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Executive Summary

BC Housing seeks to make a difference in people’s lives and communities through safe, affordable and quality housing
and supports for individuals experiencing - or at risk of experiencing - homelessness. Whether transitioning from

the streets, shelters, or inadequate housing to long-term housing stability, BC Housing helps people experiencing
homelessness by providing investment for community-based non-profits to operate supportive housing buildings across
the province (dedicated-site supportive housing). Using BC Housing investment, partnering non-profits provide housing
combined with non-clinical supports to help residents maintain their housing. and build skills to maintain housing into

the future.

Dedicated-site supportive housing fits within the Housing Continuum as follows:

Level of support

HIGH [ NONE

| Emergency Independent Affordable Market Rentals
Homeless |-IShel.ter f& Social Asl:iesl:i;: l‘:e Rentals
Outreach oUsing or Housing Affordable Market

the homeless . .
| Homeownership Homeownership
DEPENDENT NN INDEPENDENT

This study explores the Social Return on Investment (SROI) of operating dedicated-site supportive housing in B.C.
Five case studies of dedicated-site supportive housing programs receiving investment from BC Housing are featured:
The Budzey Building, Vancouver; Cardington Apartments, Kelowna; The Kettle on Burrard, Vancouver; Queens Manor,

Victoria and Wesley Street, Nanaimo.

These case studies illustrate the range of supportive housing options across the province and the range of value created
by supportive housing buildings in B.C., leading to a deeper appreciation of the overall social and economic value of

investment.
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SROI Methodology

To understand the impact of investment in dedicated-site supportive housing, and to ensure continuous program
improvement and accountability, BC Housing engaged accredited Social Return on Investment (SROI) practitioners at
Constellation Consulting Group to assess the social and economic value created by dedicated-site supportive housing,

using the internationally standardized SROI methodology.

SROI analysis combines quantitative, qualitative, and participatory research techniques to demonstrate the value of
outcomes from different stakeholder perspectives. The end result is an SROI ratio that compares investment to the
financial value of social outcomes achieved, showing — in monetary terms — the financial benefit of social investments.
For example, an SROI ratio of 1:3 indicates that for every dollar invested in a social initiative, three dollars in social and

economic value is created.

Results

For every dollar invested in dedicated-site supportive housing in B.C.,
approximately four to five dollars in social and economic value is created.

Findings from the five dedicated-site supportive housing SROI case study analyses revealed a range of significant value
is created when investment is made to provide individuals with affordable housing and supports to enhance housing
stability. The current study took a conservative approach to determining the social and economic value created through

dedicated-site supportive housing: the actual value created by these programs is likely higher.

Based on the findings across case studies, it is estimated that approximately half of the value generated through
dedicated-site supportive housing returns to the government in cost reallocations due to decreased use of services such
as emergency health services, justice services, hospital services, child welfare services, and other social services such as

homeless shelters and basic needs supports.

Approximately 1% of the value is estimated to return to local communities and neighbourhoods where supportive
housing buildings are located, through improved community wellbeing (such as fewer homeless individuals living on the

streets) and increased local spending.

The remaining value is experienced by residents and their families through increases in personal wellbeing (including
improvements in mental and physical health), improved personal safety, ability to engage in employment, more
disposable income, and increased connection to community. Findings from these studies suggest that additional value
is generated when supportive housing addresses the needs of vulnerable populations such as women, children, youth,

individuals with disabilities, and families.
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SUMMARY OF DEDICATED-SITE SUPPORTIVE HOUSING CASE STUDY RESULTS:

Cardington Kettle on
The Budzey & Queens Manor Wesley Street
Apartments Burrard
Location Vancouver Kelowna Vancouver Victoria Nanaimo
Number of Units 147 30 140 36 36
Women & Single adults Single adults Single adults Single adults
fi -led famili .
T R emale-led families (men, women) (men, women); (men, women) (men, women)
Youth 19-24;
Youth under 19
SROI Ratio 1:5.04 1:4.74 1:442 1:3.64 1:3.96

50% to government; 53% to government; 49% to government; 51% to government; 56% to government;

49% to residents 46% to residents; 50% to residents; 48% to residents; 43% to residents;
Value and their families; 1% to the local 1% to the local 1% to the local 1% to the local
Breakdown 1% to the local community community community community
community

As governments increasingly seek cost-efficient ways to support citizens and communities and given the current
housing situation in B.C., these findings suggest that investment in dedicated-site supportive housing can generate

social and economic value for government, communities and citizens.
Based on these findings, the following recommendations are made:

1. Invest in dedicated-site supportive housing.

2. Share the results of this study to contribute to learning and bolster support for dedicated-site supportive
housing.

3. Seek opportunities to gain further insights about the value of dedicated-site supportive housing.
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1.0 Introduction and Background

BC Housing seeks to make a difference in people’s lives and communities through safe, affordable, and quality housing.
As an agency of the provincial government, BC Housing develops, manages and administers a wide range of subsidized

housing options across the province that fall along the Housing Continuum.!

Level of support
HIGH [ NONE

Market Rental
| Emergency Independent Affordable arket Rentals
. Rental Rentals
Social

Shelter &

LU ing f Assistance
Outreach BTN E Housing Affordable Market
the homeless . .
| Homeownership Homeownership
DEPENDENT NN INDEPENDENT

To support individuals experiencing — or at risk of experiencing — homelessness in transitioning from the streets,
shelters, or inadequate housing to long-term housing stability in the community, BC Housing invests in community-based
non-profits to operate supportive housing buildings across the province (dedicated-site supportive housing). Using

BC Housing investment, partnering non-profits provide housing combined with non-clinical supports that help residents

maintain their housing as well as build skills to support their ability to maintain housing into the future.

