by turnover by 2051 (A+B) 
i.e. residual demand

210,322 153,219 216,539 168,999

D Recent completions, 1985-2019* 320,459 54,788 320,459 54,788

E Recent completions as a percent of residual demand in 2051 (D/C) 152.4% 35.8% 148.0% 32.4%

F
Total additional units required to be built beyond recent 
completion trends to fulfill residual demand by 2051 (C-D)

-110,137 98,431 -103,920 114,211

G
Annual additional units required to be built beyond recent 
completion trends to fulfill residual demand (F/35)

-3,147 2,812 -2,969 3,263

H Average annual completions, 1985-2019 (D/35) 9,156 1,565 9,156 1,565

I
Estimated annual completions required to fulfill residual 
demand (G+H)

6,009 4,378 6,187 4,829

Table should be read from top to bottom within each column. *Source: CMHC Housing Now Tables, 1985-2019. Owner completions 
include units with an intended tenure of freehold, condominium, or co-op. "Demand" in this table includes younger generations' Base 
Scenario demand plus all ages' unmet demand. 
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The household estimates by tenure 
in the High Unmet Demand Scenario 
depend on the ratios of underhousing 
that are specific to each tenure and 
number of bedroom combination. 
For example, renter households tend 
to have higher numbers of one, two 
and three-or-more bedroom shortfalls 
in units with up to two bedrooms 
than owners do; therefore, applying 
underhousing ratios that are specific to 
both tenure and number of bedrooms 
yields a more precise estimate of high 
unmet demand than applying a flat 
underhousing rate to both tenures. 
Table 65 in Appendix H describes 
the formulae applied to each tenure 
to obtain the high unmet demand 
estimates by dwelling type, using renter 
households as an example.

Three additional tables in Appendix H 
support the analysis of the High Unmet 
Demand Scenario household estimates 
discussed in this section. Table 66 
identifies the percent of underhoused 
households by age of PHM, tenure, and 
bedroom shortfall. Table 67 shows the 
numbers of households by tenure in the 

High Unmet Demand Scenario when 
the rates in Table 66 are applied to the 
future household estimates by tenure in 
the Base Scenario summarised in Table 
49 according to the formulae in Table 
65. Table 68 shows the background 
data by tenure that supports this 
section. The High Unmet Demand 
Scenario section of Table 20 on page 
120 summarises the analysis of the 
data found in these background tables 
for the High Unmet Demand Scenario.

Figure 61 summarises the minimum 
annual number of additional 
completions over and above recent 
average completions for each of these 
dwelling types that would be required to 
fulfill the estimated increase in demand 
in each scenario, shown in Row G of 
Table 20. Negative numbers indicate 
that no additional completions of these 
types would be required beyond recent 
average completions to meet the 
estimated increase in demand. Positive 
numbers indicate that more annual 
completions would be required above 
and beyond recent completion levels.

Figure 61: Annual Additional Units Required to be Built beyond Recent Completion 
Trends to Fulfill Residual Demand, by Tenure
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More than enough ownership units 
would still be built, even after adding 
in unmet demand. More than 150% of 
the increase in demand for ownership 
units that is not fulfilled by turnover 
would be fulfilled by new supply in the 
Low Unmet Demand Scenario (see 
Table 20, Row E). In the High Unmet 
Demand Scenario, the comparable 
value is 148% (see Row E).

In the Unmet Demand Scenarios, it 
becomes even less realistic that the 
increase in demand for rental units 
would be fulfilled by turnover and 
new development combined. The 
Low Unmet Demand Scenario would 
require a minimum of an additional 
2,812 rental units to be built annually 
between 2016 and 2051 (see Table 
20, Row G and Figure 61 on page 
121), over and above the average 
number of completions in the 35 
years prior. The High Unmet Demand 
Scenario would require a minimum of 
an additional 3,263 rental completions 
annually. However, the number of 
annual completions required to fulfill the 
demand in the Base Scenario (2,549; 
see Table 11 on page 104, Row G) 
was already above the level of recent 
rental completions. It is even less likely 

that enough rental units would be 
built by 2051 to offset the Low or High 
Unmet Demand on top of the Base 
Scenario demand.

Note that while household formation 
creates demand for housing, household 
formation is also constrained by 
insufficient housing supply. In particular, 
insufficient purpose-built rental supply 
may delay young adults from forming 
new households. Increasing the 
number of rental completions could 
help mitigate this pent-up demand.

Summary Comparison of the 
Base and Unmet Demand 
Scenarios
This chapter estimated three scenarios 
of future households and housing 
demand to 2051: a Base Scenario and 
a Low and a High Unmet Demand 
Scenario. In all three scenarios, about 
60% of the increase in demand for 
housing in the future could be fulfilled 
by older generations’ housing stock 
turning over. In other words, only about 
40% of the future increase in demand 
for housing would need to be fulfilled by 
new housing completions built between 
2016 and 2051.

Table 21: Annual Number of Additional Completions beyond Recent Completions 
Levels Required to Fulfill Residual Demand

Variable
Dwelling 

Characteristic
Base 

Scenario
Low Unmet 

Demand Scenario
High Unmet 

Demand Scenario

Dwelling Type

Single-Detached 1,569 1,655 1,643

Semi-Detached 519 543 549

Row (Townhouse) -7 15 44

Apartment and Other -2,739 -2,519 -1,914

Number of 
Bedrooms

Studio -953 -21 -27

1 Bedroom -1,725 -1,634 -1,714

2 Bedrooms -1,127 -1,027 -849

3 Bedrooms 1,024 1,112 1,404

4+ Bedrooms 425 490 736

Tenure
Owner -3,235 -3,147 -2,969

Renter 2,549 2,812 3,263
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However, the results vary by dwelling 
type, number of bedrooms, and tenure. 
Table 21 on page 122 and Figure 62 
summarise the average annual number 
of additional completions over and 
above recent average completions for 
each of these dwelling characteristics 
that would be required to fulfill the 
estimated increase in demand in each 
scenario. These values were shown in 
Row G in Tables 18-20 earlier in Chapter 
10 and Chapter 11. Negative numbers 
indicate that no additional completions 
of these types would be required 
beyond recent average completions to 
meet the estimated increase in demand.

For housing with the following 
characteristics, the increase in demand 
would be fulfilled by a combination of 
turnover plus new supply in all three 
scenarios, assuming that historic 
completion levels remained stable in the 
future:

• Apartments and other units

• Studios

• One-bedroom units

• Two-bedroom units

• Owned units.

Positive numbers indicate that more 
annual completions would be required 
above and beyond recent completion 
levels. In other words, future demand 
to meet suitability needs would not be 
fulfilled for housing with the following 
characteristics, in any scenario:

• Single-detached houses

• Semi-detached houses

• Three-bedroom units

• Four-or-more-bedroom units

• Purpose-built rental units.

Demand for row/townhouses would 
be fulfilled in the Base and Low Unmet 
Demand Scenarios, but not in the High 
Unmet Demand Scenario.

Figure 62: Summary of Annual Additional Units Required to be Built beyond Recent 
Completion Trends to Fulfill Residual Demand
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The housing characteristics with 
negative numbers, i.e. the dwelling 
characteristics that are expected to be 
produced in surplus, are still likely to 
be occupied by someone. There is a 
pent-up demand in Toronto consisting 
of, for example, adult children living with 
their parents but wanting to form their 
own households. Such households will 
likely continue to self-select themselves 
for surplus apartments and other units, 
units with few bedrooms and/or owned 
units.

The housing characteristics with 
positive numbers are what is most 
important to future planning. They 
represent the minimum additional 
number by which annual completions 
would need to increase in order to 
reduce housing mismatch and to 
better meet the needs of underhoused 
households. The analysis has identified 
shortfalls between demand and supply 
for housing with certain characteristics, 

and that some shortfalls could be 
overcome with more modest increases 
to supply of certain dwelling types, while 
others will require larger shifts. The 
largest increase is estimated at 3,263 
purpose-built rental units annually in 
the High Unmet Demand Scenario (see 
Figure 62 on page 123). The average 
number of total completions between 
1985 and 2019 was 10,721 units.101 That 
means that 30.4% more units in the 
form of purpose-built rental units would 
need to be built beyond recent average 
annual completions in order fulfill future 
households’ needs for suitable housing 
(see Figure 63). For units with other 
characteristics, the needed increase is 
smaller; for example, only 6.9% more 
units would be needed in the form of 
four-or-more-bedroom units in the same 
scenario.

Note that the housing characteristics 
households are expected to demand 
could overlap in the form of the units 

Figure 63: Required Annual Additional Units as a Percentage of Total Average Annual 
Completions
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realized. It would not be necessary 
to build, for example, 1,643 single-
detached houses plus 1,404 three-
bedroom units plus 3,263 purpose-built 
rental units separately as the High 
Unmet Demand Scenario numbers 
might suggest. If the supply of three-
bedroom rental units was increased, 
that increased supply would cater to 
both the shortfalls of three-bedroom 
units and rental units in tandem. 
Underhousing could still be reduced 
even if some of the additional required 
units exhibited two or three of these 
characteristics.

Note that the Unmet Demand 
Scenarios double-count underhoused 
households by counting them both 
in their unsuitable housing (in the 
Base Demand Component) and in 
the housing they would need to be 
suitably housed (in the Unmet Demand 
Component). This is because the type 
of housing underhoused households 
demand likely already exists but is 
occupied by other households. The 
actual demand for housing therefore 
likely falls somewhere between the 
Base Scenario and the Unmet Demand 
Scenarios.

Regardless, these results suggest 
that there will be a persistent unmet 
demand for houses, units with three 
or more bedrooms, and purpose-
built rental units if current completion 
levels continue, especially when 
considering the needs of those who are 
underhoused. How the market delivers 
these units is beyond the scope of this 
exercise. This bulletin has estimated 
the magnitude of the number of units 
that future households might demand 
to satisfy their suitability needs based 
on demographic drivers. There will 
likely be a need for creative solutions 
to increase the supply of units with 
these characteristics within the city. 
In addition to planning policies that 
require more units in new developments 
to have two or more bedrooms, the 
City’s Expanding Housing Options in 
Neighbourhoods initiative may help 
fulfill at least some of this anticipated 
demand.102
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12. The Potential of 
Existing Housing to 
Accommodate Future 
Population Growth

Overview
The findings of Chapter 10 and Chapter 
11 estimate that about 60% of the 
increase in estimated future demand 
for housing could be fulfilled by the 
turnover of older generations’ housing. 
The preceding analysis provides a 
basis for understanding how older 
generations’ housing stock, and the 
succession of households over time 
within it, could meet the needs of 
existing and future generations as 
they age. This analysis has centred 
on how many units are required to 
accommodate the future demand for 
housing by households.

The findings of the previous chapters 
addressed the question about what 
percentage of the growth in households 
need could be fulfilled by the turnover 
of housing. The question posed in this 
chapter is how much more population 
could be accommodated in the 
city when this turnover occurs. This 
enables the estimation of how much 
of the forecasted population growth in 
Toronto could be accommodated in the 
existing housing stock. This is another 
means by which to assess how much 
additional new housing is required.

As discussed in Chapter 3, the City is 
mandated by both Provincial policy 
and the City’s Official Plan to facilitate 
a range and mix of housing options to 
respond to the needs of current and 
future residents. As the City continues 
to accommodate a growing population, 
it is important to recognize that not 
all future population growth needs 
to, or should be, accommodated in 
new housing stock alone. The Growth 
Plan stresses the importance of 
considering the existing housing stock 
in accommodating current and future 
population housing needs, as does 
the Official Plan through its policies 

regarding more efficient use of the 
existing housing stock.

In support of these policies, Chapter 10 
and Chapter 11 considered the turnover 
of the existing 572,580 dwellings 
occupied by the older generations 
(born in 1966 or earlier) and estimated 
how much of the increase in younger 
generation households could be 
accommodated in the existing housing 
stock occupied by older generations. 
This chapter considers the same 
572,580 older generation households, 
but focusses instead on the population 
in the dwellings occupied by these 
households. The focus is on estimating 
the unused population capacity within 
the dwellings occupied by older 
generation households in 2016.

The unused population capacity in 
the existing dwellings is arrived at by 
comparing the population of these 
dwellings if they were occupied by 
younger households in the future 
through housing turnover, to the 
population that occupied these 
dwellings in 2016. To simulate 
changes in the population capacity 
of the housing stock arising from this 
turnover of housing, a combination 
of citywide and local area trends in 
person per household (PPH) rates 
are applied to the 2016 occupied 
housing stock. Preceding the findings 
is an overview of Toronto’s PPH rates, 
and the implications of the cyclical 
nature of population change at the 
neighbourhood and local level.

The findings of the analysis illustrate the 
areas within the city where additional 
population growth due to housing 
turnover is anticipated to occur. The 
chapter concludes by providing:

• a breakdown of how much 
additional population growth is 
estimated to occur in the different 
dwelling types;

• a timeframe for when this additional 
population growth is estimated to 
occur between 2016 and 2051; and
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• a measure of how much of 
Toronto’s targeted future population 
growth could be accommodated in 
the existing housing stock.

Why do person per household 
(PPH) rates fluctuate?
The Census is our lens through 
which we seek to understand how 
the population organizes itself into 
households and occupies housing. 
The Census is a snapshot of the 
population at a point in time. As 
reported in Housing Occupancy Trends, 
the average citywide person per 
household (PPH) rate is declining over 
time.103 Overall, there are fewer people 
per household in 2016 (2.42 PPH) 
than there were in 1996 (2.60 PPH). 
However, a declining city-wide PPH rate 
does not mean that household sizes 
are smaller in all areas of the city. There 
are areas within the city where the PPH 
rates have increased over the same 
time period.

The natural ebb and flow of 
households, with varying demographic 
characteristics, in and out of dwellings 
citywide leads to localised patterns of 
declining and increasing PPH rates 
across the city. As will be discussed in 
this section, it can be challenging to 
isolate a definitive reason why a PPH 
rate is fluctuating in a particular area, 
as typically there are a combination 
of factors at play. Even in areas that 
appear to be demographically similar, 
the PPH fluctuations may be more 
pronounced in one area and may take 
longer to evolve in another, illustrating 
the cyclical and complex nature of 
fluctuating PPH rates which are affected 
by both local factors and wider trends.

Generally, PPH rates fluctuate as 
household occupants in an area age, 
or as housing is re-occupied by new 
and potentially younger households. 
The composition and age of the existing 
housing stock can also cause the PPH 
rate to fluctuate, especially in areas 
with there has been development 
activity. For example, redevelopment, 
intensification or renovation involving 

changes in the type of existing housing 
such as restoration of flats back to a 
single-family home, or vice versa, can 
have an impact on PPH rates. The 
demographic composition of an area 
changes as existing households and 
newer households co-exist. Often there 
are competing factors in the one area 
that are independently causing PPH 
rates to decline and increase at the 
same time. For example, a PPH rate 
may decline when a large number of 
smaller households move into a new 
condominium development, at the 
same time that PPH rates may increase 
in the existing housing stock if older 
households are replaced by younger 
and larger households.

The dominant time period in which most 
dwellings were built can also impact the 
composition of households in a local 
area and their stages in the household 
life-cycle. For example, a recently 
constructed suburb predominantly 
occupied by young family households 
that are growing at the same time may 
lead to rising PPH rates. Conversely, 
in an older suburb with a significant 
proportion of older households, these 
older families may be decreasing in 
size as adult children leave the home, 
which may result in declining PPH 
rates. PPH rates may be lower in 
an area as people and households 
‘age in place’, remaining in the same 
dwelling for an extended period of 
time, often decades. The household 
sizes decrease with children leaving the 
family home leading to ‘empty-nesting’, 
as well as with widowhood. Where 
neighbourhoods are comprised of a 
number of these households who age 
together, collectively their aging in place 
can cause the PPH rates to fall as their 
respective household sizes decrease. 
These types of PPH changes at the 
neighbourhood level will be discussed 
again in the section “Understanding 
the cyclical nature of neighbourhood 
population change”.

Additionally, if there is a replacement 
of some of the older households with 
younger and larger households, the net 
result of these moves could increase 
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PPH rates. Alternatively it could average 
out the PPH rates overall, depending on 
the volume and rate of turnover versus 
the number households still aging 
in place. The PPH rate may appear 
outwardly unchanged despite turnover 
occurring. In this example, the effect of 
declining older household PPH rates 
have been offset by increasing younger 
household PPH rates.

Given the breadth of demographic 
and housing characteristics that can 
cause the population, households and 
consequent PPH rates to fluctuate, 
it can be challenging to conclude 
definitively what is driving population 
change in any one area without first 
paying due attention to all of the 
aforementioned conditions.

PPH Rates in Toronto
Our understanding of household 
trends in Toronto is through examining 
successive snapshots of the 
households in Toronto at each Census 

year in the midst of their choices and life 
events as people live their lives and live 
together.

There are some principal household 
trends that affect PPH rates. For 
example, in an area that has had little 
to no construction activity and a stable 
dwelling stock, a rising PPH rate in a 
local area will often signify that younger 
and larger households are moving into 
dwellings formerly lived in by older 
generations and smaller households. As 
a family households ages, the PPH rate 
will usually rise and fall as children are 
born, reared and leave as young adults.

There are many other family and non-
family household arrangements that 
will also result in rises and declines in 
PPH rates, such as increased rates of 
multi-generational households, adult 
children returning to the family home 
and more persons living alone. While 
Toronto households include all types 
of household arrangements, the trend 
of older households being smaller than 

Figure 64: PPH Rates by Older and Younger Households, 
2016
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younger households does persist. As 
shown in Figure 64 on page 128, the 
2016 PPH rates of older households 
(50 years and over) are generally 
found to be lower (2.31) than the PPH 
rate of younger households (less than 
50 years), which averages a higher 
rate of 2.59. The PPH rates of the 
older and younger households are 
useful for comparison; however these 
average rates obscure the varied PPH 
rates by more specific age of Primary 
Household Maintainer (PHM) groups. 
Figure 65 shows that within the older 
and younger households, the PPH 
ranges can vary considerably when 
the four groupings of households by 
age of PHM are viewed. For example, 
while the average PPH rates of the 
younger household is 2.59, the average 
PPH rate of households aged 35-49 
at 2.91 is significantly higher than the 
average rate of 2.02 for households 
aged 15-34. Similarly, in the older 
households group, the average PPH 
rate of 2.54 for households aged 50-69 
is significantly higher than for the more 

senior households aged 70 and over at 
1.82. The average PPH rate in a local 
area can therefore vary significantly, 
depending on the distribution of 
households by age of PHM. The 
established difference in PPH rates 
by age of PHM provides the first 
foundational standard by which 
the impact of housing turnover on 
population will be assessed.

Age alone is not the only influencing 
factor that affects PPH rates. Among 
many other factors, changes to the 
composition of housing stock may also 
cause variances in PPH rates in different 
areas. As mid/high-rise dwellings 
typically have a smaller square footage 
than row/townhouses and houses 
and low-rises, mid/high-rise dwellings 
tend to be occupied by smaller-sized 
households than other dwelling types. 
As shown in Figure 66 on page 130, 
the average PPH of a mid/high-rise 
dwelling was 2.00, compared to 2.72 for 
houses and low-rises and 3.06 for row/
townhouses. A significant number of 

Figure 65: PPH Rates by Age of PHM, 2016
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new dwellings built recently in Toronto 
were mid/high-rise dwellings, as 
shown previously in Figure 29 on page 
56. Consequently, as more mid/
high-rise units are constructed in any 
one area, the average PPH rate may 
start to decline, all other factors being 
equal. Given that the composition of 
housing stock in one area can differ 
significantly from that of another, the 
PPH trends by dwelling type provide 
the second foundational standard 
used to analyze housing turnover.

A wide array of demographic factors 
and market forces will influence 
PPH rates. For instance, societal 
and demographic changes in recent 
decades have resulted in more persons 
living alone or as part of two-or-more-
person non-family households; those 
trends also cause non-family PPH rates 
to decline on average. As non-family 
households include many persons 
living alone, non-family PPH rates are 
comparatively smaller on average 
than family households. As shown in 
Figure 67 on page 131, the average 
2016 PPH of non-family households 
was 1.21 compared to 3.17 for family 

households, meaning that family 
households have on average almost 
two more persons per household than 
non-family households. In addition, the 
PPH rates of family households have 
been declining over time as families 
have fewer children than in the past, 
or no children. In 1996, the average 
PPH for family household was 3.32 
compared to 3.17 in 2016. Another 
reason for lowering family PPH rates 
may be due to the large number 
of Baby Boomer generation family 
households with children who have 
moved out, or are fast approaching the 
age of moving out. As the large number 
of Baby Boomer family households 
transition from households with children 
to households without children, the 
family household PPH rates will decline. 
While all of the above demographic 
changes may appear subtle when 
expressed as PPH rates, these gradual 
shifts compound over the years to 
significantly change the way in which 
households arrange themselves in 
Toronto’s dwelling stock.

What other factors should be 
considered? When looking at PPH 

Figure 66: PPH Rates by Dwelling Type, 2016
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trends in a local area that is undergoing 
development activity, it can be 
challenging to determine what is 
causing a change in PPH rates. At a 
minimum, the impact of the following 
factors should be considered:

• the change in the distribution of 
ages arising from an influx of new 
residents versus existing residents;

• the impact of the type of new 
development in attracting different 
households types;

• changes to the existing housing 
stock through renovations; and

• the ever-changing cyclical nature 
of PPH rates that continue to 
occur in the existing households 
and established housing 
stock irrespective of any new 
development activity.

In sum, PPH rates at a local level are 
affected not only by the local cycles of 
younger households succeeding older 
households and aging, but also by 
citywide construction trends that tend 
to add more high-density development, 

and by wider societal and demographic 
shifts in household occupation trends 
such as more persons living alone and 
smaller family sizes. The prevailing 
housing market conditions will also 
have an impact, if for example an 
area that was predominantly popular 
with family households becomes 
increasingly unaffordable. It is 
challenging to control for these evolving 
city and societal household trends 
in addition to market forces, in this 
analysis.

In order to determine how much of the 
anticipated population growth can be 
accommodated in the existing housing, 
we examine the turnover of housing 
from one generation to the next, from 
older households to younger ones. For 
the purpose of this analysis, the 2016 
PPH rates by the age of the PHM and 
dwelling type are considered as the 
two key inputs used to estimate future 
occupation of turnover dwellings. As 
discussed in Housing Occupancy 
Trends, housing choices of a household 
are strongly linked to the age of its 
members.104 When the age of occupiers 
is considered alongside the dwelling 

Figure 67: PPH Rates by Household Type, 2016
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types they occupy, these two factors 
together provide a basis on which 
the unused population capacity can 
be measured. Household types and 
the period of construction were also 
considered, however, due to the small 
population and household numbers 
observed in some Census Tracts, these 
additional characteristics resulted in 
unexpected and unreliable PPH rates.

As shown in Figure 68, there are 
different levels of variance in the 
2016 PPH rates by age of PHM when 
also examined by dwelling type. For 
example, comparing the age groups 
35-49 to those 70 and over, the 
difference in PPH rates between these 
two groups is 1.20 in houses and low-
rises (3.49 versus 2.20), 1.29 in row/
townhouses, and 1.13 in mid/high-rise 
units. These differentials suggest that 
if a household aged 35-49 moved 
into a dwelling formerly occupied by 
a household aged 70 and over, the 

population would likely increase, but 
the degree of that increase would vary 
based on the type of dwelling that was 
turned over. Based on the citywide PPH 
trends, under this scenario, there would 
be a higher population increase if the 
turnover occurred in row/townhouses 
than in houses and low-rises, and 
higher in houses and low-rises than in 
mid/high-rise units. For those reasons, 
the analysis undertaken in this section 
takes into account the composition of 
occupied dwellings by age of the PHM 
and by dwelling type in each Census 
Tract as the two key determinants of 
PPH rates. The 2016 PPH rates by age 
of PHM and by dwelling type are used 
to estimate the resulting population of 
dwellings occupied by older generation 
households once these dwellings turn 
over to younger generation households.

Figure 68: PPH Rates by Age of Primary Household Maintainer and by Dwelling Type, 
2016
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Understanding the cyclical 
nature of neighbourhood 
population change
Population cycles within 
neighbourhoods cause the population 
levels to continually rise and fall over 
time. These local population cycles 
are used to estimate the unused 
population capacity. Older households 
have smaller household sizes on 
average and therefore less population, 
while younger household have 
larger household sizes on average 
and therefore a higher population in 
comparison. The difference between 
the smaller older household population 
and the larger younger household 
population provides the measure 
of additional population capacity 
discussed later in this chapter.

PPH rates are used to compare and 
estimate population levels over time. 
The average PPH rate for the city 
overall has declined over time. As was 
discussed in Housing Occupancy 
Trends, a declining city-wide average 
PPH does not mean that households 
are getting smaller in all areas of the 
city.105 As had been outlined in this 
chapter, declining and fluctuating PPH 
rates can occur for multiple reasons.

Furthermore, it is worth noting that 
comparing PPH rates across a defined 
time period will reveal only what has 
occurred within that snapshot of 
time. Occupation and subsequent 
turnover in an area can take decades 
to occur. A local area’s declining PPH 
rate or declining population, looked 
at in isolation, cannot foretell what 
will occur in the future. For example, 
if a declining PPH rate has been 
observed in a local area, the area may 
continue to experience population 
loss and PPH declines for some time 
as older households age in place. Or 
the opposite may occur as younger 
households, particularly those with 
children, replace older households 
resulting in a resurgence of population 
and PPH rate increases. Caution should 
be exercised when using near-term 
PPH and population statistics to report 

on trends that are occurring in an area 
over the long term, and what this means 
for the future. Declining PPH rates and 
declining population in the existing 
housing stock can dually signify that 
a population decrease may continue 
for some time yet or that a population 
increase is imminent if turnover is yet to 
occur.

The base year for assessing changes in 
PPH rates is important. When referring 
to population cycles, it is important to 
note that a population increase arising 
from turnover may not necessarily result 
in a population resurgence that matches 
or exceeds historic population levels. 
This is because as average city-wide 
PPH rates decline over time, there are 
less people living in each household. 
If the existing housing in a local area 
turns over to younger generation 
households, the collective population 
within the existing dwellings may be 
less than the younger generations who 
occupied these dwellings decades 
ago. For example, family households 
had an average PPH of 3.32 in 1996 
compared to a lower rate of 3.17 in 
2016. If 1,000 dwellings were occupied 
by family households, these average 
PPH rates would result in a population 
of 3,320 persons in 1996, compared to 
the lower population of 3,170 persons 
in 2016. All other factors being equal, 
this example illustrates how the decline 
in the average size of family households 
results in 150 fewer persons in the same 
1,000 dwellings in 2016 than in 1996. 
The difference in population occurs 
due to the demographic changes over 
time, despite these dwellings being 
occupied by the same household type 
(family households) in both instances. 
Therefore, when measuring population 
change in a neighbourhood, the base 
year of the population statistics is key. 
In the analysis to come, 2016 PPH rates 
have been used.

The age of the existing housing stock 
can impact neighbourhood population 
cycles. First-time occupiers of a newly 
constructed neighbourhood set the 
course for the timing of the turnover to 

second and subsequent occupiers, in 
other words, generational turnover.

As a city’s built form matures, it can 
be challenging to identify housing 
occupancy trends related to the age 
of the stock in the oldest parts of 
the city, as the oldest stock will have 
been through multiple re-occupations 
at various times. Figure 69 on page 
134 illustrates the prevailing period 
of construction for all dwelling types 
across Toronto. The areas that are 
categorised as ‘1960 or before’, 
concentrated in the inner parts of 
the city, fall within a category that is 
too broad to provide any meaningful 
insights on neighbourhood population 
cycles. However, for the housing 
stock that was built over the 1961 to 
1980 period, most notably in the outer 
suburbs of Toronto, it is plausible that 
some of this stock is still occupied by 
first-time occupiers, or has recently 
turned over. When the prevailing period 
of construction is shown for houses and 
low-rises only (see Figure 70 on page 
135), the outer suburban areas built 
out between 1961 and 1980 becomes 
even more apparent. Figure 71 on page 
136 depicts the outer suburban areas 
that were built out between 1961 and 
1980 more clearly again, by illustrating 
the house and low-rise dwelling stock 
built during this period as a percentage 
share of all houses and low-rises in 
each Census Tract.
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The 1961 to 1980 timeframe of 
construction shows a comparatively 
recently built housing stock first 
occupied by today’s older generations. 
The older generations first occupied 
these dwellings as young households. 
When neighborhoods are constructed 
and occupied, population will usually 
increase as new households are formed 
and these household expand and grow 
as families have children. Typically 
population will then decline as adult 
children depart the family home. What 
occurs next is that these neighborhoods 
will transition as older households age 
in place and new generations move in. 
These transitions may not occur at the 
exact same time in housing stock of 
the same vintage, as other factors such 
as house prices, gentrification, access 
to transit and areas of employment 
can result in some neighbourhoods 
transitioning faster than others.

A 1996 to 2016 comparison of the 
PPH rates in the 1961 to 1980 housing 
stock is shown in Figure 72 on page 
138. Housing built in this period 
has a greater chance of being first 
occupied by Baby Boomers, the trailing 
generation of the older generations 
who were aged 50 and over in 2016, 
whose turnover we are trying to assess 
and whose housing is less likely to 
have turned over multiple times like the 
pre-1960s stock. Areas shown in blue 
indicate a PPH rate decline over the 
1996-2016 period, and areas shown 
in orange indicate a PPH rate increase 
over the same period.

Figure 72 shows that for housing built 
1961 to 1980, there are increases and 
decreases in average PPH across the 
city, including distinct increases in 
both Toronto’s older inner suburbs and 
newer outer suburbs. However, there 
are many more local areas containing 
housing built during this period showing 
a decline in PPH than showing an 
increase. Given the cycle of households 
through this stock and these 
neighbourhoods, and the large size 
of the Baby Boomer generation, this 
suggests the possibility of subsequent 

increases in population with housing 
turnover.

The areas shown in orange that 
represent a PPH increase may signify 
that dwellings formerly occupied by 
the first-time occupants may have 
turned over in the last 20 years and 
that these dwellings are experiencing 
their second or subsequent cycles of 
occupation. The increase in PPH may 
reflect the turnover of older empty-
nester households to families with 
children households, for example. As 
noted earlier, a 20-year comparison of 
PPH rates provides only a snapshot 
of what has occurred, and potentially 
what is underway in terms of the 
neighbourhood population cycle.

Based on the period of construction 
of the housing that was built at about 
the same time, a subsequent rise in 
average PPH could be anticipated (in 
areas shown as blue) as this housing 
turns over, as has already occurred in 
other older housing.

While there are a myriad of 
demographic changes and market 
factors at play, this series of maps 
demonstrates the dynamism of the 
Toronto population and its households, 
the variety of demographic changes 
across the city and that the single 
citywide average PPH conceals a 
diversity of demographic change 
across Toronto’s neighbourhoods. 
And therefore, the average number of 
persons per household is not declining 
uniformly across the city throughout 
time, many changes are happening at 
once, and we must plan for housing that 
will accommodate the complete range 
of housing need.
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What is meant by the existing 
housing stock?
Returning to the exercise of estimating 
unused population capacity in the 
existing housing stock, the existing 
housing stock in this case refers to the 
572,580 dwellings that were occupied 
by a PHM aged 50 and over in 2016. 
These households are referred to as 
the “older generation” households and 
comprise the Baby Boomer and more 
senior households across the city. Due 
to the older age of these populations, 
these are the households that are most 
likely to turn over between 2016 and 
2051. The older generation households 
occupied over half of all households in 
Toronto in 2016.106 The Baby Boomer 
generation (aged 50-69 years in 2016) 
had the largest occupancy of Toronto 
dwellings of all age groups and 
generations, accounting for 35.5% of 
all households in 2016. As discussed 
in Chapter 6, older households have 
higher rates of overhousing than 
younger households.

The future impact of the vast number 
of Baby Boomer households and their 
large size as a generation cannot be 
overstated. As the Baby Boomers and 
more senior households relocate, 
downsize or pass away in future years, 
a large amount of the housing occupied 
by these older generations will come 
back onto the housing market. The 
expectation is that these dwellings will 
tend to turn over to younger generation 
households. As has been demonstrated 
in the preceding section, younger 
households typically have larger 
household sizes than older households, 
and so these dwellings are expected to 
house more people overall in the future 
than they did in 2016.

The premise of this analysis is to 
estimate how much more population 
could be accommodated in the 
572,580 dwellings that were occupied 
by older generation households in 
2016. The results are framed as a 
snapshot of the potential uplift, based 
on the composition of demographic 
and household characteristics and 

the number of dwellings the older 
generation occupied in 2016.

How is the turnover of 
housing from older generation 
to younger generations 
estimated?
Housing turnover is simulated by 
substituting the 2016 PPH rates of 
younger generation households into 
the 572,580 dwellings occupied by 
older generation households in 2016. 
This substitution imitates the effect of a 
turnover of dwellings occupied by older 
generation households to younger 
generation households. Additional 
refinements and weightings included 
citywide trends and the differences in 
dwelling type composition and age of 
PHM distributions in each Census Tract. 
As has been established, the 2016 PPH 
rates of younger generation households 
were on average higher than those 
of older generation households. The 
turnover simulation therefore results 
in a larger number of people residing 
in these “turned over” dwellings when 
compared to the existing population 
that resided in these dwellings in 2016.

Key Findings
It is estimated that the population 
housed in dwellings occupied by 
older generation households would 
be 16.1% higher if these dwellings 
were occupied by younger generation 
households. In 2016, there were 
572,580 older generation households 
comprised of 1,325,125 persons. If all of 
the existing 572,580 dwellings occupied 
by older generation households were 
to turn over to younger generation 
households, it is estimated that these 
dwellings could accommodate an 
additional 213,312 persons (based on 
the 2016 age- and dwelling type-specific 
PPH rates), for a total of 1,538,437 
persons (see Figure 73 on page 140). 
The estimated additional capacity in 
these existing dwellings represents an 
increase of 16.1% in occupancy over 
and above the existing population 
occupation levels in 2016.
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Houses and low-rises have the 
greatest capacity to accommodate 
additional population on turnover. 
Almost 60% of the estimated additional 
population capacity is anticipated to 
occur from the turnover of houses 
and low-rises, with mid/high-rises 
accounting for 33.3% and row/
townhouses accounting for 7.5% (see 
Figure 74). Over half of the existing 
older generation households resided in 
houses and low-rises in 2016; therefore 
it follows that much of the opportunity 
for changes in population and 
occupancy would arise from turnover of 
these dwelling types. These dwellings 
also tend to have more bedrooms and 
are typically larger in size (see Figure 55 
on page 88).

What can often be overlooked is the 
additional population capacity that can 
arise from the turnover of dwellings that 
are classified as mid/high-rise units. 
A third of the additional population 
occupancy, equating to an additional 
71,102 persons, could be achieved 
in these dwelling types if they were 

occupied by younger generation 
households. Thus the number of people 
the housing stock accommodates at a 
particular point in time depends not only 
on the composition of the stock, but 
also on the age of the households aging 
in place in that stock, and the prospects 
for the turnover of that housing over the 
35-year period.

The areas within the city that have the 
greatest opportunity to accommodate 
additional population in the existing 
housing stock are found in Etobicoke 
York, North York and Scarborough 
areas. See Figure 75 on page 141 
and Figure 76 on page 142. The 
concentrations of the older generation 
households in various areas of the city 
lead to pockets where a higher capacity 
of 800 to 1,200 persons per Census 
Tract (CT) has been estimated, notably 
in areas outside of Toronto and East 
York. However, these pockets represent 
less than 10% of the additional 
population capacity (19,534 persons 
collectively). The more significant 
portion of the additional population 

capacity may instead be realised across 
the outer suburban areas of the city, in 
the CTs with additional populations of 
less than 800 persons.

The complete turnover of the city’s 
existing older generation household 
stock and the repopulation of local 
areas arising from this turnover is 
expected to be a subtle occurrence, 
taking place in some degree in 
almost all residential areas in the 
city, but especially those in the city’s 
outer suburbs. The spatial analysis 
shows that the increases in local area 
population arising from turnover will 
be both subtle and widespread, as 
opposed to any one area experiencing 
a turnover in great magnitudes. As will 
be discussed shortly, the timing of these 
population changes are anticipated to 
occur gradually, too. It will therefore be 
the cumulative effect of over 570,000 
dwellings occupied by older generation 
households gradually turning over in 
these local areas that produces a total 
population uplift that is significant.

Figure 73: Existing Population and Estimated Additional Population Capacity from 
Turnover of Dwellings Occupied by Older generation Households

Figure 74: Estimated Additional Population from Turnover of Dwellings Occupied by 
Older Generations, by Dwelling Type
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By 2051, it is estimated that almost 
all of the 2016 housing occupied 
by older generation households 
will have turned over, and that the 
capacity for an additional 207,240 
persons within the existing housing 
stock could be realised. The 
Household Estimates by Generation, 
2021-2051 undertaken in Chapter 10 
of this bulletin and summarised in 
Figure 58 on page 95 estimate the 
number of dwellings occupied by the 
older generation households (i.e. Baby 
Boomers and the Silent Generation and 
Earlier) to 2051. These older generation 
households are anticipated to decline 
in number over the time horizon to 
2051. The decline in the number of 
these older generation households 
equally indicates when their respective 
dwellings will become available for 
turnover to younger generations. By 
correlating the rate of declining older 
generation households to the additional 
population capacity that is unlocked 
due to their decline, the timing for 
the turnover to younger generation 
households can be estimated, shown 
in Figure 77 on page 143. As the 
older generation households continue 
to age and more of their dwellings 
become available and occupied by 
larger younger generation households, 
the additional population capacity 
increases over time. By 2031, it is 
estimated that over 144,000 additional 
persons could be accommodated in 
the existing housing stock, increasing 
to over 207,000 by 2051. By 2051, 
it is anticipated that over 97% of the 
total additional population capacity 
arising from turnover of the existing 

dwellings occupied by older generation 
households to younger generation 
households could be realised.

Approximately 25% of Toronto’s 
forecasted population growth to 
2051 could be accommodated in the 
existing housing stock as a result 
of unused population capacity. The 
forecasts supporting A Place to Grow, 
the Provincial Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe as of 2020, 
anticipate that Toronto’s population 
will grow from 2,819,000 persons in 
2016 to 3,650,000 persons by 2051, a 
growth of 831,000 persons.107 If over 
207,000 persons are accommodated 
in the existing housing stock from the 
turnover of housing occupied by older 
generation households to younger 
generation households by 2051, the 
older generations’ existing housing 
could account for 25% of the total 
forecasted population growth. As these 
dwellings turn over, in other dwellings 
in other parts of the city, households 
at different points in the household life-
cycle will relocate, have children, or age 
in place and the population will rise or 
decline. The estimates of generational 
housing turnover provides a discernible 
measure of the additional population 
capacity of the existing housing based 
on the turnover of housing in large 
areas of the city that were built in and 
around the same time.