In the interest of better understanding the impact of investment into dedicated-site supportive housing and to ensure
continuous program improvement and accountability, BC Housing engaged accredited Social Return On Investment
(SROI) practitioners at Constellation Consulting Group to assess the social and economic value created using the SROI
methodology. SROI analysis provides a framework for measuring and financially valuing social and economic outcomes
from initiatives like supportive housing and provides a method for telling the story of change and value created by

investment.?

This report examines the SROI of dedicated-site supportive housing investment by BC Housing using five case studies
in communities across B.C. It provides a snapshot of the range of value created by dedicated-site supportive housing

programs in the province and shows the overall value of investing in this type of housing.

' For more information about BC Housing see: http://www.bchousing.org
% For more information on the Social Return on Investment Methodology, see: Nicholls, Lawlow, Neitzert, & Goodspeed. (2012)
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2.0 Methods

2.1 The Social Return on Investment Methodology

This report uses the internationally standardized SROI methodology. The methodology articulates the financial value of
outcomes created through a social investment, revealing how much social and economic value is created for every dollar
invested. Outcomes in this report are defined as changes for supportive housing residents, government, and the local

community attributed to the housing program that received the social investment.

The SROI methodology goes beyond economic analysis by focusing on the value of outcomes experienced by key
stakeholders, rather than focusing solely on investments and outputs.® This means that social outcomes, such as increased

wellbeing, are represented in financial terms alongside more tangible cost savings for governments and individuals.

An SROI analysis combines quantitative, qualitative, and participatory research techniques to demonstrate the value of
outcomes from different stakeholder perspectives. The result is an SROI ratio that compares the investment to the financial

value of social outcomes that are achieved, showing — in monetary terms — the financial benefit of social investments.

While SROI enables analysis of the value of social outcomes in terms of financial returns, the social and economic value return
calculated through an SROI analysis is not equivalent to a financial return in spendable dollars. It is better understood as an

approach to valuing social outcomes through financial measures other than standard economic indicators, such as GDP.*

2.2 Understanding the Range of Value Created

This report includes case studies of five dedicated-site supportive housing programs that receive operational investment
from BC Housing. They illustrate a range of dedicated-site supportive housing options available across the province.

The SROI analysis of the programs show the range of value created by supportive housing buildings in B.C., leading to a
deeper appreciation of the overall social and economic value of investment in supportive housing. (See Appendix B for
more information on each building). The five case studies are:

Dedicated-Site
Case Study

Operated By Location # of Units

The Budzey Building RainCity Housing Vancouver 147

S :
Kettle Friendship Society Vancouver 140
Victoria Cool Aid Society Victoria 36
CMHA Mid Island Branch Nanaimo 36

3 See for example: Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat. (2013)

* See for example: Ravi & Reinhardt. (2011). See also the work of economist Joseph Siglitz in relation to well-being valuation.
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2.3 Application of the SROI Methodology

The SROI analysis of each case study follows the methods outlined in A Guide to Social Return on Investment, The Social
Value Network International’s acknowledged international SROI methodology guidance document. The five steps
outlined below are the standard process for conducting an SROI analysis and have been used across the case studies.

Sections 4.1 through 4.5 provide details on the application of the SROI methodology within each case study.

SROI STEP 1: ESTABLISHING SCOPE AND IDENTIFYING STAKEHOLDERS

This process involves determining:

Ay
Which stakeholders e Which aspects of the The timeframe over
will experience outcomes E’g investment will be considered :- which outcomes and
due to the investment § in the analysis .o’ investment are considered
Stakeholders

SROI examines the value that investment creates for a broad range of stakeholders (including governments, communities,
and individuals). It identifies the stakeholders impacted by an investment, including direct beneficiaries, service providers,
governments, communities, and neighbours.

Stakeholders for the five SROI case studies in this research were identified through in-depth conversations with supportive
housing providers’ staff and BC Housing, interviews with residents, and interviews with key partners. Stakeholders for
whom outcomes were mapped, measured, and valued include:

> Supportive housing residents (possibly broken down by resident type, such as families and youth): In every case
study, residents were considered the “primary stakeholder”, meaning they experience the most change due to the
investment. All residents entered the supportive housing programs from homelessness orimminent risk of homeless-
ness. They often experienced complex physical health, mental health, substance use, and other issues that impacted

their ability to maintain housing in the past.

~

Children of supportive housing residents: This stakeholder group was included only in the Budzey SROI (see Section
4.1) as the Budzey is the only program providing supports, services, and housing specifically for families with children.

~

Local communities and neighbourhoods: In every case study, local communities and neighbourhoods were
considered stakeholders because they are impacted by homelessness. When individuals who might otherwise face
homelessness are housed in supportive housing, local communities and neighbourhoods have fewer individuals living
in public spaces and experience the positive benefits of local spending by residents who have increased disposable
income due to their change in housing status.

~

Governments (all levels): In every case study, governments (federal, provincial, and municipal) were considered
stakeholders because they experience important service use reductions (such as emergency services, health services,
and shelters) when individuals move from homelessness or precarious housing to stable, supportive housing. When
service use is reduced, community members benefit from decreased wait times and increased efficiency of govern-
ment-supported services, while taxpayers benefit from more efficient government expenditure on services via cost
reallocations. In the five case studies, the value of these outcomes has all been attributed as value to government.
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> Investors (including BC Housing): In every case study, investors were included as stakeholders because they provide
the inputs that make the valuable outcomes from supportive housing possible. For some organizations included in the

study, BC Housing is the sole investor, while for others, multiple investors contribute funds towards program operation.