This process of housing turnover 
happens continually across the city. Yet, 
because of the period of construction 
and first occupancy of the city’s 
suburbs, just as there was suburban 

Figure 76: Distribution of Total Additional Population from Turnover of Dwellings 
Occupied by Older Generation Households, by Community Council Area
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expansion within the city in the 1960s, 
1970s and 1980s, there will be a 
contemporary turnover of this housing 
to 2051. A unique opportunity exists 
for repopulation of this housing and its 
increased occupancy of this substantial 
supply of housing, particularly in the 
houses and low-rise stock .

In summary
The Growth Plan stresses the 
importance of considering the existing 
housing stock in accommodating 
current and future population housing 
needs. As has been discussed earlier 
in Section 2: Housing Suitability of this 
bulletin, 43.8% of Toronto’s households 
were overhoused in 2016, and older 
households were found to have higher 
rates of overhousing than younger 
households. This demonstrates that a 
significant number of existing dwellings 
occupied by older households are 
not presently occupied to their fullest 
capacity. While this under-occupation 
is widely accepted, less is known 
about how under-occupied these 
dwellings are, and by extension, how 
much additional population could be 
accommodated in these dwellings were 
they occupied by larger households.

In the future, the large number of 
older households will decline as these 
older generations age. Therefore, 
there is a certainty that a significant 
number of these dwellings will return 
to market, and could be re-occupied 
by younger and larger households. 
The analysis estimates the capacity of 
the existing housing stock occupied 
by older generation households to 
accommodate more population if that 
stock turned over to younger and larger 
households over the course of time.

The results of the analysis found 
that if all existing older generation 
households’ dwellings were to turn over 
to younger generation households, the 
population accommodated in these 
dwellings could be 16.1% higher than 
it is presently, equating to an additional 
population capacity of 213,312 persons. 
While almost 60% of the population 
capacity is expected to be realised in 
houses and low-rise units, a third of the 
total capacity is estimated to occur from 
turnover of mid/high-rise apartment 
units. The turnover of housing stock 
between 2016 and 2051 is anticipated 
to occur notably more in Etobicoke 
York, North York and Scarborough than 
in Toronto and East York. The estimated 

timing for the turnover of these 
dwellings occupied by older generation 
households indicates that almost all 
of this additional capacity (97%) could 
be realised by 2051. If the additional 
population capacity is realised at these 
magnitudes and within this timeframe, 
the potential additional population in the 
existing housing stock would equate 
to 25% of the Growth Plan’s forecasted 
population growth in the city.

In summary, the analysis demonstrates 
that the existing housing stock has 
significant potential to accommodate 
current and future population 
needs. Consequently, in assessing 
Toronto’s continuing population 
growth and housing needs, it has 
been demonstrated that not all 
future population growth needs to 
be accommodated in new housing. 
This work is an important input to the 
Municipal Comprehensive Review of the 
Official Plan, to bring it into conformity 
with A Place to Grow and its population 
forecast to 2051.

Figure 77: Timing of Estimated Additional Population from Turnover of 
Dwellings Occupied by Older Generation Households, 2021-2051 (cumulative)
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13. Conclusion
This bulletin expands on the findings 
in Housing Occupancy Trends 1996-
2016 (HOT) bulletin to examine issues 
of housing suitability, right-sizing, and 
turnover in Toronto. It sought to answer 
several questions that were beyond the 
scope of the HOT bulletin:

1. How well Toronto’s housing
stock is meeting the needs of its
occupants for bedrooms;

2. Whether the Baby Boomer
generation is downsizing more or
differently than their predecessors
did;

3. How much of the future increase
in demand for housing is likely
to be fulfilled by the existing
stock through older generations
vacating or turning over units;
and

4. Where in the city is such turnover
due to older generations
downsizing likely to occur?

How well is Toronto’s housing 
stock meeting the needs of its 
occupants for bedrooms?
In 2016, almost 135,000 Toronto 
households lived in unsuitable housing 
while there were almost three times 
as many households who were 
overhoused. Most households that 
were underhoused were short by one 
bedroom. The number of one-bedroom 
shortfalls has remained steady since 
1996, despite decreasing household 
sizes which would suggest that the 
average household requires fewer 
bedrooms than in the past. This implies 
that more dwellings with two or more 
bedrooms may be required to help 
tackle pervasive underhousing.

Underhousing is the most concerning 
suitability category as it points to 
potential issues of overcrowding and 
vulnerability. Underhousing occurs 
most often among households that are 
younger than 50, have children, rent, 
live in mid/high-rise dwellings, live in 

one- and two-bedroom dwellings, or 
live in dwellings built between 1961 
and 2000. Underhousing is particularly 
concentrated in lone-parent families and 
households with multiple children, and 
families with children who live in mid/
high-rise units. Nearly half of all lone-
parent households in recently-built mid/
high-rise buildings were underhoused 
in 2016. This trend highlights the need 
to continue planning for and building 
family-sized units in mid/high-rise 
buildings.

It is important to distinguish between 
those who choose to be underhoused 
and those who would choose to be 
suitably housed if they could. Some 
households choose to be underhoused 
because of cultural norms or familial 
closeness. However, when households 
are underhoused because of a lack of 
available or affordable housing, this 
involuntary underhousing is a problem 
that can be addressed at least in part by 
planning efforts.

The City is undertaking several 
initiatives that may alleviate involuntary 
underhousing. New Secondary Plans 
that require two-or-more-bedroom 
units in new developments and 
the Expanding Housing Options in 
Neighbourhoods project to expand 
missing middle housing will increase 
housing opportunities in Toronto. The 
Housing Now initiative to develop new 
affordable housing on City-owned 
land and the proposed Inclusionary 
Zoning policy will increase the supply 
of affordable housing specifically, 
which may also help households that 
are underhoused to be able to afford 
to right-size. The City will monitor 
underhousing over time to see if it 
improves following the implementation 
of these initiatives.

Overhousing occurs most often among 
households that are aged 50 and over, 
do not have children, own their units, 
live in houses and low-rise dwellings, 
live in three-or-more-bedroom units, 
or live in dwellings built before 1961. 
Similar to underhousing, households 
may choose to be overhoused or they 
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may be preferring to right-size but 
unable to find housing of the type they 
desire that they can afford. The City’s 
initiatives, including those to promote 
secondary suites and laneway suites, 
to regulate short-term rentals and to 
establish a new Vacant Home Tax, aim 
to increase the housing supply. The 
goal of increasing housing opportunities 
may enable more households to find 
housing that allows them to right-size.

Are Baby Boomers downsizing 
more or differently than their 
predecessors did?
The analysis has shown that the Baby 
Boomer households are following in 
the footsteps of their predecessors. 
They moved within Toronto at the same 
rates and moved into mid/high-rise 
units at the same rates as the Silent 
Generation did at the same ages. These 
results suggest that these mobility 
characteristics are more a function of 
age than of generation. Despite this 
pattern, the large size of the Baby 
Boomer population will mean that 
even the low mobility rates historically 
exhibited by older adults could yield 
large amounts of housing turnover 
in the future. To the extent that Baby 
Boomers will downsize at the about 
same rate as their predecessors, this 
pattern informed an estimate of the 
future demand for housing that could 
be met by today’s older households’ 
stock turning over.

How much of the future 
increase in demand for 
housing is likely to be fulfilled 
by the existing stock through 
older generations turning over 
units?
The analysis includes the development 
of three scenarios of future households 
to 2051, a Base Scenario and a Low 
and a High Unmet Demand Scenario. 
In all three scenarios, about 60% of 
the overall estimated future increase in 
demand for housing could be fulfilled 
by the turnover of housing that already 
existed in 2016. In other words, only 

about 40% of the future increase in 
demand for housing would need to be 
fulfilled by new housing completions 
built between 2016 and 2051.

However, the results vary by dwelling 
type, number of bedrooms, and 
tenure. For apartments, units with up 
to two bedrooms, and owned units, 
the demand would be fulfilled by a 
combination of turnover plus new 
supply in all three scenarios, assuming 
that historic completion levels remained 
stable. On the contrary, future demand 
would not be fulfilled for single- or semi-
detached houses, units with three or 
more bedrooms, or purpose-built rental 
units.

These results suggest that there will be 
a persistent unmet demand, particularly 
by those who are underhoused, 
for these types of units if current 
completion levels continue. It is clear 
that the housing that has been built 
in Toronto’s recent memory has met 
the needs of some better than others. 
City builders will need to consider 
new approaches to how housing is 
planned and built if these needs are to 
be fulfilled, or at least reduced. Rental 
housing protection, the Expanding 
Housing Options in Neighbourhoods 
initiative and the inclusion of policies 
in a number of Secondary Plans that 
require a set proportion of two-or-more 
bedroom units in new developments 
are a few of the solutions that the City 
has adopted that may help fulfill at least 
some of this anticipated demand.

Where in the city is such 
turnover due to older 
generations downsizing likely 
to occur?
It is estimated that the population 
housed in dwellings occupied by older 
generation households would be 16.1% 
higher if, over time, these dwellings 
turned over and were occupied by 
younger generation households. The 
areas within the city that have the 
greatest opportunity to accommodate 
additional population in the existing 
housing stock are found in Etobicoke 
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York, North York and Scarborough 
areas. The complete turnover of 
the city’s existing older generation 
household stock and the repopulation 
of local areas arising from this turnover 
is expected to be a subtle occurrence, 
taking place in some degree in almost 
all residential areas in the city, but 
especially those in the city’s outer 
suburbs.

Impacts of COVID-19 Pandemic 
on Housing Suitability and 
Turnover Trends
The trends explored in this bulletin 
are largely based on data from the 
2016 and earlier Censuses. This 
bulletin assumes that the overarching 
historical demographic trends are 
long-lasting and slow-moving and that 
these demographic fundamentals will 
continue beyond the current COVID-19 
pandemic. However, COVID-19 has 
temporarily disrupted the way in 
which people are living and working, 
which in turn is changing the way in 
which people arrange themselves into 
households, and the types of dwellings 
they require to be comfortably housed.

The year 2021 is a Census year. At 
the time of this bulletin’s publication, 
the COVID-19 pandemic continues. 
The results of the 2021 Census, to 
take place in May 2021, are expected 
to reflect some of these household 
changes related to the pandemic. 
Future research using post-2021 
Censuses will be required to 
understand whether these outcomes 
become long-term trends. Potential 
changes to housing suitability and 
turnover as explored in this bulletin 
may be compounded or accelerated 
by societal impacts of the COVID-19 
pandemic.

Young adults in the family home
Underhousing may increase as more 
young adults return to the parental 
home, or defer plans to move. Moving 
back to the family home, or remaining 
there longer, has been prompted 
by the experiences of some young 

adults during the restrictions imposed 
in response to COVID-19 pandemic, 
which include reduced employment 
opportunities and the closure of in-class 
learning at post-secondary educational 
institutions.

For some young adults, living in the 
family home may be a temporary 
arrangement, while for others, the 
choice to move out post-pandemic may 
not be as readily available. Choices and 
timeframes may change as incomes 
decline and the job market takes time 
to rebound. The implications of more 
young adults living at home may be 
evidenced by delayed household 
formation in this younger age group, 
followed by pent-up demand for 
housing once deferred household 
formations do eventually occur. Any 
changes in household formation rates 
would impact how much housing 
younger generations would require in 
the future, and when they need it.

Currently there are no official statistics 
available on how many young people 
have returned to the family home; 
the 2021 Census results will provide 
future insight. In the United States, 
the COVID-19 pandemic has been 
attributed as a reason why many young 
adults (aged 18-29 years) have moved 
in with family members. For the first time 
since the Great Depression, the majority 
of young adults in the U.S. now live with 
their parents.108

Seniors aging in place
Overhousing may increase as seniors 
(and their families) defer or change their 
plans to move elders into retirement 
homes, or seniors themselves elect to 
age in place in greater numbers and for 
longer than before. Congregate-care 
and collective living facilities have faced 
many challenges during the COVID-19 
pandemic.

A July 2020 survey of 1,517 Canadians 
conducted by the National Institute on 
Ageing found that 60% of Canadians, 
and almost 70% of Canadians 65 years 
and older, report that COVID-19 has 
changed their opinion on whether or 
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not they would arrange for themselves 
or an older loved one to live in a 
nursing or retirement home.109 Over 
90% of Canadians of all ages – and 
almost 100% of Canadians 65 years 
and older report that they plan on 
supporting themselves to live safely and 
independently in their own home as 
long as possible. Decreases or delays 
in the number of seniors moving to 
institutional settings would impact the 
amount and timing of housing that older 
generations would turn over to younger 
generations.

Working from home
Overhousing may increase as people 
purposely move to larger houses to 
accommodate space for home offices. 
Statistics Canada has reported that the 
percent of businesses in the Canadian 
Survey on Business Conditions with 
10% or more of their workforce working 
remotely doubled between February 
and May 2020. 110 Additionally, 22.5% of 
businesses surveyed expected that the 
current elevated level of remote work to 
continue after the pandemic restrictions 
have been lifted.

Demand for low-density housing has 
also increased since COVID-19.111 
These types of units tend to contain 
more bedrooms and may provide 
more room for working from home 
than mid/high-rise units. With at least 
some companies opting to continue 
directing their staff to work from home 
demand may increase for homes with 
enough space to allow for home offices. 
For those households that can afford 
to make this choice to accommodate 
their needs, it is possible that for some, 
overhousing to accommodate home 
offices may increase in the future. 
Demand for housing in the suburbs in 
Toronto and the Rest of the GTHA may 
increase as work from home becomes 
more prevalent or reduces the need for 
full-time commuting.

Increased disparities in housing 
suitability
The disparity in suitability conditions 
may widen between those who are able 

to afford to choose a larger dwelling or 
to trade off a central location for more 
rooms versus those who cannot. As the 
pandemic continues and in the recovery 
that may follow, the economic situation 
of some Toronto residents is likely to 
improve while the situation of others 
may deteriorate, and the impacts of 
these disparities may reach beyond the 
pandemic. Such a situation highlights 
the need to continue monitoring 
housing occupancy and suitability as a 
basis for evidenced-based planning and 
policy.

Parting thoughts and next 
steps
The findings in this bulletin represent 
a snapshot of recent right-sizing and 
turnover trends in Toronto, and what 
those trends might look like in the 
future if current conditions continued 
into the coming years. Several new 
City initiatives that may help to enable 
turnover, increase the housing supply, 
or increase the affordable housing 
supply are being implemented. The City 
will continue to monitor issues of right-
sizing and turnover over time.

Through exploring the above topics, 
this bulletin represents one of several 
analyses to support the ongoing 
implementation of the Official Plan. It 
informs the Municipal Comprehensive 
Review of the Official Plan with respect 
to the Provincial Growth Plan for 
the Greater Golden Horseshoe by 
estimating how much new housing 
stock may be needed in the future 
if recent trends continue, and how 
much additional population could be 
housed in older generation households’ 
dwellings when those dwellings turn 
over to younger generation households. 
This will help the City to understand 
how much new housing to plan for, 
and what housing characteristics that 
new housing will need to have. This 
information will help the City to achieve 
its vision for a “city where people 
of all ages and abilities can enjoy a 
good quality of life,” with “affordable 
housing choices that meet the needs of 
everyone throughout their life”.112
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14. Glossary

Dwelling Type
Characteristics that define a dwelling’s 
structure are defined in different 
ways by different organizations. 
The majority of this bulletin relies on 
Census data and therefore on Statistics 
Canada’s definitions of dwelling types, 
except where otherwise noted. The 
characteristics used by Statistics 
Canada113 and CMHC114 are described 
as follows.

Statistics Canada’s Dwelling Type 
Definitions
• Single-detached house – A single 

dwelling not attached to any other 
dwelling or structure (except its own 
garage or shed). A single-detached 
house has open space on all sides, 
and has no dwellings either above it 
or below it.

• Semi-detached house – One of 
the two dwellings attached side 
by side (or back to front) to each 
other, but not to any other dwelling 
or structure (except its own garage 
or shed). A semi-detached dwelling 
has no dwellings either above it or 
below it, and the two units together 
have open space on all sides.

• Row house – One of three or more 
dwellings joined side by side (or 
occasionally side to back), such 
as a town house or garden home, 
but not having any other dwellings 
either above or below.

• Apartment or flat in a duplex – 
One of two dwellings, located one 
above the other, may or may not 
be attached to other dwellings or 
buildings.

• Apartment in a building that has 
five or more storeys – A dwelling 
unit in a high-rise apartment 
building which has five or more 
storeys.

• Apartment in a building that 
has fewer than five storeys – A 
dwelling unit attached to other 
dwellings units, or other non-
residential space in a building that 
has fewer than five storeys.

• Other single-attached house – A 
single dwelling that is attached to 
another building and that does not 
fall into any of the other categories, 
such as a single dwelling attached 
to a non-residential structure (e.g., a 
store or a church) or occasionally to 
another residential structure (e.g., 
an apartment building).

• Mobile home – A single dwelling, 
designed and constructed to be 
transported on its own chassis and 
capable of being moved to a new 
location on short notice. It may be 
placed temporarily on a foundation, 
such as blocks, posts or a prepared 
pad (which may be covered by a 
skirt).

• Other movable dwelling – A single 
dwelling, other than a mobile home, 
used as a place of residence, but 
capable of being moved on short 
notice, such as a tent, recreational 
vehicle, travel trailer or houseboat.

Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation’s Dwelling Type 
Definitions
CMHC’s definitions come from its Starts 
and Completions Survey, and are as 
follows.

• A “Single-Detached” dwelling 
(also referred to as “Single”) is 
a building containing only one 
dwelling unit, which is completely 
separated on all sides from any 
other dwelling or structure. Includes 
link homes, where two units may 
share a common basement wall 
but are separated above grade. 
Also includes cluster-single 
developments.



profile TORONTO - 15114. Glossary

• A “Semi-Detached (Double)” 
dwelling (also referred to as “Semi”) 
is one of two dwellings located 
side-by-side in a building, adjoining 
no other structure and separated by 
a common or party wall extending 
from ground to roof.

• A “Row (Townhouse)” dwelling is 
a one family dwelling unit in a row 
of three or more attached dwellings 
separated by a common or party 
wall extending from ground to roof.

• The term “Apartment and other” 
includes all dwellings other than 
those described above, including 
structures commonly known as 
stacked townhouses, duplexes, 
triplexes, double duplexes and row 
duplexes.

• Mobile homes are included in the 
surveys, where a mobile home 
is typically defined as a type 
of manufactured house that is 
completely assembled in a factory 
and then moved to a foundation 
before it is occupied.

• Trailers or any other movable 
dwelling (the larger often referred 
to as a mobile home) with no 
permanent foundation are excluded 
from the survey.

• Conversions and/or alterations 
within an existing structure are 
excluded from the surveys as 
are seasonal dwellings, such as 
summer cottages, hunting and ski 
cabins, trailers and boat houses; 
and hostel accommodations, such 
as hospitals, nursing homes, penal 
institutions, convents, monasteries, 
military and industrial camps, and 
collective types of accommodation 
such as: hotels, clubs, and lodging 
homes.

Bedrooms
‘Bedrooms’ refers to rooms in a private 
dwelling that are designed mainly for 
sleeping purposes even if they are 
now used for other purposes, such as 
guest rooms and television rooms. Also 
included are rooms used as bedrooms 
now, even if they were not originally built 
as bedrooms, such as bedrooms in a 
finished basement. Bedrooms exclude 
rooms designed for another use during 
the day, such as dining rooms and 
living rooms, even if they may be used 
for sleeping purposes at night. By 
definition, one-room private dwellings 
such as bachelor or studio apartments 
have zero bedrooms.

Household Types
Household refers to a person or group 
of persons who or occupy the same 
dwelling and do not have a usual place 
of residence elsewhere. Household type 
refers to the relationship between the 
members of a household. There are two 
main categories: family households and 
non-family households.

• Family households are composed 
of a married couple or two persons 
living common-law, with or without 
children, or a lone parent living 
with at least one child in the 
same dwelling. A multiple family 
household refers to a household in 
which two or more census families 
occupy the same private dwelling.

• Non-Family households consist 
of either one person living alone or 
of two or more persons who share 
a dwelling, but do not constitute a 
family (i.e. are not related by birth, 
adoption, marriage or consensual 
union).

Household types that include the 
descriptor ‘children’ refer to the 
parental-child relationship and not 
age. Children may be children by 
birth, marriage, common-law union 
or adoption regardless of their age 
or marital status as long as they live 
in the dwelling and do not have their 
own married spouse, common-law

partner, or child of their own living in 
the dwelling. Grandchildren living with 
their grandparent(s) but with no parents 
present also constitute a census 
family.115 When discussed in the context 
of household types, reference to the 
word ‘children’ will therefore include 
both children and adults of all ages 
living at home with their parents.

Mobility Status
Mobility indicates whether the person 
lived in the same residence on the 
reference day, May 10, 2016, as they 
did five years before, May 10, 2011. 
This distinguishes ‘movers’ and ‘non-
movers.’ ‘Movers’ include non-migrants, 
people who moved within the same city 
or town; internal migrants, people who 
moved to a different city or town within 
Canada); and external migrants, people 
who came from another country to live 
in Canada.
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15. Appendix A: Background Tables and Figures

Figure 78: Comparison of the Number of Households by Suitability According to the 
NOS versus the Bulletin Suitability Definitions, 1996-2016

Figure 79: Comparison of the Percent of Households by Suitability According to the 
NOS versus the Bulletin Suitability Definitions, 1996-2016
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Table 22: Number of Households by Suitability Indicator, Toronto, 1996-2016

Table 23: Number of Households by Suitability in the Rest of the GTHA, 1996-2016

Table 24: Population by Age Group, 1996-2016

Suitability 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016

Underhoused 164,945 158,670 153,515 144,790 134,820

Shortfall of one bedroom 107,270 108,670 104,790 106,515 105,250

Shortfall of two bedrooms 41,715 37,405 36,730 28,240 23,450

Shortfall of three or more bedrooms 15,960 12,595 11,990 10,045 6,130

Right-Sized 380,995 393,895 403,690 437,450 490,100

Overhoused 357,650 390,515 422,240 465,615 488,025

Surplus of one bedroom 163,360 172,935 176,280 184,545 193,575

Surplus of two bedrooms 134,380 147,860 162,270 181,450 187,530

Surplus of three or more bedrooms 59,910 69,720 83,690 99,620 106,920

Total Households 903,605 943,070 979,440 1,047,875 1,112,925

Suitability 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016

Underhoused 68,770 73,125 87,580 99,740 87,825

Right-Sized 270,215 294,395 313,230 331,380 359,835

Overhoused 555,215 658,055 780,145 891,915 972,080

Total Households 894,195 1,025,575 1,180,965 1,323,035 1,419,740

Age 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016

0-14 425,475 433,820 409,620 400,860 398,135

15-34 742,915 721,435 704,580 746,530 797,795

35-49 553,640 608,220 609,600 595,430 569,620

50-69 445,680 476,625 519,855 597,230 669,625

70+ 217,705 241,410 259,615 274,995 296,400

Total 2,385,415 2,481,510 2,503,270 2,615,045 2,731,575
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Table 25: Number of Households by Age of PHM, 1996-2016

Table 26: Number of Households by Suitability and Age of PHM, 1996-2016

Age of PHM 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016

15-34 214,515 193,675 188,285 210,430 232,460

35-49 303,310 329,540 331,875 321,940 307,890

50-69 255,240 273,175 301,495 348,210 395,080

70+ 130,495 146,690 157,790 167,295 177,500

Total 903,560 943,080 979,445 1,047,875 1,112,930

Age of PHM Suitability 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016

15-34 years

Underhoused 53,990 42,100 36,450 34,015 29,840

Right-Sized 111,640 104,695 102,925 120,785 146,175

Overhoused 48,875 46,860 48,905 55,635 56,450

Total Households 214,505 193,655 188,280 210,435 232,465

35-49 years

Underhoused 73,090 76,595 71,920 61,210 55,170

Right-Sized 129,545 140,220 139,425 137,830 137,400

Overhoused 100,665 112,705 120,535 122,900 115,320

Total Households 303,300 329,520 331,880 321,940 307,890

50-69 years

Underhoused 31,700 33,775 37,800 41,675 43,565

Right-Sized 92,735 100,375 111,455 128,450 152,505

Overhoused 130,810 139,035 152,235 178,085 199,005

Total Households 255,245 273,185 301,490 348,210 395,075

70+ years

Underhoused 6,155 6,195 7,335 7,885 6,250

Right-Sized 47,055 48,580 49,875 50,380 54,020

Overhoused 77,305 91,910 100,570 109,030 117,215

Total Households 130,515 146,685 157,780 167,295 177,485



profile TORONTO - 15515. Appendix A: Background Tables and Figures

Table 27: Number of Households by Suitability and Household Type, 1996-2016

Household Type Suitability 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016

Couples with 
Children

Underhoused 76,085 77,565 71,860 66,010 59,675

Right-Sized 97,695 102,455 98,425 98,165 99,820

Overhoused 104,270 112,800 119,370 125,860 134,350

Total Households 278,050 292,820 289,655 290,035 293,845

Couples without 
Children

Underhoused 12,290 9,330 10,320 4,915 2,990

Right-Sized 42,450 47,205 46,865 52,305 66,510

Overhoused 124,700 131,365 136,845 150,485 156,555

Total Households 179,440 187,900 194,030 207,705 226,055

Lone Parent 
Families

Underhoused 42,075 38,680 39,940 39,585 40,185

Right-Sized 43,375 46,720 48,515 54,705 57,820

Overhoused 21,185 26,210 30,105 33,755 34,825

Total Households 106,635 111,610 118,560 128,045 132,830

Multiple Families

Underhoused 14,170 17,780 16,285 15,705 13,860

Right-Sized 7,530 9,420 9,025 8,225 8,995

Overhoused 5,405 6,940 7,325 7,405 8,975

Total Households 27,105 34,140 32,635 31,335 31,830

1 Person

Underhoused 1 Person households cannot be underhoused, by definition

Right-Sized 163,620 163,500 177,385 195,075 219,970

Overhoused 88,310 102,650 118,135 135,610 140,025

Total Households 251,930 266,150 295,520 330,685 359,995

2+ Person Non-
Families

Underhoused 20,320 15,315 15,115 18,565 18,115

Right-Sized 26,330 24,585 23,475 28,980 36,985

Overhoused 13,765 10,560 10,465 12,535 13,285

Total Households 60,415 50,460 49,055 60,080 68,385
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Table 28: Number of Households by Suitability and Tenure, 1996-2016

Table 29: Number of Households by Suitability and Dwelling Type, 1996-2016

Tenure Suitability 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016

Owner

Underhoused 41,040 44,240 48,060 47,125 37,010

Right-Sized 110,805 126,380 142,440 150,315 161,325

Overhoused 277,125 307,920 342,075 374,355 388,745

Total Households 428,970 478,540 532,575 571,795 587,080

Renter

Underhoused 123,900 114,430 105,450 97,665 97,815

Right-Sized 270,195 267,505 261,245 287,140 328,760

Overhoused 80,515 82,595 80,160 91,285 99,250

Total Households 474,610 464,530 446,855 476,090 525,825

Dwelling Type Suitability 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016

Houses and 
Low-Rises

Underhoused 67,380 60,945 56,600 54,310 42,420

Right-Sized 180,535 179,080 175,250 125,560 174,750

Overhoused 277,300 296,105 313,385 331,520 340,760

Total Households 525,215 536,130 545,235 511,390 557,930

Row/
Townhouses

Underhoused 9,305 9,175 8,610 8,255 7,535

Right-Sized 16,465 18,095 17,740 18,200 18,570

Overhoused 20,670 24,850 28,810 34,210 35,775

Total Households 46,440 52,120 55,160 60,665 61,880

Mid/High-Rises

Underhoused 88,260 88,550 88,305 82,225 84,865

Right-Sized 183,990 196,710 210,690 247,960 296,780

Overhoused 59,685 69,570 80,055 99,890 111,490

Total Households 331,935 354,830 379,050 430,075 493,135
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Table 30: Number of Households by Suitability and Number of Bedrooms, 1996-2016

Number of 
Bedrooms

Suitability 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016

Studio

Underhoused 30,780 21,750 24,035 7,885 3,105

Right-Sized 56,655 38,970 42,065 24,400 19,250

Overhoused Studio units cannot be overhoused, by definition

Total Households 87,435 60,720 66,100 32,285 22,355

1 Bedroom

Underhoused 59,075 54,370 54,025 53,625 47,510

Right-Sized 144,895 167,855 178,560 219,075 262,500

Overhoused 1 bedroom units cannot be overhoused, by definition

Total Households 203,970 222,225 232,585 272,700 310,010

2 Bedrooms

Underhoused 41,655 48,725 44,710 49,990 50,980

Right-Sized 89,530 94,115 92,255 105,985 117,170

Overhoused 102,115 114,565 122,515 138,210 147,535

Total Households 233,300 257,405 259,480 294,185 315,685

3 Bedrooms

Underhoused 25,745 25,990 23,730 25,565 24,090

Right-Sized 70,490 72,135 70,165 69,550 69,205

Overhoused 156,560 166,405 174,290 181,985 177,620

Total Households 252,795 264,530 268,185 277,100 270,915

4 or more 
Bedrooms

Underhoused 7,680 7,840 7,010 7,720 9,135

Right-Sized 19,430 20,815 20,645 18,440 21,970

Overhoused 98,975 109,540 125,425 145,440 162,850

Total Households 126,085 138,195 153,080 171,600 193,955
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Table 31: Number of Households by Suitability and Period of Construction, 1996-2016

Table 32: Number of Households by Suitability, Household Type and Household Size, 2016

Suitability Before 1961 1961 to 1980 1981 to 2000 2001 to 2016

Underhoused 30,320 53,500 30,315 20,700

Right-Sized 130,915 154,375 89,230 115,575

Overhoused 201,885 139,735 76,005 70,375

Total Households 363,120 347,610 195,550 206,650

Household Type Suitability 1 person 2 persons 3 persons 4 persons 5+ persons

Couples with 
Children

Underhoused 12,640 20,980 26,050

Right-Sized 35,890 44,840 19,085

Overhoused 64,135 53,295 16,920

Total Households 112,665 119,115 62,055

Couples without 
Children

Underhoused 1,605 655 385 345

Right-Sized 61,780 3,900 570 260

Overhoused 149,315 6,305 700 235

Total Households 212,700 10,860 1,655 840

Lone Parent 
Families

Underhoused 11,210 14,320 9,175 5,480

Right-Sized 32,870 18,410 5,165 1,365

Overhoused 23,830 8,680 1,840 475

Total Households 67,910 41,410 16,180 7,320

Multiple Families

Underhoused 1,650 12,215

Right-Sized 1,995 7,000

Overhoused 2,965 6,015

Total Households 6,610 25,230

1 Person

Underhoused -

Right-Sized 219,970

Overhoused 140,020

Total Households 359,990

2+ Person Non-
Family

Underhoused 11,675 3,815 1,610 1,020

Right-Sized 30,070 5,335 1,090 490

Overhoused 11,085 1,745 290 160

Total Households 52,830 10,895 2,990 1,670
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Table 33: Number of Households by Suitability, Household Type and Dwelling Type, 2016

Dwelling 
Type

Suitability
Couples with 

Children

Couples 
without 
Children

Lone-Parent
Multiple-
Family

Non-Family

Houses and 
Low-Rises

Underhoused 17,280 910 11,785 7,325 5,160

Right-Sized 54,510 17,610 23,515 6,965 72,170

Overhoused 117,620 101,765 27,540 8,355 85,460

Total Households 189,410 120,285 62,840 22,645 162,790

Row/
Townhouses

Underhoused 2,820 70 2,660 1,750 220

Right-Sized 8,610 630 5,750 925 2,640

Overhoused 11,200 10,310 4,460 455 9,340

Total Households 22,630 11,010 12,870 3,130 12,200

Mid/High-
Rises

Underhoused 39,565 2,020 25,745 4,805 12,740

Right-Sized 36,710 48,275 28,545 1,110 182,145

Overhoused 5,520 44,480 2,805 165 58,515

Total Households 81,795 94,775 57,095 6,080 253,400
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Table 35: Number of Households in Mid/High-Rise Units by Suitability and Period of 
Construction, 2016

Table 34: Number of Households in Mid/High-Rises by Suitability, Household Type and 
Age of PHM, 2016

Suitability Before 1960 1961 to 1980 1981 to 2000 2001 to 2016

Underhoused 12,480 36,350 20,480 15,555

Right-Sized 33,565 100,640 63,770 98,805

Overhoused 9,225 37,395 29,070 35,810

Total Households 55,270 174,385 113,320 150,170

Household Type Suitability 15-34 35-49 50-69 70+

Couples with 
Children

Underhoused 6,895 20,855 11,195 590

Right-Sized 6,055 16,470 12,620 1,555

Overhoused 575 1,840 2,560 565

Total Households 13,525 39,165 26,375 2,710

Couples without 
Children

Underhoused 840 555 415 205

Right-Sized 24,030 10,155 8,460 5,625

Overhoused 9,035 7,320 14,935 13,185

Total Households 33,905 18,030 23,810 19,015

Lone Parent 
Families

Underhoused 4,455 10,910 8,715 1,650

Right-Sized 4,290 9,540 11,470 3,240

Overhoused 270 820 1,140 595

Total Households 9,015 21,270 21,325 5,485

Multiple Families

Underhoused 765 1,790 1,790 470

Right-Sized 175 295 475 165

Overhoused 30 30 70 25

Total Households 970 2,115 2,335 660

1 Person

Underhoused - - - -

Right-Sized 52,325 36,650 45,095 27,435

Overhoused 10,355 10,350 19,390 16,940

Total Households 62,680 47,000 64,485 44,375

2+ Person Non-
Family

Underhoused 8,420 2,030 1,900 400

Right-Sized 13,980 2,620 3,080 940

Overhoused 680 195 420 160

Total Households 23,080 4,845 5,400 1,500



profile TORONTO - 16115. Appendix A: Background Tables and Figures

Table 36: Reasons for Moving in the Past Five Years by Age Group

Table 37: Number of Underhoused Households by Age of PHM and Shelter Cost-to-
Income Ratio, 2016

Reason for Moving
Number of Mover 

Households
Percent of Mover 

Households

15-49 50+ 15-49 50+

Upgrade to a larger or better quality dwelling 87,900 20,800 24.3% 19.9%

Become a homeowner 76,700 8,200 21.2% 7.8%

Be in a more desirable neighbourhood 63,500 13,800 17.5% 13.2%

Change in household or family size 59,500 17,600 16.4% 16.8%

Form own household 56,600 2,800 15.6% 2.7%

New job or job transfer 55,600 8,000 15.4% 7.6%

Reduce commuting time 42,300 8,200 11.7% 7.8%

Reduce housing costs 25,800 19,100 7.1% 18.3%

Be closer to family 23,000 16,400 6.4% 15.7%

Forced to move* 22,700 15,200 6.3% 14.5%

New school 22,000 5,600 6.1% 5.4%

Personal health reasons 12,500 14,900 3.5% 14.2%

Natural disaster or fire 2,200 0 0.6% 0.0%

Other reasons 1,500 1,800 0.4% 1.7%

Total Movers 361,900 104,600 100.0% 100.0%

* By a landlord, a bank or other financial institution or the government. Responses may not sum to 100% as respondents were able to 
select multiple responses. Source: Statistics Canada, Canadian Housing Survey 2018, custom tabulation.

Age of 
PHM

Spending less than 30% 
of household income on 

housing costs

Spending 30%-49% of 
household income on 

housing costs

Spending 50% or more 
of household income 

on housing costs

Total 
underhoused 
households

15-34 15,015 6,755 8,025 29,795

35-49 34,330 12,300 8,500 55,130

50-69 31,075 7,785 4,680 43,540

70+ 4,615 1,170 465 6,250
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Table 38: Number of Units by Number of Bedrooms and Dwelling Type, 2016

Number of 
Bedrooms

Houses and Low-Rises

Row/-
townhouse

Mid/High-
rise

Total
Single-
detached 
house

Semi-
detached 
house

Apartment 
or flat in a 
duplex

Apartment 
in a 
building 
that has 
fewer than 
five storeys

Other 
single-
attached 
house

Total 
Houses 
and Low- 
rises

No bedrooms 185 80 290 5,165 10 5,730 105 16,520 22,360

1 bedroom 4,310 2,110 7,510 64,440 305 78,675 2,185 229,125 310,010

2 bedrooms 27,395 7,795 9,925 56,050 630 101,795 9,770 204,105 315,685

3 bedrooms 111,135 40,150 13,315 25,830 1,050 191,480 37,645 41,765 270,925

4 or more 
bedrooms

126,635 21,950 16,545 14,165 845 180,140 12,175 1,620 193,950

Total 269,660 72,080 47,575 165,650 2,845 557,810 61,875 493,140 1,112,930
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Table 39: Base Scenario Household Estimates by Generation, 2021-2051

Generation 
Grouping

Generation
Age 
in 

2016

Birth 
Year

2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Younger 
Generations

Not Yet 
Born

N/A
2016-
2051

0 0 0 0 4,358 38,824 127,774 254,733

Generation 
Z

0 
to 
14

2001-
2016

0 3,803 34,031 112,965 223,697 320,510 374,274 397,277

Millennials
15 
to 
34

1981-
2001

232,460 361,067 466,251 523,765 551,738 564,425 563,286 550,232

Generation 
X

35 
to 
49

1966-
1981

307,890 319,827 323,613 319,671 306,173 287,815 263,089 225,911

Older 
Generations

Baby 
Boomers

50 
to 
69

1946-
1966

395,080 375,909 348,573 309,918 249,158 172,184 97,711 36,874

Silent 
Generation 
+ Earlier

70+
1946 
+ 
Earlier

177,500 109,649 59,193 22,033 4,103 880 189 40

Total 1,112,930 1,170,256 1,231,660 1,288,351 1,339,227 1,384,638 1,426,322 1,465,066

*2016 household numbers are actual values from the 2016 Census; all other years are estimates. Younger generations refer to those 
born after May 10, 1966 and include Not Yet Born, Generation Z, Millennials, and Generation X all of whom were less than 50 years of 
age in 2016. Older generations refer to those born on or before May 10, 1966 and include Baby Boomers, the Silent Generation and 
Earlier generations, all of whom were aged 50 years of above in 2016.
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16. Appendix B: 
Demographic Reasons 
for Population Growth

What are the demographic 
reasons for population 
decline?
What percent of people pass 
away?
While Toronto’s population is aging and 
people are living longer than in the past, 
eventually today’s older adults will pass 
on. Over time, their housing will turn 
over. Understanding the mortality rates 
by age today can help us to estimate 
deaths over time, and how that might 

impact how much housing is needed to 
house the future population, which was 
explored in Chapter 10.