Other stakeholders that were identified include: partners or guests of supportive housing residents, supportive housing
staff, and partner agencies. These stakeholders are important but have not been included as part of the valuation within
the case studies, because their value is less tangibly attributable to the supportive housing programs and may have been

experienced with or without supportive housing.

Investment

The investment included in the analysis of each case study was the total 2016-2017 operational budget for the supportive
housing building, which includes the total investment by residents contributed through the rent they pay. In some of

the case studies, operational costs are covered entirely by BC Housing investment and resident rents, while for others,
operational costs are covered by a blend of BC Housing and other investment (from the federal government, municipal

governments, local United Ways, and local health authorities), as well as resident rents. Operational budgets include:

» Staffing costs (including staff » Facility maintenance costs » Administrative costs
roviding key programming and including maintenance staff and
P & 1<y p. & & ( . & » Meals (if part of the program)
supports for residents) materials)
. » Furniture and equipment
» Security costs » Mortgage payments .
(if part of the program)

» Pest control > Insurance

» Heating and utilities

Resident rents for all five buildings are set at the resident’s shelter allowance amount if they are receiving income

assistance or 30% of their income if they are working or have a different source of income (such as Canada Pension Plan).

Timeframes

Outcomes have been considered in terms of average length of stay and whether outcomes would likely be sustained
into the future without further investment. We used a conservative approach to the timeframes of outcomes, avoiding

speculation about the duration of outcomes into the future without further investment. This means:
> Outcomes have been estimated to last only one year (the investment year) if average length of stay is one year or longer
and the outcome may not be possible if further investment was not available ®

> Outcomes have been estimated to last more than one year if the outcome would be likely to sustain into the future

regardless of length of stay or further investment

5 Nelson et al. (2017) for example suggest that many outcomes would not last into the future without continued investment in supportive housing.
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SROI STEP 2: MAPPING OUTCOMES

The next step in the SROI process involves mapping the links between the activities supported by an investment, such as
housing with supports, and the outcomes or changes that these activities create. For each case study, outcome mapping

was guided by:

Ay
Existing research ﬁ Information from ® Information from supportive
(academic and supportive housing stakeholders (including
¥ e

grey literature) housing providers residents and community partners)

Existing research was sought using the following search strategies:

> Academic research was rigorously reviewed via electronic databases, focussing on other SROIl and economic

analyses of supportive housing

> Grey literature was sought via government and organizational websites (including Social Value International’s database

and supportive housing provider websites), focussing on other SROI and economic analyses of supportive housing
> Asnowball strategy was employed, following references from particularly rich research studies
> Research and reports suggested by BC Housing and supportive housing providers were explored

Information from supportive housing providers was gathered through in-depth conversations with program staff

(frontline and/or managers) about the outcomes they had observed among stakeholders.

The SROI methodology emphasizes involving stakeholders in articulating the outcomes they experience (both
anticipated and unanticipated). This prevents the SROI analysis from over-claiming value due to incorrect assumptions
about the outcomes experienced. For each case study, supportive housing residents (primary stakeholders) were

engaged via in-depth interviews to better understand the outcomes they had experienced because of their housing.

This stakeholder engagement provided first-hand accounts of outcomes (both intended and unintended) produced by
supportive housing and allowed residents to articulate, in their own words, the value supportive housing has created for
them. Where possible, partners of supportive housing providers were engaged via interviews to better understand both
outcomes for partners and communities as stakeholders and get perspectives on outcomes experienced by supportive

housing residents. (See Appendix B for a list of stakeholders engaged across the five case studies.)

Based on research and the information gathered from stakeholders, a unique SROI outcome map was created for each

case study. (See Sections 4.1 to 4.5 for details).

SROI STEP 3: EVIDENCING OUTCOMES AND GIVING THEM A VALUE
This SROI step involves:
Determining how many stakeholders ( $ ) Establishing the financial value of

experience each mapped outcome D each mapped outcome
(evidencing outcomes)
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Evidencing Outcomes
In each case study, the number of stakeholders achieving each mapped outcome was determined based on:
> Primary data gathered by supportive housing providers from resident stakeholders (including standardized information

reported to BC Housing as well as other agency-specific information gathered for program evaluation and reporting

purposes)

> Primary data gathered through in-depth resident stakeholder interviews

> Secondary data from robust research studies
Due to limited opportunities to engage a large sample of residents in the current research, academic research has
bolstered evidence on the achievement of outcomes. We discuss the impact on the robustness of findings from this
reliance on research in the “Limitations” section of this report.
Valuing Outcomes
Mapped outcomes were financially valued based on feedback from residents and using financial proxies from academic
and grey literature (including other SROI studies on supportive housing). Outcome valuation methods included:

> Cost reallocation valuation (determining the reallocated costs of decreased government service use)

> Intangible valuation techniques
+ Revealed preference valuation (also known as willingness to pay valuation)
+ Wellbeing valuation®

> Valuing income from employment
> Valuing changes in disposable income
> Using economic multipliers to estimate the value from direct spending

Where possible, valuation information and methods from other SROI and economic studies were used, enabling some
comparison between studies and ensuring results from the current study are aligned with other similar work.