Mortality is highly concentrated in the 
oldest age groups. The mortality rate 
increases steadily with increasing age, 
especially for ages 70 and over. Those 
aged 70-74 had a mortality rate of 1.4% 
in 2016 while those in the oldest age 
group of 85 and over had a mortality 
rate of 10.8% (see Figure 80).

The mortality rate has been 
decreasing gradually over time 
for most ages. Generally, a smaller 
percentage of people die each year 
in each age group as population 
health improves and life expectancies 
increase. The one exception is 

Figure 80: Single-Year Mortality Rate by Age, 1995-2015*

*Note: The number of deaths by age is only available for certain years. Mortality rates for 
1995 and 2015 are based on estimated populations in those years. The mortality rate for 
2009 is based on the number of deaths in 2009 and the population in 2011.
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for people aged 85 and over, who 
experienced a slight increase in 
mortality rate in 2016. This is likely due 
to the fact that more and more people 
are living longer and aging into this 
category. The mortality rate increases 
as people approach increasingly 
advanced age; for example, in 2015 the 
single-year mortality rate for those aged 
85-89 was 7.5% and 16.2% for ages 90 
and over. (Note that 2015 is the only 
year for which data is available for the 
85 and over age group broken down 
into 85-89 and 90 and over.) So as more 
people in the 85 and over category age 
past 90, the mortality rate for the 85 and 
over age group will increase.

Although mortality rates are generally 
declining, the household estimates in 

Chapter 10 are based on the rates by 
age in 2015, with one minor exception. 
This is because mortality rates cannot 
decline indefinitely. The exception is that 
a modified mortality rate of 10.67% for 
those aged 90 and over was used in 
the household estimates calculations, 
as the actual value of 16.2% yielded a 
population of zero for people aged 90 
and over when the other assumptions 
were added in.

What percent of people are 
moving into institutions?
An institutional resident is a “person 
who lives in an institutional collective 
dwelling, such as a hospital, a nursing 
home or a prison. This includes 
residents under care or

Figure 81: Percent of Population who are Institutional 
Residents under Care or Custody, 2006-2016
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custody (e.g., patients or inmates) 
or employee residents and family 
members living with them, if any.”116 
As institutional residents do not 
live in private households, we must 
separate them from the population 
in private households to estimate 
how many private households 
might exist in the future. To estimate 
future households in Chapter 
10, one must examine the rate of 
institutionalization by age in recent 
years.

Institutional residents are highly 
concentrated in the oldest age 
groups. The percentage of the 
population that are institutional 
residents under care or custody 
is less than 5% for all age groups 
younger than 80 (see Figure 81 
on page 165). Institutionalization 
increases steadily in the oldest age 
groups, from 4.92% for ages 80-84 
to 23.49% for ages 90 and over in 
2016.

The institutionalization rate has 
been decreasing gradually over 
time for the oldest age groups. 
The institutionalization rate for 
those aged 90 and over declined 
from 30.25% in 2006 to 23.49% 
in 2016. Similar to the declining 
mortality rate, this is likely a result of 
improved health and increasing life 
expectancies.

Similar to the mortality rates, the 
institutionalization rates applied in 
the household estimates in Chapter 
10 are based on of the rates by 
age the most recent period, 2016. 
Again, there is a limit to how far the 
rates can decline, and it is not yet 
clear if they are stabilizing or if they 
will continue to decline in the future.

Figure 82: Percent of Population who were Out-Migrants 
in the Previous Five Years, 2006-2016



profile TORONTO - 16716. Appendix B: Demographic Reasons for Population Growth

What percent of people are 
moving out of Toronto?
The rate of out-migration is 
highest among children aged 
5-14 and adults aged 25-44. 
More than 10.0% of each of these 
age groups moved out of Toronto 
in 2016. These out-migrants will 
lessen the need for large family-
sized housing in the future.

Older adults aged 50 and over 
migrated out of Toronto at a 
lower rate than their younger 
counterparts. Roughly 7.0% of 
those aged 50-69 moved out of 
Toronto in 2016. Out-migration 
decreased with increasing age into 
the older age groups, with about 
3.0% of those 75 and over moving 
out of Toronto in 2016.

Out-migration generally 
decreased between 2006 and 
2016. The absolute number of out-
migrants has declined between 
2006 and 2016 for most age groups 
except for a few groups aged 
55 and over that have increased 
slightly (see Figure 83). The out-
migration rate has declined in every 
age group (see Figure 82 on page 
166). These rates cannot decline 
indefinitely, and it is out of scope to 
try to estimate how the rates might 
change in the future. But the fact 
that they have decreased in recent 
years suggests that it is more 
appropriate to assume that future 
out-migration rates by age may be 
closer to those in 2016 than to the 
rates in previous years.

Figure 83: Number of Out-Migrants in the Previous Five 
Years by Age, 2006-2016
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What are the demographic 
components of population 
growth?
What percent of people are 
moving into Toronto?
The rate of in-migration is 
highest among younger adults 
aged 20-34. More than one third 
(35.2%) of people in Toronto aged 
25-29 in 2016 moved to the city in 
the previous five years. These in-
migrants will add to the demand for 
larger housing in the coming years.

In-migration rates are relatively 
stable over time. There is much 
less variation in in-migration rates 
than in out-migration rates from 
one Census period to the next. 
For most ages, the in-migration 
rate fluctuated by less than 3.0% 
between Census years. The 
change in rates is in part driven 
by external factors such as world 
conditions and federal immigration 
targets. For the purposes of 
this analysis, these rates will be 
considered stable over time.

How many babies are born in 
Toronto?
While most of Toronto’s population 
growth is due to in-migration, 
fertility also plays a role. Estimating 
future fertility will help to understand 
how large the future population 
may be, and therefore how much 
housing the future population may 
demand.

The female share of the 
population is slightly lower 
among younger ages (48.98% for 
those 15-19) compared to older 
ages within their childbearing 
years (52.41% for those 45-
49, see Table 40 on page 169). 
Fertility rates are calculated as the 
number of live births per female 
population. The numbers of live 
births in 2019 were divided by 
estimates of the female population 
in 2019 to obtain 2019 fertility rates. 
The future female population was 
then estimated in order to estimate 
future births. This calculation 
assumed that babies may be born 
to women aged 15 to 49 and that 
the percent of the population that 

Figure 84: Percent of Population who were In-Migrants 
in the Previous Five Years, 2006-2016
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was female by age in 2016 would 
remain constant in the future.

Fertility rates vary by age. In 2019, 
women aged 30-34 had the highest 
fertility rate, with 8.57 live births per 
100 women age 30-34. Fertility rates 
in Toronto have declined for most 
age groups since 2016; therefore, the 
household estimates calculated in 
Chapter 10 applied the 2019 fertility 
rates shown in Table 41 to more 
accurately represent the current 
condition. These annual fertility 
rates were multiplied by five in the 
household estimates calculation to 
approximate the number of live births 
that might occur in each future five-
year Census period. It is possible that 
these calculations may overstate future 
fertility, but estimating how fertility rates 
may continue to decline in the future is 
beyond the scope of this bulletin.

Table 40: Female Population by Age, 2016

Table 41: Fertility Rates by Age, 2019

Age Total Population Female Population % Female

15 to 19 years 145,525 71,280 48.98%

20 to 24 years 194,750 97,330 49.98%

25 to 29 years 232,945 119,035 51.10%

30 to 34 years 224,580 115,680 51.51%

35 to 39 years 196,310 102,240 52.08%

40 to 44 years 182,390 95,860 52.56%

45 to 49 years 190,925 100,065 52.41%

Age 2019

15 to 19 0.35%

20 to 24 1.56%

25 to 29 4.44%

30 to 34 8.57%

35 to 39 6.97%

40 to 44 1.92%

45 to 49 0.13%
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17. Appendix C: Background Tables for Base Scenario Household Estimates 
by Dwelling Type

Table 42: Occupancy Rates by Age of PHM and Dwelling Type, 2016

Age of 
PHM

Single-
Detached 
Houses

Semi-
Detached 
Houses

Row/
Townhouses

Apartments or 
Flats in Duplexes

Low-Rise 
Apartments*

Mid/High-Rise 
Apartments

Other Single-
Attached 
Houses

15 to 19 4.6% 1.9% 3.5% 3.6% 12.0% 74.1% 0.3%

20 to 24 3.9% 1.7% 2.0% 3.6% 20.5% 68.1% 0.1%

25 to 29 5.0% 2.0% 2.5% 3.8% 22.2% 64.4% 0.2%

30 to 34 10.2% 4.0% 4.6% 4.0% 20.1% 56.9% 0.1%

35 to 39 17.3% 6.1% 6.2% 4.3% 17.4% 48.5% 0.2%

40 to 44 23.4% 7.1% 6.9% 4.4% 15.5% 42.4% 0.3%

45 to 49 26.6% 7.3% 7.1% 5.0% 15.4% 38.4% 0.2%

50 to 54 29.0% 7.6% 7.3% 5.3% 14.5% 36.0% 0.3%

55 to 59 30.7% 7.7% 7.0% 5.1% 13.8% 35.5% 0.3%

60 to 64 32.5% 7.3% 6.2% 4.4% 12.8% 36.5% 0.3%

65 to 69 32.5% 7.4% 5.9% 4.1% 11.6% 38.2% 0.3%

70 to 74 31.9% 7.5% 5.1% 3.7% 10.3% 41.1% 0.4%

75 to 79 33.9% 8.5% 4.3% 2.9% 9.1% 41.0% 0.3%

80 to 84 36.0% 8.8% 3.2% 2.9% 7.1% 41.7% 0.4%

85 to 89 37.2% 8.9% 2.4% 2.5% 6.9% 41.9% 0.2%

90+ 38.7% 7.0% 1.2% 2.9% 5.6% 44.3% 0.2%

*Low-rise apartments are apartments in buildings with fewer than 5 storeys.
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Table 43: Estimated Base Scenario Future Households by Generation and Dwelling 
Type, 2016-2051

Dwelling 
Type

Generation Birth Year 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Households 
Living in 
Single-
Detached 
Houses

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 206 1,358
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 210 1,386 4,563
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 202 1,330 4,377 12,672

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 192 1,268 4,173 12,082 22,664
2006-2011 0 0 191 1,256 4,134 11,968 22,450 31,918
2001-2006 0 176 1,160 3,819 11,058 20,743 29,492 34,484

Millennials

1996-2001 185 1,220 4,017 11,630 21,815 31,016 36,266 40,954
1991-1996 1,340 4,413 12,777 23,968 34,077 39,844 44,994 46,510
1986-1991 4,310 12,481 23,413 33,288 38,922 43,953 45,433 45,699
1981-1986 10,990 20,615 29,310 34,271 38,701 40,005 40,238 38,070

Generation 
X

1976-1981 17,565 24,976 29,203 32,978 34,089 34,288 32,440 29,350
1971-1976 23,185 27,109 30,613 31,644 31,829 30,114 27,246 25,158
1966-1971 28,485 32,170 33,254 33,448 31,645 28,631 26,437 21,476

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 34,410 35,569 35,777 33,849 30,625 28,278 22,972 11,378
1956-1961 33,110 33,305 31,510 28,509 26,324 21,384 10,592 1,983
1951-1956 29,445 27,856 25,203 23,272 18,905 9,364 1,753 376
1946-1951 25,395 22,978 21,217 17,236 8,537 1,598 343 73

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 17,975 16,602 13,487 6,680 1,250 268 57 12
1936-1941 15,640 12,708 6,294 1,178 253 54 12 2
1931-1936 13,730 6,799 1,273 273 58 13 3 1
1926-1921 9,025 1,689 362 78 17 4 1 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

4,870 1,043 224 48 10 2 0 0

Households 
Living 
in Semi-
Detached 
Houses

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 81
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 84 593
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 85 605 1,842
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 82 580 1,767 5,010

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 78 553 1,685 4,777 8,032
2006-2011 0 0 77 548 1,669 4,732 7,956 9,706
2001-2006 0 71 507 1,542 4,372 7,351 8,968 9,437

Millennials

1996-2001 75 533 1,622 4,598 7,731 9,431 9,924 10,753
1991-1996 585 1,782 5,052 8,494 10,362 10,903 11,814 11,666
1986-1991 1,740 4,935 8,298 10,122 10,651 11,541 11,396 10,282
1981-1986 4,345 7,306 8,913 9,378 10,162 10,034 9,053 8,695

Generation 
X

1976-1981 6,225 7,595 7,991 8,659 8,550 7,715 7,409 6,891
1971-1976 7,050 7,418 8,038 7,937 7,161 6,878 6,396 6,281
1966-1971 7,795 8,447 8,341 7,526 7,228 6,722 6,601 5,232

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 9,035 8,922 8,050 7,731 7,190 7,060 5,596 2,717
1956-1961 8,305 7,493 7,197 6,693 6,573 5,210 2,529 360
1951-1956 6,625 6,362 5,917 5,811 4,606 2,236 319 68
1946-1951 5,800 5,395 5,297 4,199 2,038 290 62 13

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 4,220 4,145 3,286 1,595 227 49 10 2
1936-1941 3,905 3,096 1,503 214 46 10 2 0
1931-1936 3,345 1,623 231 50 11 2 0 0
1926-1921 2,155 307 66 14 3 1 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

885 190 41 9 2 0 0 0
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Dwelling 
Type

Generation Birth Year 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Households 
Living 
in Row/
Townhouses

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 151
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 156 715
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 159 729 2,287
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 153 699 2,193 5,702

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 146 667 2,091 5,436 8,058
2006-2011 0 0 144 661 2,072 5,385 7,982 9,499
2001-2006 0 133 610 1,914 4,976 7,375 8,777 9,213

Millennials

1996-2001 140 642 2,013 5,233 7,756 9,231 9,689 10,349
1991-1996 705 2,212 5,749 8,521 10,141 10,645 11,370 10,535
1986-1991 2,160 5,616 8,324 9,907 10,398 11,106 10,291 8,761
1981-1986 4,945 7,330 8,723 9,156 9,779 9,062 7,714 6,851

Generation 
X

1976-1981 6,245 7,433 7,802 8,333 7,722 6,573 5,838 4,645
1971-1976 6,900 7,242 7,736 7,168 6,102 5,419 4,312 3,193
1966-1971 7,610 8,129 7,533 6,412 5,695 4,532 3,355 1,893

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 8,695 8,057 6,859 6,091 4,847 3,589 2,024 731
1956-1961 7,500 6,385 5,670 4,512 3,341 1,885 681 63
1951-1956 5,645 5,013 3,989 2,954 1,666 602 56 12
1946-1951 4,570 3,637 2,693 1,519 549 51 11 2

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 2,845 2,107 1,189 429 40 9 2 0
1936-1941 1,985 1,120 405 38 8 2 0 0
1931-1936 1,210 437 41 9 2 0 0 0
1926-1921 580 54 12 2 1 0 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

155 33 7 2 0 0 0 0

Households 
Living in 
Apartments 
or Flats in 
Duplexes

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 157
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 162 1,257
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 165 1,283 3,477
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 158 1,230 3,336 4,993

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 151 1,173 3,181 4,760 5,619
2006-2011 0 0 149 1,162 3,151 4,715 5,566 6,057
2001-2006 0 138 1,074 2,911 4,357 5,143 5,597 6,483

Millennials

1996-2001 145 1,129 3,062 4,582 5,409 5,886 6,818 7,480
1991-1996 1,240 3,364 5,034 5,942 6,467 7,490 8,218 7,712
1986-1991 3,285 4,918 5,805 6,317 7,317 8,028 7,533 6,208
1981-1986 4,330 5,111 5,562 6,443 7,069 6,633 5,466 4,745

Generation 
X

1976-1981 4,355 4,740 5,490 6,023 5,652 4,658 4,043 3,437
1971-1976 4,400 5,096 5,592 5,247 4,324 3,753 3,191 2,172
1966-1971 5,355 5,876 5,514 4,544 3,944 3,353 2,282 1,744

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 6,285 5,898 4,860 4,219 3,586 2,441 1,865 756
1956-1961 5,490 4,524 3,927 3,339 2,272 1,737 704 147
1951-1956 4,000 3,472 2,951 2,009 1,535 623 130 28
1946-1951 3,165 2,691 1,831 1,400 568 118 25 5

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 2,105 1,433 1,095 444 92 20 4 1
1936-1941 1,350 1,032 418 87 19 4 1 0
1931-1936 1,115 452 94 20 4 1 0 0
1926-1921 600 125 27 6 1 0 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

360 77 17 4 1 0 0 0

Table 43: Estimated Base Scenario Future Households by Generation and Dwelling 
Type, 2016-2051 (Continued)
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Dwelling 
Type

Generation Birth Year 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Households 
Living in 
Low-Rise 
Apartments**

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 519
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 535 7,196
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 546 7,344 20,230
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 524 7,045 19,406 24,969

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 499 6,717 18,503 23,806 22,786
2006-2011 0 0 495 6,653 18,328 23,582 22,571 21,125
2001-2006 0 457 6,148 16,935 21,789 20,856 19,520 19,920

Millennials

1996-2001 480 6,465 17,810 22,915 21,933 20,528 20,950 20,495
1991-1996 7,100 19,567 25,176 24,097 22,554 23,017 22,517 20,874
1986-1991 19,110 24,594 23,540 22,032 22,484 21,996 20,391 18,042
1981-1986 21,655 20,727 19,399 19,797 19,367 17,954 15,886 13,552

Generation 
X

1976-1981 17,660 16,530 16,870 16,503 15,299 13,537 11,548 9,479
1971-1976 15,345 15,660 15,320 14,202 12,566 10,720 8,799 6,748
1966-1971 16,455 16,099 14,925 13,205 11,265 9,246 7,091 4,239

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 17,220 15,964 14,125 12,049 9,890 7,585 4,534 2,112
1956-1961 14,860 13,149 11,217 9,207 7,061 4,221 1,966 287
1951-1956 11,625 9,916 8,139 6,242 3,731 1,738 254 54
1946-1951 9,040 7,421 5,691 3,402 1,584 231 50 11

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 5,805 4,453 2,662 1,240 181 39 8 2
1936-1941 4,195 2,508 1,168 171 37 8 2 0
1931-1936 2,710 1,262 184 39 8 2 0 0
1926-1921 1,675 245 52 11 2 1 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

705 151 32 7 1 0 0 0

Households 
in Mid/High-
Rise Units

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,198
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,299 23,853
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 3,366 24,342 58,763
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 3,229 23,351 56,370 70,571

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 3,079 22,264 53,746 67,285 63,423
2006-2011 0 0 3,050 22,054 53,238 66,650 62,824 57,951
2001-2006 0 2,818 20,378 49,192 61,585 58,050 53,547 49,852

Millennials

1996-2001 2,960 21,431 51,734 64,767 61,050 56,314 52,428 50,802
1991-1996 23,535 56,838 71,157 67,073 61,870 57,601 55,815 53,681
1986-1991 55,510 69,510 65,520 60,438 56,268 54,523 52,438 51,286
1981-1986 61,205 57,692 53,216 49,545 48,008 46,173 45,158 44,651

Generation 
X

1976-1981 49,155 45,346 42,218 40,908 39,344 38,480 38,048 37,849
1971-1976 42,095 39,191 37,975 36,523 35,721 35,319 35,135 30,482
1966-1971 41,180 39,907 38,381 37,538 37,116 36,922 32,033 24,871

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 42,685 41,053 40,151 39,700 39,493 34,263 26,602 12,828
1956-1961 38,215 37,377 36,957 36,764 31,896 24,764 11,942 2,270
1951-1956 33,045 32,672 32,501 28,197 21,893 10,557 2,007 430
1946-1951 29,785 29,631 25,707 19,960 9,625 1,829 392 84

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 23,180 20,116 15,618 7,531 1,432 307 66 14
1936-1941 18,950 14,716 7,096 1,349 289 62 13 3
1931-1936 15,900 7,665 1,457 312 67 14 3 1
1926-1921 10,175 1,934 415 89 19 4 1 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

5,575 1,195 256 55 12 3 1 0

Table 43: Estimated Base Scenario Future Households by Generation and Dwelling 
Type, 2016-2051 (Continued)



174 - Toronto City Planning - May 2021 Glossary and Appendices

Dwelling 
Type

Generation Birth Year 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Households 
Living 
in Other 
Single-
Attached 
Houses

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 46
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 11 47 143
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 11 45 137 179

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 10 43 131 170 310
2006-2011 0 0 10 42 129 169 307 434
2001-2006 0 10 39 120 156 283 401 309

Millennials

1996-2001 10 41 126 164 298 421 325 357
1991-1996 45 138 180 327 463 357 392 407
1986-1991 135 176 320 452 348 383 398 419
1981-1986 155 282 398 307 337 350 369 397

Generation 
X

1976-1981 240 339 261 288 299 314 339 335
1971-1976 315 243 267 277 292 314 311 225
1966-1971 255 280 291 307 330 327 237 211

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 300 312 328 353 349 253 226 69
1956-1961 290 305 329 325 236 210 65 12
1951-1956 270 291 287 208 186 57 11 2
1946-1951 265 262 190 169 52 10 2 0

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 205 149 133 41 8 2 0 0
1936-1941 140 125 38 7 2 0 0 0
1931-1936 135 41 8 2 0 0 0 0
1926-1921 55 10 2 0 0 0 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

30 6 1 0 0 0 0 0

* 2016 values are actual household values from the 2016 Census. All other values are future estimates. **Low-rise apartments are 
apartments in buildings with fewer than 5 storeys.