(See Appendix E for a comprehensive list of financial proxies used across the five SROI case studies.)

SROI STEP 4: ESTABLISHING IMPACT

This step involves considering what other elements are part of the change experienced by stakeholders including:

> Deadweight: The change that would have happened anyway
> Displacement: The displacement of other positive activity
> Attribution: The change attributable to others

It also considers how much an outcome that extends past the year of investment will drop off over time. These elements
are applied as discounts to the value included in the SROI analysis (expressed as percentages). They help ensure that the

SROI value is not over-claimed and provide a reality check on the actual impact of the social investment.

% Financial proxies are estimates of financial value where it is not possible to know an exact value.
” For more information on valuation techniques, see for example Cohen. (2005)
8 For a detailed explanation of wellbeing valuation techniques see: Fujiwara. (2013)
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In the SROI analysis case studies included in the current research, these values were determined based on:

> Feedback from supportive housing residents through resident interviews
> Academic research and grey literature (non-academic research)
> Reasonable estimations

In particular, the study leveraged findings from the 2014 At Home/Chez Soi Study ° to determine deadweight for many
outcomes. Displacement that accounts for possible increases in non-emergency service use by residents when they move
from being homeless to housed has also been included in all case studies to ensure a realistic estimate of the social and
economic value created. Where estimates were made, they were sensitivity tested to ensure estimated discounts were

not over- or under-claimed. Overall, a 3.5% discount rate was applied to any value claimed into the future. 1

SROI STEP 5: CALCULATING THE SROI RATIO

The SROI ratio is calculated by multiplying the number of stakeholders achieving an outcome by the value of that outcome
(financial proxy), and then discounting for impact. All outcomes are then added together for the total present value, which

is divided by the total investment.

The SROI ratio indicates how much social and economic value is created for every dollar invested in a social initiative.
For example, an SROI ratio of 1:3 would indicate that for every dollar invested in the initiative, three dollars is created in

social and economic value (the value of outcomes achieved).

As part of this process, sensitivity tests were conducted to ensure the validity of any assumptions or estimations that
were made as part of the analysis. (See Appendix G for further details.) The sensitivity tests for each case study explored
the impact of estimations or assumptions around:

> Number of stakeholders experiencing outcomes

> Financial proxies used to represent the value of outcomes

> Discounts applied

> Duration of outcomes

STEP 6: REPORTING, USING, EMBEDDING

The final part of an SROI analysis is creating an SROI report and other communications documents. Communications can
involve presentations, executive summary reports, reports for government use, and reports for fundraising. This SROI
activity also relates to using results on an ongoing basis for continuous program improvement. Each supportive housing
provider involved in this study has received an SROI analysis they can use to show the annual value their program creates.

BC Housing can also use this SROI report to consider future investment in supportive housing options.

° Goering et al. (2014)
1 Boardman, Moore & Vining. (2010)
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2.4 Evaluative and Forecast SROI Approaches

An SROI analysis can be “evaluative” or “forecast”. An evaluative analysis provides a definitive statement of value based
on rigorous primary research of outcomes achieved by stakeholders. A forecast analysis provides a projected value state-
ment based on rigorous secondary research that reveals reasonable expectations of outcomes achieved by stakeholders.

Both approaches are valid and powerful and can be used in combination based on the availability of stakeholder data.

This report used a combined forecast and evaluative approach leveraging primary research conducted as part of this
project and collected on an ongoing basis by supportive housing providers, as well as rigorous secondary research on
outcomes from supportive housing. (See Appendix B for further details.)

2.5 Privacy Considerations

To guarantee the privacy of stakeholders, and to safeguard against any potential harm caused by the research, a detailed
Privacy Impact Assessment was developed as part of the project. This document was approved by the BC Housing Privacy
Officer. It included details on the research approaches used with stakeholders and sought to anticipate any potential
issues that participation in the research could cause for stakeholders. A research consent form was developed as part of
this process and is included in Appendix D. For further details on privacy and ethical research considerations of this study,
please contact Constellation Consulting Group.

‘I don’t have any family and | was homeless for six
years. If not for [Cardington Apartments] and doctor
close by I'd probably be dead.”

- Cardington Apartments Resident
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3.0 Research Findings on Outcomes and
Value Created by Supportive Housing

3.1 What s Dedicated-Site Supportive Housing?

In this report, supportive housing is defined as affordable housing that provides access to support staff who help residents
experience stability, enhance their independent living skills, and reconnect with their communities.* The services and
supports provided to residents through supportive housing are flexible, and may vary from program to program. They
often include supports such as life skills training (including employment and housing skills) and connections to primary

health care, mental health, substance use, or harm reduction services.

Supportive housing is part of the Housing Continuum. For many residents it provides a housing option that helps them move

from street homelessness, an emergency shelter, or transitional housing towards increasing independence in housing.*?