Table 43: Estimated Base Scenario Future Households by Generation and Dwelling 
Type, 2016-2051 (Continued)
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Low-rise apartments are apartments in buildings with fewer than 5 storeys.

Table 44: Base Scenario Background Data by Dwelling Type, 2021-2051

Measure Dwelling Type 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Change in 
younger 
generations' 
base demand, 
cumulative

Single-Detached House 37,101 77,878 120,434 161,679 200,215 236,987 269,014

Semi-Detached House 10,271 21,023 31,068 40,706 49,842 58,935 66,685

Row/Townhouse 10,032 19,929 28,746 36,756 43,573 49,138 53,145

Duplex 7,262 14,171 20,213 25,910 31,126 35,144 38,430

Low-Rise Apartment* 22,294 41,876 59,035 75,021 89,723 102,558 112,368

Mid/high-Rise Apartment 57,093 107,990 155,477 204,053 254,855 303,082 345,593

Other Single-Attached 
House

354 738 1,139 1,551 1,951 2,287 2,627

Total 144,348 283,545 416,051 545,616 671,224 788,072 887,802

Change 
in older 
generations' 
households, 
cumulative

Single-Detached House -25,050 -48,253 -72,478 -97,620 -122,635 -147,868 -169,774

Semi-Detached House -6,742 -12,688 -17,960 -23,580 -29,416 -35,755 -41,113

Row/Townhouse -6,342 -12,322 -17,629 -22,732 -27,048 -30,411 -32,376

Duplex -4,766 -9,249 -12,944 -16,391 -19,527 -21,740 -23,533

Low-Rise Apartment* -12,767 -24,564 -35,467 -45,338 -54,011 -61,021 -65,369

Mid/high-Rise Apartment -31,151 -57,351 -83,553 -112,786 -145,707 -176,484 -201,880

Other Single-Attached 
House

-188 -373 -583 -857 -1,158 -1,386 -1,606

Total -87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666
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18. Appendix D: Background Tables for Base Scenario Household Estimates 
by Number of Bedrooms

Table 45: Occupancy Rates by Age of PHM and Number of Bedrooms, 2016

Age of 
PHM

Studio 
Units

Units with 1 
Bedroom

Units with 2 
Bedrooms

Units with 3 
Bedrooms

Units with 4 or More 
Bedrooms

15 to 19 2.7% 40.7% 39.3% 9.4% 7.9%

20 to 24 4.3% 46.7% 34.4% 9.4% 5.2%

25 to 29 3.3% 53.0% 30.6% 8.7% 4.5%

30 to 34 2.5% 45.1% 30.7% 14.1% 7.6%

35 to 39 1.9% 33.3% 30.4% 21.4% 13.0%

40 to 44 1.5% 24.4% 30.2% 25.6% 18.3%

45 to 49 1.2% 21.0% 28.3% 27.7% 21.7%

50 to 54 1.7% 19.2% 26.7% 29.0% 23.4%

55 to 59 1.5% 19.5% 26.1% 29.0% 23.9%

60 to 64 1.8% 20.6% 26.1% 28.7% 22.8%

65 to 69 1.9% 22.2% 25.4% 27.9% 22.6%

70 to 74 2.2% 22.1% 27.1% 28.1% 20.5%

75 to 79 2.2% 21.4% 26.6% 30.3% 19.5%

80 to 84 2.1% 20.6% 26.7% 32.6% 18.1%

85 to 89 1.9% 20.3% 27.3% 33.7% 16.9%

90+ 1.8% 20.9% 31.6% 31.5% 14.1%
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Table 46: Estimated Base Scenario Future Households by Generation and Number of 
Bedrooms, 2016-2051

Number of 
Bedrooms

Generation Birth Year 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Households 
Living in 
Studios

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 119
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 122 1,510
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 125 1,541 2,974
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 120 1,478 2,853 3,084

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 114 1,409 2,720 2,941 2,503
2006-2011 0 0 113 1,396 2,695 2,913 2,479 2,106
2001-2006 0 104 1,290 2,490 2,692 2,291 1,946 1,598

Millennials

1996-2001 110 1,356 2,618 2,831 2,409 2,047 1,680 2,339
1991-1996 1,490 2,877 3,110 2,647 2,249 1,846 2,569 2,262
1986-1991 2,810 3,038 2,585 2,197 1,803 2,510 2,209 2,600
1981-1986 2,675 2,276 1,934 1,588 2,210 1,945 2,289 2,249

Generation 
X

1976-1981 1,940 1,648 1,353 1,883 1,658 1,951 1,916 2,032
1971-1976 1,530 1,256 1,748 1,539 1,811 1,779 1,886 1,656
1966-1971 1,320 1,837 1,617 1,903 1,869 1,982 1,741 1,252

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 1,965 1,730 2,035 1,999 2,120 1,862 1,339 567
1956-1961 1,610 1,895 1,861 1,974 1,733 1,246 528 92
1951-1956 1,675 1,645 1,745 1,532 1,102 467 81 17
1946-1951 1,500 1,591 1,397 1,004 426 74 16 3

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 1,245 1,093 786 333 58 12 3 1
1936-1941 1,030 741 314 54 12 3 1 0
1931-1936 800 339 59 13 3 1 0 0
1926-1921 450 78 17 4 1 0 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

225 48 10 2 0 0 0 0

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 1 
Bedroom

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,757
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,812 16,369
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 1,849 16,704 48,375
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 1,774 16,024 46,405 55,916

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 1,691 15,278 44,245 53,313 43,538
2006-2011 0 0 1,675 15,134 43,827 52,809 43,127 33,314
2001-2006 0 1,548 13,984 40,496 48,796 39,849 30,782 27,271

Millennials

1996-2001 1,630 14,706 42,589 51,318 41,909 32,373 28,680 27,170
1991-1996 16,155 46,791 56,381 46,043 35,567 31,510 29,851 29,506
1986-1991 45,705 55,076 44,978 34,743 30,780 29,160 28,823 28,948
1981-1986 48,495 39,603 30,592 27,103 25,676 25,379 25,489 25,948

Generation 
X

1976-1981 33,750 26,068 23,094 21,879 21,626 21,720 22,110 20,330
1971-1976 24,200 21,439 20,310 20,075 20,162 20,525 18,872 15,897
1966-1971 22,530 21,343 21,096 21,188 21,569 19,832 16,706 12,273

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 22,830 22,565 22,663 23,071 21,213 17,869 13,127 6,214
1956-1961 21,005 21,097 21,477 19,747 16,634 12,220 5,785 1,073
1951-1956 18,650 18,987 17,457 14,706 10,803 5,114 948 203
1946-1951 17,310 15,916 13,407 9,849 4,662 865 185 40

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 12,455 10,491 7,707 3,648 677 145 31 7
1936-1941 9,885 7,262 3,438 638 137 29 6 1
1931-1936 7,845 3,713 689 148 32 7 1 0
1926-1921 4,930 914 196 42 9 2 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

2,635 565 121 26 6 1 0 0
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Number of 
Bedrooms

Generation Birth Year 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 2 
Bedrooms

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,698
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,751 12,042
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 1,787 12,289 27,900
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 1,714 11,789 26,764 38,148

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 1,634 11,240 25,518 36,372 39,752
2006-2011 0 0 1,619 11,134 25,277 36,028 39,376 41,270
2001-2006 0 1,496 10,288 23,356 33,290 36,384 38,134 36,694

Millennials

1996-2001 1,575 10,819 24,563 35,011 38,264 40,105 38,590 37,727
1991-1996 11,885 26,986 38,465 42,039 44,061 42,397 41,449 39,479
1986-1991 26,360 37,575 41,066 43,042 41,416 40,490 38,565 36,763
1981-1986 33,085 36,159 37,899 36,468 35,652 33,957 32,371 29,740

Generation 
X

1976-1981 30,815 32,294 31,075 30,379 28,936 27,583 25,342 24,957
1971-1976 29,980 28,846 28,201 26,861 25,606 23,525 23,168 19,725
1966-1971 30,315 29,635 28,227 26,908 24,722 24,346 20,728 15,933

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 31,700 30,192 28,781 26,443 26,041 22,171 17,043 8,351
1956-1961 28,105 26,793 24,616 24,242 20,639 15,865 7,774 1,618
1951-1956 23,685 21,762 21,431 18,246 14,026 6,872 1,431 307
1946-1951 19,840 19,539 16,635 12,787 6,265 1,304 280 60

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 15,290 13,017 10,006 4,903 1,021 219 47 10
1936-1941 12,265 9,428 4,620 962 206 44 9 2
1931-1936 10,185 4,990 1,039 223 48 10 2 0
1926-1921 6,625 1,379 296 63 14 3 1 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

3,975 852 183 39 8 2 0 0

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 3 
Bedrooms

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 404
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 417 3,278
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 425 3,345 7,986
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 408 3,209 7,661 17,526

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 389 3,059 7,304 16,710 28,026
2006-2011 0 0 385 3,031 7,235 16,552 27,761 34,959
2001-2006 0 356 2,800 6,685 15,294 25,651 32,302 35,986

Millennials

1996-2001 375 2,945 7,031 16,085 26,977 33,971 37,845 40,893
1991-1996 3,235 7,724 17,672 29,638 37,323 41,579 44,927 43,897
1986-1991 7,545 17,263 28,952 36,459 40,617 43,887 42,881 40,357
1981-1986 15,200 25,493 32,103 35,764 38,643 37,757 35,535 32,611

Generation 
X

1976-1981 21,725 27,355 30,475 32,928 32,174 30,280 27,788 25,847
1971-1976 25,395 28,290 30,567 29,867 28,108 25,796 23,993 22,467
1966-1971 29,730 32,122 31,386 29,538 27,108 25,214 23,609 19,422

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 34,360 33,571 31,595 28,995 26,969 25,253 20,774 10,298
1956-1961 31,250 29,412 26,992 25,106 23,508 19,339 9,587 1,614
1951-1956 26,000 23,862 22,195 20,783 17,097 8,475 1,427 306
1946-1951 21,755 20,235 18,947 15,587 7,727 1,301 279 60

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 15,835 14,826 12,197 6,046 1,018 218 47 10
1936-1941 13,970 11,492 5,697 959 206 44 9 2
1931-1936 12,415 6,153 1,036 222 48 10 2 0
1926-1921 8,170 1,376 295 63 14 3 1 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

3,965 850 182 39 8 2 0 0

Table 46: Estimated Base Scenario Future Households by Generation and Number of 
Bedrooms, 2016-2051 (Continued)
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Number of 
Bedrooms

Generation Birth Year 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 4 
or More 
Bedrooms

Not Yet 
Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 340
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 350 1,819
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 357 1,856 4,070
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 343 1,780 3,904 9,420

Generation 
Z

2011-2016 0 0 0 327 1,698 3,722 8,982 17,073
2006-2011 0 0 324 1,682 3,687 8,897 16,912 25,040
2001-2006 0 299 1,554 3,407 8,221 15,627 23,137 28,148

Millennials

1996-2001 315 1,634 3,583 8,646 16,434 24,333 29,603 33,062
1991-1996 1,795 3,936 9,499 18,056 26,734 32,524 36,323 36,241
1986-1991 3,845 9,279 17,638 26,115 31,771 35,483 35,403 32,029
1981-1986 8,170 15,530 22,995 27,975 31,243 31,172 28,202 26,412

Generation 
X

1976-1981 13,235 19,594 23,838 26,623 26,562 24,031 22,506 18,820
1971-1976 18,190 22,128 24,714 24,658 22,308 20,893 17,470 14,514
1966-1971 23,255 25,971 25,912 23,443 21,955 18,359 15,252 10,786

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 27,780 27,716 25,075 23,484 19,637 16,314 11,537 5,162
1956-1961 25,800 23,343 21,861 18,280 15,187 10,740 4,805 725
1951-1956 20,635 19,327 16,161 13,426 9,495 4,248 641 137
1946-1951 17,620 14,734 12,241 8,657 3,873 584 125 27

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 11,530 9,578 6,774 3,030 457 98 21 5
1936-1941 9,025 6,383 2,855 431 92 20 4 1
1931-1936 6,895 3,084 465 100 21 5 1 0
1926-1921 4,095 618 132 28 6 1 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

1,780 381 82 18 4 1 0 0

Table 47: Base Scenario Background Data by Number of Bedrooms, 2021-2051

Measure
Number of 
Bedrooms

2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Change in 
younger 
generations' 
base demand, 
cumulative

Studios 2,518 4,494 6,711 9,048 11,711 14,298 16,407

1 Bedroom 34,109 62,234 87,205 114,498 142,810 170,210 194,145

2 Bedrooms 39,796 77,387 112,816 146,162 179,894 210,884 237,813

3 Bedrooms 38,343 78,166 117,179 153,741 188,421 221,569 250,451

4+ Bedrooms 29,567 61,250 92,125 122,151 148,373 171,096 188,970

Total 144,348 283,545 416,051 545,616 671,224 788,072 887,802

Change in older 
generations' 
households,
cumulative

Studios -1,341 -2,276 -3,584 -5,046 -6,836 -8,533 -9,820

1 Bedroom -16,036 -30,391 -45,671 -63,373 -81,293 -97,460 -110,007

2 Bedrooms -23,720 -44,065 -63,763 -83,402 -105,179 -125,084 -141,322

3 Bedrooms -25,943 -48,585 -69,920 -91,126 -113,075 -135,594 -155,429

4+ Bedrooms -19,997 -39,514 -57,706 -76,387 -93,149 -108,025 -119,104

Total -87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666

Table 46: Estimated Base Scenario Future Households by Generation and Number of 
Bedrooms, 2016-2051 (Continued)
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19. Appendix E: Background Tables for Base Scenario Household Estimates 
by Tenure

Table 48: Occupancy Rates by Age of PHM and Tenure, 2016

Age of 
PHM

Owned 
Dwellings

Rented 
Dwellings

15 to 19 23.2% 76.8%

20 to 24 16.0% 84.0%

25 to 29 22.1% 77.9%

30 to 34 34.9% 65.1%

35 to 39 44.7% 55.3%

40 to 44 51.5% 48.5%

45 to 49 55.6% 44.4%

50 to 54 59.3% 40.7%

55 to 59 61.3% 38.7%

60 to 64 64.1% 35.9%

65 to 69 65.4% 34.6%

70 to 74 66.4% 33.6%

75 to 79 69.1% 30.9%

80 to 84 70.8% 29.2%

85 to 89 71.8% 28.2%

90+ 70.1% 29.9%
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Table 49: Estimated Base Scenario Future Households by Generation and Tenure, 
2016-2051

Tenure Generation Birth Year 2016* 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Households 
Living in 
Owned 
Dwellings

Not Yet Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,002
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,034 5,608
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 1,055 5,723 20,157
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 1,012 5,490 19,337 43,285

Generation Z
2011-2016 0 0 0 965 5,235 18,436 41,269 58,460
2006-2011 0 0 956 5,185 18,262 40,880 57,908 70,379
2001-2006 0 883 4,791 16,874 37,773 53,507 65,030 72,078

Millennials

1996-2001 930 5,039 17,746 39,725 56,272 68,391 75,803 83,733
1991-1996 5,535 19,497 43,644 61,824 75,138 83,281 91,994 92,727
1986-1991 19,045 42,634 60,393 73,399 81,354 89,865 90,581 90,181
1981-1986 37,540 53,177 64,629 71,633 79,128 79,758 79,406 76,507

Generation X
1976-1981 45,315 55,071 61,040 67,426 67,963 67,663 65,192 61,060
1971-1976 51,120 56,663 62,591 63,090 62,811 60,518 56,681 51,286
1966-1971 59,545 65,775 66,299 66,006 63,596 59,564 53,894 42,268

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 70,360 70,914 70,602 68,024 63,711 57,647 45,210 21,976
1956-1961 66,015 65,724 63,324 59,310 53,664 42,087 20,458 3,588
1951-1956 58,100 55,982 52,433 47,442 37,207 18,086 3,172 17
1946-1951 51,035 47,803 43,252 33,921 16,489 2,892 16 3

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 37,405 33,844 26,543 12,902 2,263 12 3 1
1936-1941 31,890 25,010 12,157 2,132 12 3 1 0
1931-1936 27,015 13,132 2,303 13 3 1 0 0
1926-1921 17,435 3,058 17 4 1 0 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

8,810 48 10 2 0 0 0 0

Households 
Living in 
Rented 
Dwellings

Not Yet Born

2031-2036 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,314
2026-2031 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,418 29,409
2021-2026 0 0 0 0 0 3,488 30,012 71,146
2016-2021 0 0 0 0 3,346 28,790 68,250 80,810

Generation Z
2011-2016 0 0 0 3,191 27,450 65,072 77,048 72,431
2006-2011 0 0 3,160 27,190 64,458 76,320 71,747 66,311
2001-2006 0 2,920 25,124 59,559 70,520 66,295 61,271 57,619

Millennials

1996-2001 3,075 26,422 62,637 74,164 69,721 64,437 60,596 57,457
1991-1996 29,025 68,817 81,481 76,599 70,795 66,575 63,125 58,658
1986-1991 67,220 79,595 74,826 69,156 65,034 61,664 57,300 50,516
1981-1986 70,085 65,886 60,893 57,263 54,296 50,454 44,480 40,453