Level of support
HIGH NONE

| Emergency Affordable Market Rentals
Rental Rentals

Shelter &

Homeless H fi Assistance
Outreach ousing for Affordable Market
the homeless . .
I— Homeownership Homeownership
DEPENDENT NI INDEPENDENT

According to a 2010 review of supportive housing programs, supportive housing generally, though not always, includes:**

> Choice in housing options > Tenancy agreements similar to those used in the

» Resources in close proximity private rental housing market (but rent may be paid

directly through a service provider, and involves a
> Affordable rent (not more than 30% of income) y & P

housing subsidy)
> Limited requirements to maintain housing (such

> Private access to a unit and privacy in unit
as sobriety, and housing is not jeopardized if P y

hospitalized) > Immediate placement into housing (i.e. no

isit ditions f iving housing, such
> Individualized and flexible support prerequisite conditions for receiving housing, suc
as sobriety)

> Crisis services available 24/7

1 See supportive housing definitions set out by BC Housing and the City of Vancouver: https://www.bchousing.org/ and http://vancouver.ca/
12 CMHC. (2016)
3 Tabol, Drebing, & Rosenheck. (2010)
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Supportive housing can take different forms and may include:**

> Dedicated-site supportive housing where a building exclusively offers supportive housing units, with supports directly

available on-site as well as through outreach workers and connections to off-site services

> Mixed-site supportive housing where a building offers a mix of supportive housing units and social or affordable
housing units, with some supports directly available on-site but most support provided by outreach workers or

connections to off-site services

> Scattered-site supportive housing where residents are supported in securing market rentals scattered throughout the
community (usually with a rent supplement) and supports are provided by an outreach worker to residents where they

live or through supported connections to other services

The current study focuses on the value created through investment in dedicated-site supportive housing. Typically,

dedicated-site supportive housing buildings offer:

4%
.' \ a/
Self-contained units with Access to Referrals to other Life skills, employment, Access to laundry

a lockable doorin an support staff community services and other training facilities
apartment-style building

©:

Dedicated-site supportive housing may additionally include:

©
@ o v, f\
k
A meal program On-site medical supports, partnerships On-site harm reduction On-site child care

with health/mental health outreach teams
who provide services to residents

Dedicated-site supportive housing can be offered using a Housing First approach, but adherence to Housing First

principles is not required. (See Appendix H for more information on Housing First.)

* City of Vancouver: https://www.bchousing.org/ and http://vancouver.ca/
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3.2 Who Lives in Dedicated-Site Supportive Housing?

Supportive housing funded through BC Housing specifically targets people who have experienced challenges with
maintaining housing in the past and who might benefit from additional supports as they work to maintain their housing
going forward. This includes:

> Individuals and families who are homeless or at-risk of homelessness

> Individuals and families living on low incomes

> Individuals and families managing complex health, mental health, and substance use concerns

The services provided through supportive housing are geared towards ending homelessness by enabling individuals to
access and maintain housing, despite the range of issues that could undermine their ability to stay housed. Multiple issues are

usually present among individuals and families that supportive housing seeks to serve, including (though not limited to):**

> Complex mental health issues (including diagnosed, > Childhood trauma and Adverse Childhood
undiagnosed, and co-occurring mental health issues) Experiences (ACEs)

> Substance use issues or dependence > Intergenerational trauma

> Physical health issues (including diagnosed, undiagnosed, > Along history of homelessness
and co-occurring) > Ahistory of criminal justice system

> Physical disabilities involvement

> Cognitive disabilities (including brain injury, FASD, and > Problematic behaviours (such as hoarding or
developmental delays) aggression)

> Experiences of violent victimization (including domestic > Sextrade involvement

violence, assault, and sexual assault)

5 Lawrence & Dover. (2015); Quinn et al. (2018)
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3.3 What s the Need for Supportive Housing?

Across B.C., the high cost of housing, low rental vacancy rates, and rising rents have created a situation where housing is
increasingly unaffordable, and which has been described as a “housing crisis”** For individuals living on low or fixed incomes,

including people receiving income assistance, this situation creates significant pressure and stress. Average rents in most

B.C. communities have increased far beyond the shelter allowance amount of $375 provided through B.C.income assistance.”

SROI Case Study Community Average Studio Apartment Rent*® Rental Vacancy Rate?®
Vancouver $1,108 0.9%
Victoria $854 0.8%
Kelowna $859 0.4%
Nanaimo $683 1.9%

In this type of low-vacancy, high-rent situation, obtaining and maintaining housing becomes particularly difficult for
vulnerable groups, such as individuals living on fixed incomes and people living with complex issues that impact their
ability to maintain housing.?® Evidence indicating an increase in homelessness suggests that for many, the “housing
crisis” has resulted in exclusion from housing entirely.! Beyond the individuals counted as homeless, numerous others
face increasingly precarious housing situations or “hidden homelessness”, such as couch surfing. Supportive housing is a

solution for people who need some extra help in stabilizing their housing situation and avoiding homelessness.

3.4 Whatis the Impact of Supportive Housing?

Research has repeatedly shown that supportive housing creates many positive outcomes for individuals and communities:
not only supportive housing residents, but also their families, peers, friends, partners, local neighbourhoods, and

communities.??

IMPACT ON SUPPORTIVE HOUSING RESIDENTS

Supportive housing most directly impacts the residents who experience multiple benefits from the combination of

affordable housing and key supports.

16 See for example: Chan, C. (2018, February 18); Meissner, D. (2018, February 18).

17 See also: Currie, Moniruzzaman, Patterson & Somers. (2014)

8 Based on information from: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. (2017); verified by BC Housing
* Based on information from: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. (2017); verified by BC Housing
2 See for example: Wong, R. (2018, February 18); Robinson, M. (2016, August 22); Ivanova (2017)

21 B.C. Non-Profit Housing Association and M.Thomson Consulting. (2017); Albert, Penna, Pagan & Pauly. (2016); Sharp. (2016); Defriend. (2016);
Stueck. W. (2016, March 31); The Kelowna Homelessness Networking Group. (2004)

22 See for example: Raine & Marcellin. (2007); Gaetz. (2012); Perlman & Pavensky. (2006); Falvo. (2009); DeWolff. (2008)
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in increasing housing stability for individuals who would otherwise

‘ Research has repeatedly shown that supportive housing is effective
Q have difficulty maintaining housing.”

Due to the stability fostered by supportive housing, residents experience numerous positive outcomes including:*

P

Positive changes in mental health, Positive changes in physical health, including Improved medication adherence
including decreased mental health increased ability to address health conditions (for both mental and physical
crises, increased mental wellness and and manage chronic conditions, increased health conditions)

stability, decreased or managed overall physical wellness, improved sleep,

mental illness, and decreased stress decreased emergency health system use, and

reduced time spent in hospital

-

. —d

Improved personal safety and Decreased substance use, increased ability to Increased food security
decreased exposure to unsafe situations ~ engage in addictions management or treatment,  and better access to nutritional
or safer substance use (engagementin harm food

reduction activities)

@ ®
SRR i

Decreased criminal justice Increased Increased ability Increased ability to Decreased social isolation,
involvement (such as disposable to engage in engage in volunteering  increased socialization
arrests or jail time) and income employment and positive peer and
criminalized behaviours community connections
(such as loitering or

sex trade)

N7 Overall, supportive housing has been shown to increase overall
<) = wellbeing for individuals who were formerly homeless or

r 4 Y

N\\ precariously housed.

2 Somers et al. (2017); Levitt et al. (2012); Goering et al. (2014)

2+ Raine & Marcellin. (2007); Gilmer et al. (2010); Sadowski, Kee & VanderWeele. (2009); Larmier et al. (2009); Perlman & Parvensky. (2006); Stock. (2016);
Falvo. (2009); Dickson-Gomez et al. (2017); Kuehn. (2012); Lazarus et al. (2011); Levitt et al. (2012); Goering et al. (2014); Rog et al. (2014); Tabol,
Drebing & Rosenheck. (2010)
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For groups who are particularly vulnerable when experiencing homelessness, such as women, youth, children, and

seniors, the positive outcomes from supportive housing are amplified:?

> Women experience significant increases in safety from violence and avoidance of possible sex trade involvement when
housed in supportive housing

> Pregnant women experience increased ability to maintain positive health during pregnancy (such as decreased

substance use and improved nutrition), which has a positive impact on their babies

> Youth (particularly youth transitioning from foster care) experience increased safety from violence and decreased like-
lihood of becoming involved in sex trade, drug trade, or drug use. Youth also experience increased ability to engage in
education, vocational training, and employment, reducing the opportunity cost otherwise experienced while homeless
and precariously housed

> Children experience significant improvements in health and wellbeing, increased ability to engage in school, and

decreased adverse childhood experiences (including abuse, violence, and toxic stress)

> Seniors experience increased safety, increased ability to maintain their health, and decreased likelihood of experiencing
elder abuse

This report builds on the extensive and rigorous body of research investigating outcomes from supportive housing
to ensure the correct outcomes are valued and the impact is not over-claimed in the SROI models. In particular, we
leveraged learnings and results from the Vancouver findings in the rigorous Canada-wide National At Home/Chez Soi
Study conducted in 2014.%

IMPACT ON LOCAL NEIGHBOURHOODS AND COMMUNITIES

While supportive housing residents are the most direct beneficiaries of supportive housing, the positive outcomes they
experience have ripple effects in local neighbourhoods and communities. According to Gaetz (2012), the benefits of

supportive housing:

“...extend beyond [residents] and impact our communities as well. We know that the costs of
homelessness are not just borne by those who directly experience it. Everyone pays at least some of the
personal, health, social, economic and governmental costs of homelessness. Homelessness disrupts
families, neighbourhoods and communities; thus reintegrating people through housing and supports
can lead to family reunification and stronger bonds. Ex-prisoners discharged into homelessness are more

likely to reoffend, and by rehousing them upon discharge we make our communities safer.” (Page 15)

The increase in disposable income resulting from affordable housing can translate directly into increased spending

in local communities. According to Cohen & Wardrip (2011), “low- and moderate-income households are more likely
than others to spend [their increased disposable income] on basic household needs such as food, clothing, healthcare,
and transportation. Local businesses stand to gain from the increased buying power made possible by the availability
of affordable housing.” (Page 2). This increased local spending can increase economic diversity and sustainability,
while residents themselves may impact the social diversity of a neighbourhood.?” According to DeWolff’s 2008 study of

supportive housing in Toronto:

% Lazarus et al. (2011); Curry & Abrams. (2015); Hong & Piescher. (2012); lvanova. (2017); Bassuk, DeCandia, Tsertsvadze & Richard. (2014)
% See Goering et al. (2014) for full results
7 Scally. (2012)
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“Tenants in these building contribute a modest but significant amount to their local economies;
contribute to the vibrancy of their area through their street presence and watchfulness; contribute to
the friendliness amongst neighbours; and contribute to the collective efficacy of their neighbourhoods
through actions around noise and speed, tidiness and crime” (page 28)

While some have expressed concerns over the possibility that supportive housing negatively impacts neighbourhood
property values and crime, DeWolff (2008) found that supportive housing in Toronto coincided with an increase in
property value and a decrease in neighbourhood crime. Although these changes were not attributable to supportive
housing, there was no objectively observed decrease in property values or increase in crime due to the provision of
supportive housing in the neighbourhood.