Generation X
1976-1981 56,145 51,888 48,795 46,267 42,992 37,902 34,471 30,926
1971-1976 48,165 45,296 42,949 39,910 35,184 31,999 28,708 22,973
1966-1971 47,600 45,134 41,939 36,974 33,627 30,168 24,142 17,398

Baby 
Boomers

1961-1966 48,280 44,859 39,548 35,968 32,269 25,823 18,610 8,615
1956-1961 41,760 36,816 33,483 30,039 24,039 17,324 8,020 1,534
1951-1956 32,545 29,601 26,556 21,251 15,315 7,090 1,356 203
1946-1951 26,985 24,211 19,375 13,963 6,464 1,236 185 40

The Silent 
Generation

1941-1946 18,945 15,160 10,926 5,058 967 145 31 7
1936-1941 14,285 10,295 4,766 911 137 29 6 1
1931-1936 11,120 5,148 984 148 32 7 1 0
1926-1921 6,835 1,307 196 42 9 2 0 0

Earlier
1921 + 
Earlier

3,765 565 121 26 6 1 0 0

 Note: 2016 values are actual household values from the 2016 Census. All other values are future estimates.
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Table 50: Base Scenario Background Data by Tenure, 2021-2051

Measure Tenure 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Change in younger 
generations' base demand, 
cumulative

Owner 79,709 163,059 247,098 329,514 409,379 484,824 549,701

Renter 64,643 120,491 168,958 216,107 261,850 303,253 338,106

Total 144,348 283,545 416,051 545,616 671,224 788,072 887,802

Change in older 
generations' households, 
cumulative

Owner -52,550 -97,424 -144,316 -194,715 -247,338 -299,205 -342,479

Renter -36,559 -68,565 -97,114 -125,283 -152,863 -176,310 -194,120

Total -87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666
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20. Appendix F: Background Tables for Unmet Demand Scenarios’ Household 
Estimates by Number of Bedrooms

Table 51: Estimated Low Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation 
and Number of Bedrooms, 2016-2051

Number of 
Bedrooms

Census 
Year*

Not Yet 
Born)

Generation 
Z

Millennials
Generation 

X
Baby 

Boomers

Silent 
Generation 
+ Earlier

Total

Households 
Living in 
Studio Units

2016 0 0 7,562 5,115 6,957 3,785 23,419
2021 0 121 10,170 5,030 7,000 2,317 24,639
2026 0 1,560 10,871 4,948 7,138 1,195 25,711
2031 0 4,307 9,850 5,511 6,579 409 26,656
2036 139 7,240 9,219 5,457 5,432 74 27,561
2041 1,782 8,386 8,802 5,800 3,678 16 28,464
2046 4,860 7,827 9,109 5,604 1,979 3 29,384
2051 8,199 6,628 9,726 4,987 685 1 30,226

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 1 
Bedroom

2016 0 0 119,122 85,935 82,262 38,100 325,419
2021 0 1,800 165,990 73,132 80,217 23,128 344,267
2026 0 17,434 185,115 67,731 76,082 12,247 358,609
2031 0 61,479 169,271 65,363 68,098 4,537 368,750
2036 2,063 114,590 142,546 64,802 53,820 866 378,687
2041 19,895 144,891 125,051 63,043 36,357 186 389,422
2046 69,597 135,147 117,723 58,328 20,206 40 401,041
2051 130,142 111,188 114,876 48,965 7,590 9 412,770

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 2 
Bedrooms

2016 0 0 77,673 97,279 106,619 48,785 330,356
2021 0 1,739 118,664 96,389 100,397 29,903 347,092
2026 0 13,275 150,853 91,887 92,786 16,272 365,072
2031 0 38,888 166,674 87,144 82,592 6,239 381,537
2036 1,993 74,200 169,544 81,114 67,607 1,307 395,765
2041 15,133 103,743 165,684 76,639 46,583 280 408,061
2046 43,901 121,163 157,555 70,002 26,739 60 419,421
2051 84,949 125,698 148,092 61,195 10,418 13 430,365

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 3 
Bedrooms

2016 0 0 27,995 82,043 116,967 54,850 281,856
2021 0 414 56,822 93,121 109,398 34,975 294,730
2026 0 3,549 91,303 96,997 101,170 19,562 312,582
2031 0 10,866 125,703 95,614 91,430 7,388 331,002
2036 475 27,137 152,569 89,435 76,006 1,304 346,926
2041 4,048 52,538 165,744 82,571 54,804 279 359,983
2046 12,277 81,809 168,107 76,220 32,324 60 370,795
2051 30,992 105,669 162,560 68,376 12,376 13 379,986

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 4+ 
Bedrooms

2016 0 0 15,020 58,370 94,757 33,636 201,782
2021 0 348 32,323 71,797 86,985 20,204 211,656
2026 0 2,097 57,226 78,124 76,448 10,391 224,286
2031 0 5,839 86,133 77,384 64,541 3,636 237,532
2036 399 14,432 112,791 72,490 48,653 585 249,349
2041 2,387 29,988 130,155 64,286 32,142 125 259,083
2046 6,584 52,277 135,073 55,846 17,245 27 267,053
2051 16,628 75,012 131,641 44,545 6,099 6 273,931

* 2016 values are actual household values from the 2016 Census. All other values are future estimates.
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Table 52: Low Unmet Demand Scenario Background Data by Number of Bedrooms, 
2021-2051

Table 53: Required Number of Bedrooms to Offset Shortfalls

Measure
Number of 
Bedrooms

2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Change in younger 
generations' base 
demand + all ages' 
low unmet demand, 
cumulative

Studios 2,560 4,568 6,821 9,188 11,880 14,497 16,626
1 Bedroom 34,884 63,581 89,002 116,641 145,297 173,083 197,358
2 Bedrooms 40,455 78,781 114,944 148,811 182,884 214,149 241,331
3 Bedrooms 38,817 79,311 119,066 156,196 191,202 224,533 253,560
4+ Bedrooms 29,871 62,017 93,456 123,954 150,450 173,295 191,252
Total 146,603 288,274 423,306 554,806 681,729 799,574 900,144

Change in older 
generations' 
households, 
cumulative

Studios -1,341 -2,276 -3,584 -5,046 -6,836 -8,533 -9,820
1 Bedroom -16,036 -30,391 -45,671 -63,373 -81,293 -97,460 -110,007
2 Bedrooms -23,720 -44,065 -63,763 -83,402 -105,179 -125,084 -141,322
3 Bedrooms -25,943 -48,585 -69,920 -91,126 -113,075 -135,594 -155,429
4+ Bedrooms -19,997 -39,514 -57,706 -76,387 -93,149 -108,025 -119,104
Total -87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666

Number of 
Bedrooms Required 

to Offset Shortfall

Characteristics of Underhoused 
Households that Require that 

Number of Bedrooms*

Formula to Calculate Additional High Unmet Demand Component by 
Number of Bedrooms

Studios None No additional demand generated

1 Bedroom Studios w/ 1 bedroom shortfall
Number of Base Scenario households in studio units 

x Rate of households in studios with a 1-bedroom shortfall

2 Bedrooms

Studios w/ 2 bedroom shortfall

1 bedroom units with 1 bedroom 
shortfall

(Number of Base Scenario households in studio units 

x Rate of households in studios with a 2-bedroom shortfall)

+ (Number of Base Scenario households in 1-bedroom units 

x Rate of households in 1-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall)

3 Bedrooms

Studios w/ 3+ bedroom shortfall

1 bedroom units with 2 bedroom 
shortfall

2 bedroom units with 1 bedroom 
shortfall

(Number of Base Scenario households in studio units

 x Rate of households in studios with a 3+-bedroom shortfall) 

+ (Number of Base Scenario households in 1-bedroom units 

x Rate of households in 1-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall) 

+ (Number of Base Scenario households in 2-bedroom units 

x Rate of households in 2-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall)

4 or More Bedrooms

1 bedroom units with 3+ bedroom 
shortfall

2 bedroom units with 2 or 3+ 
bedroom shortfall

3 bedroom units with any shortfall

(Number of Base Scenario households in 1-bedroom units 
x Rate of households in 1-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall) 

+ Number of Base Scenario households in 2-bedroom units 

x (Rate of households in 2-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall 

+ Rate of households in 2-bedroom units with a 3-bedroom shortfall)

+ Number of Base Scenario households in 3-bedroom units 

x (Rate of households in 3-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall 

+ Rate of households in 3-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall

+ Rate of households in 3-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall)

*Households living in four-or-more bedroom units with bedroom shortfalls are excluded from the list because adding four-or-more 
bedroom units to the housing supply would not necessarily address their housing shortfall.
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Table 55: Estimated High Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation 
and Number of Bedrooms, 2016-2051

Number of 
Bedrooms

Census 
Year*

Not Yet 
Born

Generation 
Z

Millennials
Generation 

X
Baby 

Boomers

Silent 
Generation 
+ Earlier

Total

Households 
Living in 
Studio Units

2016 0 0 7,085 4,790 6,750 3,750 22,375

2021 0 104 9,548 4,741 6,861 2,299 23,553

2026 0 1,403 10,248 4,718 7,039 1,186 24,593

2031 0 4,000 9,262 5,325 6,510 406 25,502

2036 120 6,795 8,671 5,337 5,381 73 26,378

2041 1,603 7,924 8,348 5,712 3,649 16 27,251

2046 4,516 7,366 8,748 5,543 1,963 3 28,140

2051 7,687 6,207 9,449 4,940 680 1 28,962

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 1 
Bedroom

2016 0 0 112,695 80,816 80,110 37,986 311,607

2021 0 1,548 157,105 69,138 78,905 23,075 329,771

2026 0 15,767 175,488 64,736 75,363 12,241 343,595

2031 0 57,735 159,926 63,372 67,784 4,524 353,341

2036 1,774 108,592 134,511 63,584 53,667 859 362,987

2041 17,997 137,689 118,880 62,392 36,282 184 373,425

2046 65,391 127,835 113,241 58,008 20,200 39 384,714

2051 123,186 104,559 112,006 48,828 7,569 8 396,157

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 2 
Bedrooms

2016 0 0 87,936 106,036 111,905 49,985 355,862

2021 0 1,809 134,648 102,592 104,683 30,628 374,360

2026 0 14,722 169,194 96,692 96,375 16,599 393,583

2031 0 43,656 183,801 91,601 85,155 6,378 410,591

2036 2,073 84,186 183,321 84,889 69,309 1,337 425,115

2041 16,788 117,882 175,625 79,706 47,721 287 438,009

2046 49,297 135,594 165,723 72,320 27,275 61 450,270

2051 96,213 137,083 155,377 62,740 10,650 13 462,075

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 3 
Bedrooms

2016 0 0 35,369 99,495 127,874 55,970 318,709

2021 0 547 70,991 109,868 116,590 35,549 333,545

2026 0 4,625 113,000 110,529 105,691 19,828 353,674

2031 0 14,182 152,948 105,595 94,012 7,486 374,222

2036 627 34,235 181,915 95,864 77,711 1,313 391,665

2041 5,275 65,457 192,210 86,653 55,731 281 405,608

2046 16,023 100,743 188,973 78,557 32,770 60 417,125

2051 39,103 128,251 177,189 69,943 12,541 13 427,041

Households 
Living in 
Dwellings 
with 4+ 
Bedrooms

2016 0 0 18,331 68,990 107,414 35,379 230,114

2021 0 385 38,572 84,997 95,838 21,251 241,044

2026 0 2,698 67,592 91,811 81,968 10,918 254,987

2031 0 7,497 101,672 88,871 68,119 3,795 269,955

2036 442 17,631 133,298 80,431 51,176 621 283,599

2041 3,074 35,533 153,145 69,097 33,808 133 294,790

2046 8,455 61,382 156,674 58,950 18,116 29 303,606

2051 20,245 88,633 148,714 46,901 6,365 6 310,865

* 2016 values are actual household values from the 2016 Census. All other values are future estimates. 
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Table 56: High Unmet Demand Scenario Background Data by Number of Bedrooms, 
2021-2051

Measure
Number of 
Bedrooms

2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Change in younger 
generations' base 
demand + all ages' 
high unmet demand, 
cumulative

Studios 2,518 4,494 6,711 9,048 11,711 14,298 16,407

1 Bedroom 34,200 62,379 87,405 114,754 143,111 170,567 194,557

2 Bedroom 42,218 81,785 118,492 152,655 187,325 219,492 247,534

3 Bedroom 40,780 83,550 125,433 164,082 199,973 234,010 263,761

4 Bedroom 30,927 64,386 97,547 129,872 157,824 181,516 199,854

Total 150,659 296,609 435,603 570,426 699,960 819,898 922,129

Change in older 
generations' 
households, 
cumulative

Studios -1,341 -2,276 -3,584 -5,046 -6,836 -8,533 -9,820

1 Bedroom -16,036 -30,391 -45,671 -63,373 -81,293 -97,460 -110,007

2 Bedroom -23,720 -44,065 -63,763 -83,402 -105,179 -125,084 -141,322

3 Bedroom -25,943 -48,585 -69,920 -91,126 -113,075 -135,594 -155,429

4 Bedroom -19,997 -39,514 -57,706 -76,387 -93,149 -108,025 -119,104

Total -87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666
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21. Appendix G: Background Tables for Unmet Demand Scenarios’ Household 
Estimates by Dwelling Type

Table 57: Estimated Low Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation 
and Dwelling Type, 2016-2051

Dwelling Type
Census 
Year*

Not Yet 
Born

Generation 
Z

Millennials
Generation 

X
Baby 

Boomers

Silent 
Generation 
+ Earlier

Total

Households 
Living in 
Single-
Detached 
Houses

2016 0 0 17,826 73,910 126,148 61,799 279,683

2021 0 205 41,171 89,367 122,262 39,153 292,158

2026 0 1,506 74,063 97,622 115,351 21,813 310,354

2031 0 5,647 109,972 101,498 103,960 8,323 329,400

2036 235 17,416 141,839 99,812 85,183 1,601 346,086

2041 1,717 39,162 163,126 94,497 61,110 343 359,955

2046 6,395 68,256 173,938 87,072 35,944 74 371,680

2051 19,902 95,089 176,312 76,704 13,921 16 381,944

Households 
Living in Semi-
Detached 
Houses

2016 0 0 7,149 22,495 30,711 14,642 74,998

2021 0 83 15,470 24,894 28,782 9,436 78,666

2026 0 651 25,430 25,574 26,839 5,167 83,661

2031 0 2,326 34,735 24,982 24,692 1,897 88,632

2036 95 6,980 41,355 23,477 20,597 291 92,795

2041 742 14,613 44,194 21,648 14,915 62 96,174

2046 2,633 23,123 44,003 20,630 8,575 13 98,976

2051 7,973 29,015 42,658 18,578 3,184 3 101,410

Households 
in Row/ 
Townhouses

2016 0 0 8,433 22,159 27,275 6,840 64,707

2021 0 155 16,788 24,200 23,610 3,781 68,535

2026 0 844 26,404 24,218 19,501 1,665 72,632

2031 0 2,922 34,966 22,708 15,243 483 76,322

2036 178 8,167 40,475 19,985 10,505 51 79,360

2041 960 15,755 42,242 16,789 6,175 11 81,933

2046 3,305 23,641 40,775 13,658 2,794 2 84,175

2051 9,387 28,583 37,642 9,827 815 1 86,255

Households 
Living in 
Apartments 
or Flats in 
Duplexes

2016 0 0 9,571 15,063 19,564 5,582 49,781

2021 0 161 15,440 16,668 16,959 3,144 52,371

2026 0 1,363 20,685 17,418 13,775 1,664 54,905

2031 0 4,536 24,795 16,388 11,086 565 57,371

2036 184 9,215 27,909 14,256 8,039 118 59,721

2041 1,554 13,817 29,562 11,952 4,958 25 61,868

2046 5,130 16,947 29,261 9,623 2,746 5 63,713

2051 10,504 19,388 26,972 7,425 944 1 65,233
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Table 57: Estimated Low Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation 
and Dwelling Type, 2016-2051 (Continued)

Dwelling Type
Census 
Year*

Not Yet 
Born 

Generation 
Z 

Millennials 
Generation 

X 
Baby 

Boomers 

Silent 
Generation 
+ Earlier 

Total

Households 
Living in 
Low-Rise 
Apartments**

2016 0 0 51,407 52,807 54,469 15,233 173,915

2021 0 531 75,857 51,267 47,489 8,688 183,832

2026 0 7,383 91,216 49,481 39,762 4,132 191,974

2031 0 25,827 94,535 45,495 31,241 1,480 198,577

2036 609 49,740 91,832 40,065 22,483 232 204,961

2041 8,436 66,644 88,134 34,042 13,885 50 211,191

2046 29,242 70,065 83,262 27,747 6,858 11 217,183

2051 56,231 68,157 75,249 20,665 2,484 2 222,788

Households in 
Mid/High-Rise 
Units

2016 0 0 152,581 141,400 148,235 74,459 516,676

2021 0 3,277 218,564 132,155 143,702 45,991 543,688

2026 0 26,113 256,479 124,514 137,247 25,041 569,394

2031 0 79,937 257,296 119,044 125,950 9,411 591,638

2036 3,755 145,733 241,720 114,762 103,880 1,833 611,684

2041 29,774 188,936 226,582 112,441 71,985 393 630,110

2046 90,305 195,257 214,782 106,375 41,270 84 648,073

2051 166,511 182,841 206,436 94,092 15,737 18 665,634

Households 
Living in 
Other Single-
Attached 
Houses

2016 0 0 367 865 1,159 570 2,961

2021 0 11 678 916 1,194 334 3,133

2026 0 55 1,090 860 1,150 184 3,340

2031 0 185 1,333 902 1,068 51 3,538

2036 13 348 1,539 941 831 10 3,682

2041 63 618 1,595 970 535 2 3,783

2046 209 936 1,546 896 306 0 3,893

2051 402 1,124 1,626 779 85 0 4,016

* 2016 values are actual household values from the 2016 Census. All other values are future estimates. **Low-rise apartments are 
apartments in buildings with fewer than 5 storeys.
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Table 58: Low Unmet Demand Scenario Background Data by Dwelling Type, 2021-2051

Measure Dwelling Type 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Change in 
younger 
generations' 
base demand 
+ all ages' low 
unmet demand, 
cumulative

Single-Detached House 37,526 78,925 122,195 164,024 202,907 239,865 272,035

Semi-Detached House 10,410 21,351 31,594 41,377 50,593 59,734 67,526

Row/ Townhouse 10,170 20,246 29,244 37,384 44,274 49,879 53,923

Duplex 7,356 14,373 20,534 26,331 31,613 35,672 38,985

Low-Rise Apartment* 22,684 42,623 60,129 76,384 91,286 104,289 114,241

Mid/High-Rise Apartment 58,163 110,070 158,515 207,794 259,141 307,881 350,839

Other Single-Attached 
House

360 751 1,160 1,578 1,979 2,318 2,660

Total 146,603 288,274 423,306 554,806 681,729 799,574 900,144

Change in older 
generations' 
households, 
cumulative

Single-Detached House -25,050 -48,253 -72,478 -97,620 -122,635 -147,868 -169,774

Semi-Detached House -6,742 -12,688 -17,960 -23,580 -29,416 -35,755 -41,113

Row/ Townhouse -6,342 -12,322 -17,629 -22,732 -27,048 -30,411 -32,376

Duplex -4,766 -9,249 -12,944 -16,391 -19,527 -21,740 -23,533

Low-Rise Apartment* -12,767 -24,564 -35,467 -45,338 -54,011 -61,021 -65,369

Mid/High-Rise Apartment -31,151 -57,351 -83,553 -112,786 -145,707 -176,484 -201,880