3.5 What Value does Supportive Housing Produce?

The positive outcomes produced by supportive housing create not just a sense of increased overall wellbeing for
residents and communities, but also significant social value for residents, governments, and communities. Since
supportive housing targets individuals who are homeless or at-risk of homelessness, many studies examining the value
of supportive housing consider the cost of homelessness and changes in service use once housed. The SROI methodology
seeks to understand value creation more broadly, including the value created for governments through decreased service
use, but also ensuring that value from multiple stakeholder perspectives is represented.

The SROI methodology emphasizes the value experienced by primary stakeholders: in this case, residents. This creates a more
comprehensive understanding of the social and economic value created by supportive housing. This report builds on established
research about the cost of homelessness and uses findings from other SROI studies and from stakeholders involved in our
SROI study to show broadly the social and economic value created through supportive housing investment by BC Housing.

COST OF HOMELESSNESS STUDIES

Literature on the social/government cost of homelessness is extensive. While some studies examine the cost of
homelessness in terms of government-supported services that are used while someone is homeless, others consider the
cost difference between service use while homeless and service use once housed. Many supportive housing residents
continue to be high users of services (though often different services) once housed.?

The range of government service costs calculated in cost of homelessness studies vary widely, from $4,000 per person

per year at the low end to $140,000 per person per year on the high end. Similarly, studies on the cost difference between
government service use while homeless and government service use while housed vary significantly, from $944 at the low
end to $97,000 at the high end.

This variability is largely due to differences in the types of costs included. For example, some studies consider the
government cost of homelessness to include only a few health costs, while others include many health costs as well as
justice and other service costs. The variability is also partly due to study method, with some studies using more rigorous
methods to determine service use and changes in service use (such as a randomized control trial). Finally, the location
of the study community may impact the costs calculated. For example, higher costs may exist in remote Northern
communities compared to large urban centres. (Details on findings from these studies are included in Appendix C.)

2 See summary of studies listed in Appendix C
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Rather than seeking to create new research on the cost of homelessness, this report leveraged existing research to
understand the value to government of reduced service use when individuals move from homelessness to supportive
housing. The At Home/Chez Soi findings as explored by Stergiopoulos, V. et al. (2015) were used to estimate government

service cost savings due to supportive housing, because:

> The research was based in Canada (most other cost studies are based in the United States)
> It examines outcomes and costs local to B.C. (Vancouver, specifically)

> Itis one of the most recent studies available (2015)

> Itis based on rigorous methods (RCT)

> Itincludes a thorough investigation of costs (including 400 cost data points)

Limitations of utilizing this research to understand government costs for the current study are explored in Section 6.0.

SOCIAL RETURN ON INVESTMENT STUDIES

There are many SROI studies examining the social and economic value that is created through supportive housing
investment. These studies generally examine not only the value to government, but also value to residents and other

stakeholders, such as neighbours and communities.

The SROI ratios vary considerably in the studies reviewed, from the low end indicating that for every dollar invested
supportive housing creates approximately three dollars in social and economic value to the high end indicating that
for every dollar invested supportive housing creates approximately 15 dollars in social and economic value. The range
of value is impacted by the rigorousness of the study, the local community context, intangible valuation techniques

employed, and the range of discounts applied. (A detailed chart of findings from the reviewed is included in Appendix C.)

This report examined all outcomes, indicators, and financial proxies used in other SROI studies of supportive housing

to inform decisions about inclusions and exclusions for our research. We also took a conservative approach to outcome
valuation and discounts to ensure the current study is not at risk of over-claiming the value of supportive housing investments
by BC Housing. This means that the SROI ratios uncovered through the current research are slightly lower than many
existing SROI studies but are less at risk of over-claiming the value created by supportive housing. The lower SROI ratios
do not mean that less value has been created. Instead, they represent a more tangible estimate of the social and economic

value created by supportive housing in B.C. This report is a more conservative estimation of value because it includes:
> Higher discounts based on rigorous local research to account for change that would have happened anyway (dead-
weight), displacement of other positive outcomes (displacement), and change attributable to others (attribution)

> Little valuation of outcomes into the future because many stakeholders indicated that without continued investment in

supportive housing they would otherwise be homeless

> No attempted valuation of certain intangibles that have contentious valuations in the literature, such as the value of

human life

No existing SROI studies of dedicated-site supportive housing programs include the full capital cost of constructing the
housing, looking instead at ongoing annual operational costs (often including mortgage payments). This report uses the

same approach.
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4.0 SROI Case Studies

This section presents the results from each of the five SROI case study analyses. A discussion of the implications of the

findings across cases follows in Section 5.

4.1 SROI Analysis of the Budzey Building Operated by
RainCity Housing

BACKGROUND

The Budzey Building (“the Budzey”) is a 10-storey building in Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside that is operated by
RainCity Housing. Since July 1, 2015, the Budzey has offered safe, affordable, and secure housing with supports to
women and women-led families who are homeless or at risk of being homeless. New Budzey residents are often already
living in Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside either without housing or in inappropriate housing conditions. Some of the

residents are living with mental health and/or substance use challenges.

The Budzey has 147 units. Of these, 41 are allocated to women-led families (one-, two- and three-bedroom apartments)
and 106 are allocated to single women (studio apartments). Apartments are all self-contained with a personal kitchen, and

bathroom. The building also has on-site laundry facilities, two elevators, common kitchen space, and common rooms.

If a woman or family’s source of income is income assistance, their rent is equal to the personal or family shelter allowance
amount ($375 - $395). If a woman or family’s income is from another source, such as Persons with Disabilities benefits,
Canada Pension Plan, or employment, they pay 30% of their gross household income for rent. Resident rents include
heat, electricity, water, and security. Access to laundry facilities and a personal landline telephone costs $20, charged by

RainCity on top of rent. Residents pay all other costs, such as cable or Internet, directly to the service provider.