Other Single-Attached 
House

-188 -373 -583 -857 -1,158 -1,386 -1,606

Total -87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666

*Low-rise apartments are apartments in buildings with fewer than 5 storeys.
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Table 59: Required Number of Bedrooms to Offset Shortfalls by Dwelling Type, with 
Single Detached Houses as an Example

Number of 
Bedrooms 
Required 
to Offset 
Shortfall

Characteristics 
of Underhoused 
Households that 

Require that Number 
of Bedrooms*

Formula to Calculate Additional High Unmet Demand 
Component by Number of Bedrooms*

Studios None No additional demand generated

1 Bedroom
Studios w/ 1 bedroom 
shortfall

Number of Base Scenario households in studio units 

x Rate of households in studios with a 1-bedroom shortfall 

x Percent of households in studio units with a 1-bedroom shortfall that were in 
single-detached houses

2 Bedrooms

Studios w/ 2 bedroom 
shortfall

1 bedroom units with 1 
bedroom shortfall

(Number of Base Scenario households in studio units

x Rate of households in studios with a 2-bedroom shortfall 

x Percent of households in studio units with a 2-bedroom shortfall that were in 
single-detached houses) 

+ (Number of Base Scenario households in 1-bedroom units 

x Rate of households in 1-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall 

x Percent of households in 1-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall that were in 
single-detached houses)

3 Bedrooms

Studios w/ 3+ bedroom 
shortfall

1 bedroom units with 2 
bedroom shortfall

2 bedroom units with 1 
bedroom shortfall

(Number of Base Scenario households in studio units

x Rate of households in studios with a 3+-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in studio units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall that were in 
single-detached houses)

+ (Number of Base Scenario households in 1-bedroom units

x Rate of households in 1-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 1-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall that were in 
single-detached houses)

+ (Number of Base Scenario households in 2-bedroom units

x Rate of households in 2-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 2-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall that were in 
single-detached houses)
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Number of 
Bedrooms 
Required 
to Offset 
Shortfall

Characteristics 
of Underhoused 
Households that 

Require that Number 
of Bedrooms*

Formula to Calculate Additional High Unmet Demand  
Component by Number of Bedrooms*

4 or More 
Bedrooms

1 bedroom units with 
3+ bedroom shortfall

2 bedroom units with 2 
or 3+ bedroom shortfall

3 bedroom units with 
any shortfall

(Number of Base Scenario households in 1-bedroom units

x Rate of households in 1-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 1-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall that were 
in single-detached houses)

+ Number of Base Scenario households in 2-bedroom units

x (Rate of households in 2-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 2-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall that were in 
single-detached houses)

+ (Rate of households in 2-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 2-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall that were 
in single-detached houses)

+ Number of Base Scenario households in 3-bedroom units

x [(Rate of households in 3-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 3-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall that were in 
single-detached houses)

+ (Rate of households in 3-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 3-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall that were in 
single-detached houses)

+ (Rate of households in 3-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 3-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall that were 
in single-detached houses)]

*Households living in four-or-more bedroom units with bedroom shortfalls are excluded from the list because adding four-or-
more bedroom units to the housing supply would not necessarily address their housing shortfall.

Table 59: Required Number of Bedrooms to Offset Shortfalls by Dwelling Type, with 
Single Detached Houses as an Example (Continued)
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Table 60: Percent of Underhoused Households by Dwelling Type, Number of Bedrooms, 
Bedroom Shortfall and Age of PHM, 2016 (Continued)

Shortfall Age of PHM
Other Single-Attached House

Studios 1 bedroom 2 bedrooms 3 bedrooms
4 or more 
bedrooms

One-
Bedroom 
Shortfall

15 to 19 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
20 to 24 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%
25 to 29 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 2.1% 0.0%
30 to 34 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0%
35 to 39 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
40 to 44 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 1.7%
45 to 49 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0%
50 to 54 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.8%
55 to 59 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.5% 0.0%
60 to 64 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0%
65 to 69 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
70 to 74 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 4.4%
75 to 79 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0%
80 to 84 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
85 to 89 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
90+ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Two-
Bedroom 
Shortfall

15 to 19 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
20 to 24 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
25 to 29 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
30 to 34 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
35 to 39 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5%
40 to 44 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.7% 0.0%
45 to 49 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0%
50 to 54 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 3.3%
55 to 59 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
60 to 64 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0%
65 to 69 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
70 to 74 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
75 to 79 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 0.0% 0.0%
80 to 84 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
85 to 89 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
90+ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Three-
or-More 
Bedroom 
Shortfall

15 to 19 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
20 to 24 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
25 to 29 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
30 to 34 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
35 to 39 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
40 to 44 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
45 to 49 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
50 to 54 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0%
55 to 59 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
60 to 64 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
65 to 69 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
70 to 74 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
75 to 79 0.0% 0.0% 28.6% 0.0% 0.0%
80 to 84 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
85 to 89 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
90+ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Table 61: Estimated High Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation 
and Dwelling Type, 2016-2051

Dwelling Type
Census 
Year*

Not Yet 
Born

Generation 
Z

Millennials
Generation 

X
Baby 

Boomers

Silent 
Generation 
+ Earlier

Total

Households 
Living in 
Single-
Detached 
Houses

2016 0 0 17,573 72,082 126,176 61,951 277,781
2021 0 176 40,321 87,924 122,511 39,236 290,169
2026 0 1,424 72,366 96,832 115,645 21,876 308,143
2031 0 5,548 107,379 101,536 104,158 8,344 326,964
2036 202 17,196 139,196 99,980 85,405 1,602 343,581
2041 1,623 38,371 161,177 94,768 61,244 343 357,527
2046 6,286 66,604 173,121 87,213 36,052 74 369,350
2051 19,621 92,727 176,399 76,903 13,956 16 379,622

Households 
Living in Semi-
Detached 
Houses

2016 0 0 7,034 22,236 31,249 14,832 75,351
2021 0 71 15,206 24,899 29,239 9,580 78,996
2026 0 605 24,958 25,951 27,170 5,274 83,958
2031 0 2,279 34,291 25,419 25,051 1,908 88,947
2036 82 6,879 41,175 23,894 20,856 296 93,182
2041 690 14,385 44,457 21,925 15,146 63 96,666
2046 2,582 22,659 44,654 20,868 8,752 14 99,529
2051 7,846 28,661 43,401 18,842 3,202 3 101,956

Households 
in Row/
Townhouses

2016 0 0 8,625 23,325 28,960 6,988 67,897
2021 0 145 17,319 25,780 24,718 3,888 71,850
2026 0 836 27,478 25,908 20,155 1,716 76,094
2031 0 2,970 36,648 24,258 15,600 494 79,969
2036 166 8,367 42,883 21,023 10,732 51 83,222
2041 952 16,275 45,044 17,354 6,354 11 85,989
2046 3,361 24,637 43,508 13,965 2,880 2 88,353
2051 9,603 30,082 39,911 10,041 834 0 90,471

Households 
Living in 
Apartments 
or Flats in 
Duplexes

2016 0 0 9,941 15,524 20,096 5,698 51,259
2021 0 152 15,990 17,175 17,396 3,217 53,931
2026 0 1,398 21,465 17,884 14,069 1,715 56,531
2031 0 4,728 25,582 16,847 11,330 575 59,062
2036 174 9,584 28,744 14,641 8,216 117 61,477
2041 1,595 14,305 30,462 12,214 5,079 25 63,679
2046 5,349 17,549 30,034 9,813 2,833 5 65,584
2051 10,908 19,990 27,702 7,591 961 1 67,153

Households 
Living in 
Low-Rise 
Apartments**

2016 0 0 53,239 57,563 58,661 15,845 185,307
2021 0 505 79,528 56,346 50,438 9,012 195,829
2026 0 7,468 97,052 53,956 41,914 4,252 204,641
2031 0 26,506 102,000 49,233 32,605 1,534 211,877
2036 579 51,571 100,363 42,652 23,391 244 218,800
2041 8,534 70,120 96,382 35,926 14,398 52 225,413
2046 30,017 75,153 90,436 29,021 7,054 11 231,691
2051 58,264 74,301 80,909 21,500 2,574 2 237,551



profile TORONTO - 20121. Appendix G: Background Tables for Unmet Demand Scenarios’ Household Estimates by Dwelling Type

Table 61: Estimated High Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation 
and Dwelling Type, 2016-2051 (Continued)

Table 62: High Unmet Demand Scenario Background Data by Dwelling Type, 2021-2051

Dwelling Type
Census 
Year*

Not Yet 
Born

Generation 
Z

Millennials
Generation 

X
Baby 

Boomers

Silent 
Generation 
+ Earlier

Total

Households in 
Mid/High-Rise 
Units

2016 0 0 164,575 168,438 167,703 77,084 577,799
2021 0 3,334 241,788 158,218 157,331 47,490 608,162
2026 0 27,427 291,038 147,043 146,259 25,742 637,508
2031 0 84,831 300,299 136,517 131,707 9,669 663,023
2036 3,821 157,465 287,709 126,948 107,732 1,878 685,552
2041 31,277 210,383 268,972 120,363 74,372 403 705,769
2046 95,852 225,327 249,968 111,536 42,429 86 725,199
2051 179,759 217,775 232,718 97,630 16,170 19 744,070

Households 
Living in 
Other Single-
Attached 
Houses

2016 0 0 395 920 1,210 602 3,127
2021 0 10 711 993 1,232 361 3,306
2026 0 58 1,166 911 1,210 182 3,527
2031 0 208 1,411 956 1,113 50 3,738
2036 11 376 1,645 968 886 10 3,896
2041 66 646 1,715 994 580 2 4,003
2046 236 991 1,635 947 303 0 4,113
2051 431 1,197 1,694 831 84 0 4,238

* 2016 values are actual household values from the 2016 Census. All other values are future estimates. **Low-rise apartments are 
apartments in buildings with fewer than 5 storeys.

Measure Dwelling Type 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Change in 
younger 
generations' 
base demand 
+ all ages' high 
unmet demand, 
cumulative

Single-Detached House 37,438 78,615 121,661 163,420 202,381 239,437 271,615
Semi-Detached House 10,387 21,295 31,557 41,411 50,732 59,933 67,718
Row/Townhouse 10,295 20,518 29,702 38,057 45,140 50,867 54,950
Duplex 7,438 14,520 20,747 26,608 31,947 36,064 39,427
Low-Rise Apartment* 23,288 43,898 62,037 78,831 94,117 107,405 117,612
Mid/High-Rise Apartment 61,513 117,060 168,777 220,539 273,676 323,883 368,151

Other Single-Attached 
House

368 773 1,194 1,627 2,034 2,372 2,717

Total 150,667 296,620 435,613 570,433 699,966 819,902 922,130

Change in older 
generations' 
households, 
cumulative

Single-Detached House -25,050 -48,253 -72,478 -97,620 -122,635 -147,868 -169,774
Semi-Detached House -6,742 -12,688 -17,960 -23,580 -29,416 -35,755 -41,113
Row/Townhouse -6,342 -12,322 -17,629 -22,732 -27,048 -30,411 -32,376
Duplex -4,766 -9,249 -12,944 -16,391 -19,527 -21,740 -23,533
Low-Rise Apartment* -12,767 -24,564 -35,467 -45,338 -54,011 -61,021 -65,369
Mid/High-Rise Apartment -31,151 -57,351 -83,553 -112,786 -145,707 -176,484 -201,880

Other Single-Attached 
House

-188 -373 -583 -857 -1,158 -1,386 -1,606

Total -87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666

*Low-rise apartments are apartments in buildings with fewer than 5 storeys.
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22. Appendix H: Background Tables for Unmet Demand Scenarios’ Household 
Estimates by Tenure

Table 63: Estimated Low Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation 
and Tenure, 2016-2051

Table 64: Low Unmet Demand Scenario Background Data by Tenure, 2021-2051

Tenure
Census 
Year*

Not Yet 
Born

Generation 
Z

Millennials
Generation 

X
Baby 

Boomers

Silent 
Generation 
+ Earlier

Total

Households 
Living in 
Owned 
Dwellings

2016 0 0 64,831 160,557 249,633 123,040 598,061
2021 0 963 123,632 182,625 243,103 75,339 625,662
2026 0 6,129 191,440 194,772 231,180 41,166 664,687
2031 0 23,937 253,471 200,339 209,636 15,103 702,486
2036 1,103 62,930 300,292 196,736 171,774 2,286 735,121
2041 6,979 115,739 329,807 189,163 121,109 16 762,812
2046 27,120 168,595 345,264 176,589 69,083 3 786,654
2051 71,999 206,806 348,653 155,256 25,670 1 808,383

Households 
Living in 
Rented 
Dwellings

2016 0 0 182,511 168,173 157,924 56,100 564,708
2021 0 3,440 260,326 156,852 140,876 33,101 594,596
2026 0 31,763 303,923 144,921 122,440 17,321 620,368
2031 0 97,410 304,174 130,677 103,597 6,304 642,163
2036 3,942 174,661 286,389 116,549 79,746 1,172 662,459
2041 36,241 223,799 265,640 103,155 52,466 188 681,489
2046 110,065 229,633 242,310 89,410 28,715 40 700,174
2051 198,879 217,401 218,225 72,820 10,592 9 717,927

* 2016 values are actual household values from the 2016 Census. All other values are future estimates.

Measure Tenure 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Change in younger 
generations' base 
demand + all ages' 
low unmet demand, 
cumulative

Owner 80,151 164,049 248,740 331,775 412,089 487,798 552,801

Renter 66,446 124,225 174,568 223,035 269,645 311,776 347,338

Total 146,592 288,269 423,303 554,805 681,729 799,568 900,134

Change in older 
generations' 
households, cumulative

Owner -52,550 -97,424 -144,316 -194,715 -247,338 -299,205 -342,479

Renter -36,559 -68,565 -97,114 -125,283 -152,863 -176,310 -194,120

Total -87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666
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Table 65: Required Number of Bedrooms to Offset Shortfalls by Tenure, with Rented 
Units as an Example

Number of 
Bedrooms 

Required to 
Offset Shortfall

Characteristics 
of Underhoused 
Households that 

Require that Number of 
Bedrooms*

Formula to Calculate Additional High Unmet Demand 
Component by Number of Bedrooms*

Studios None No additional demand generated

1 Bedroom
Studios w/ 1 bedroom 
shortfall

Number of Base Scenario households in studio units 

x Rate of households in studios with a 1-bedroom shortfall 

x Percent of households in studio units with a 1-bedroom shortfall that were in rented 
units

2 Bedrooms

Studios w/ 2 bedroom 
shortfall

1 bedroom units with 1 
bedroom shortfall

(Number of Base Scenario households in studio units

x Rate of households in studios with a 2-bedroom shortfall 

x Percent of households in studio units with a 2-bedroom shortfall that were in rented 
units) 

+ (Number of Base Scenario households in 1-bedroom units 

x Rate of households in 1-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall 

x Percent of households in 1-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall that were in 
rented units)

3 Bedrooms

Studios w/ 3+ bedroom 
shortfall

1 bedroom units with 2 
bedroom shortfall

2 bedroom units with 1 
bedroom shortfall

(Number of Base Scenario households in studio units

x Rate of households in studios with a 3+-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in studio units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall that were in rented
units)

+ (Number of Base Scenario households in 1-bedroom units

x Rate of households in 1-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 1-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall that were in 
rented units)

+ (Number of Base Scenario households in 2-bedroom units

x Rate of households in 2-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 2-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall that were in 
rented units)
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Number of 
Bedrooms 

Required to 
Offset Shortfall

Characteristics 
of Underhoused 
Households that 

Require that Number of 
Bedrooms*

Formula to Calculate Additional High Unmet Demand  
Component by Number of Bedrooms*

4 or More 
Bedrooms

1 bedroom units with 3+ 
bedroom shortfall

2 bedroom units with 2 
or 3+ bedroom shortfall

3 bedroom units with 
any shortfall

(Number of Base Scenario households in 1-bedroom units

x Rate of households in 1-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 1-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall that were in 
rented units)

+ Number of Base Scenario households in 2-bedroom units

x (Rate of households in 2-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 2-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall that were in 
rented units)

+ (Rate of households in 2-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 2-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall that were in 
rented units)

+ Number of Base Scenario households in 3-bedroom units

x [(Rate of households in 3-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 3-bedroom units with a 1-bedroom shortfall that were in 
rented units)

+ (Rate of households in 3-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 3-bedroom units with a 2-bedroom shortfall that were in 
rented units)

+ (Rate of households in 3-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall

x Percent of households in 3-bedroom units with a 3+-bedroom shortfall that were in 
rented units)]

*Households living in four-or-more bedroom units with bedroom shortfalls are excluded from the list because adding four-or-more 
bedroom units to the housing supply would not necessarily address their housing shortfall.

Table 65: Required Number of Bedrooms to Offset Shortfalls by Tenure, with Rented 
Units as an Example (Continued)
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Table 67: Estimated High Unmet Demand Scenario Future Households by Generation 
and Tenure, 2016-2051

Table 68: High Unmet Demand Scenario Background Data by Tenure, 2016-2051

Tenure
Census 
Year*

Not Yet 
Born

Generation 
Z

Millennials
Generation 

X
Baby 

Boomers

Silent 
Generation 
+ Earlier

Total

Households 
Living in 
Owned 
Dwellings

2016 0 0 66,811 166,696 258,793 124,765 617,066

2021 0 962 127,810 190,335 250,056 76,408 645,572

2026 0 6,278 198,087 203,232 236,210 41,741 685,548

2031 0 24,636 262,843 208,468 213,179 15,252 724,378

2036 1,103 64,884 312,607 202,870 174,333 2,306 758,103

2041 7,150 119,682 343,642 193,519 122,834 22 786,848

2046 27,914 174,520 359,411 179,579 70,045 5 811,473

2051 74,200 214,686 361,142 157,656 25,919 1 833,605

Households 
Living in 
Rented 
Dwellings

2016 0 0 194,595 193,411 175,265 58,280 621,551

2021 0 3,431 283,043 181,001 152,822 34,306 654,603

2026 0 32,938 337,424 165,254 130,226 17,858 683,699

2031 0 102,434 344,755 146,295 108,402 6,539 708,424

2036 3,932 186,545 329,108 127,236 82,911 1,220 730,953

2041 37,588 244,792 304,567 110,040 54,353 199 751,538

2046 115,768 258,389 273,947 93,800 29,590 43 771,537

2051 212,221 250,047 241,593 75,697 10,983 9 790,550

Measure Tenure 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051

Change in younger 
generations' base 
demand + all ages' 
high unmet demand, 
cumulative

Owner 81,056 165,905 251,627 335,753 417,120 493,612 559,018

Renter 69,610 130,713 183,987 234,686 282,850 326,295 363,119

Total 150,662 296,613 435,609 570,433 699,965 819,902 922,132

Change in older 
generations' 
households, cumulative

Owner -52,550 -97,424 -144,316 -194,715 -247,338 -299,205 -342,479

Renter -36,559 -68,565 -97,114 -125,283 -152,863 -176,310 -194,120

Total -87,021 -164,815 -240,629 -319,319 -399,516 -474,681 -535,666
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