While partners and guests may stay at the Budzey, leases are always held by a female head of household to ensure housing
stability in the event of a relationship breakdown. If a partner or guest is no longer welcome, they can be banned from the

Budzey. Building security measures ensure that women are safe from unwanted guests and partners in their residence.

The Budzey is designed to help residents address issues that may have contributed to past homelessness and increase
their ability to live independently. Key supports include:

> Case management and life skills supports to assist with goal planning and achievement

> Employment supports for residents, including entry-level employment opportunities

> Connection to additional services including referrals to and advocacy for additional supports and resources

> Home support, including life skills and cleaning supports for residents who may need additional support in

maintaining the health and safety standards of their apartment
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Of the 147 residents who moved into the Budzey when it first opened in 2015, 113 individuals were still residents as
of May 2018. This indicates the stability the Budzey fosters for residents, who have an average length of tenancy of

approximately 24 months. This average grows with each year that the Budzey serves the community.

Programming and housing at the Budzey are provided in a gender-responsive manner and applied to all activities and
supports. A strengths-based approach is used to provide wraparound supports that empower and enhance women’s
ability to thrive. Safety considerations are paramount at the Budzey, with important security measures embedded into

structural and programming aspects of resident experiences.

To empower resident choice and safety, the Budzey uses a harm reduction approach, meaning residents can use
substances and engage in potentially harmful behaviours while living there. The residents are supported in enhancing

knowledge, skills, resources, and supports to lessen the harm associated with these behaviours.

KEY ELEMENTS OF THE BUDZEY SROI MODEL

> Investment by BC Housing and key donors in the total operating cost of the Budzey, including staffing,
programming (including food programming), administration, maintenance, insurance, mortgage
payments, and security

> Rents paid by residents

DL > 2016-2017 operating year
Investment

Stakeholders

> Single, female residents at the Budzey (primary stakeholders)

> Female-led family residents at the Budzey (primary stakeholders)
> Children of Budzey residents

> Local communities

> Government systems (various levels)

> Investors (BC Housing)

With an average length of stay of 24 months, and 113 of 147 residents who moved into the Budzey when
it opened in 2015 still living in the building as of May 2018, outcomes included in the SROI are expected
to last at least one year. Since residents may not continue to experience positive outcomes if investment
stops, (they could return to homelessness) most outcomes in this case study were not valued beyond one
year. However, improved health during pregnancy was valued for five years into the future (conservative
duration) as these benefits would likely continue at least this long, regardless of length of stay or further
investment.

The SROI analysis of the Budzey employs a primarily evaluative approach with a small amount of
Approach forecasting based on primary and rigorous secondary research.

I feel so safe living here and it’s really
nice to have a place to call home.

Duration of
Outcomes

- Budzey Building Resident
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

The SROI analysis of the Budzey was informed by key stakeholders who were engaged via in-depth interviews, including:
> 19 residents (13% of all residents) including a mix of single persons and families
> One key community partner (Sheway Vancouver)

(See Appendix D for interview questions and Appendix B for a list of stakeholders engaged in each case study.)

KEY OUTCOMES

Outcomes from the Budzey that have been included in the SROI analysis were mapped based on existing research,

information from the Budzey staff, resident interviews, and an interview with a key partner (Sheway Vancouver).

As primary stakeholders, residents identified numerous positive outcomes they had experienced because of the Budzey
and repeatedly emphasized the importance of the gender-based and client-centred support they and their families had
received from RainCity staff in conjunction with their housing. Their comments included:

“We are the priority and we really feel that.”

“The most valuable thing is the support - the [staff] are so non-judgemental regardless of where you’re

at - that means a lot.”
“I just really love being here - they really help me here.”
“If I have any problems | can always talk to staff.”

Most residents felt that the Budzey had increased their feelings of safety and stability, helping them build towards a
sense of home that, for many, had not existed for years. Their comments included:

“I feel so safe living here and it’s really nice to have a place to call home.”
“That’s the most positive - to have a home of my own that | call my own.”
“[Living at the Budzey] stabilized me - | have more stability.”

“For the first time in many years, | feel housing security.”

“I felt like I had no place to belong - housing security is optimal for living - if you don’t have a home

you don’t have a place.”

Residents highlighted the changes in health and wellbeing they had experienced while living at the Budzey and talked
about positive social ties they had built with their neighbours and community. Their comments included:

“Since I've been here, I've requlated my sleeping and eating. So I’'m a lot healthier than | was before
being here.”

“[Living at the Budzey] really helped my self-esteem.”
“It opens the channels of communication - I like having connection with people.”

“They’re like my sisters now.” (speaking of the other residents at the Budzey)
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And residents suggested that they were carrying the positive changes they had experienced at the Budzey back out into

the community through increased community involvement and engagement and a desire to give back.
“I can relax and plan to go to church and cultural events in safety.”
“I want to pay them back by doing good.”

Women with children or family connections also spoke about the impact the Budzey had on the wellbeing of their
families. They felt that due to living at the Budzey they were empowered to build on their own strengths to be excellent
mothers to their children and that their children were benefitting from the stability and support resulting from living
there. Several intergenerational families live in the Budzey, with younger families living in family apartments and their
mothers or grandmothers living in studio apartments. Residents commented on the importance of this access to family

connection and their ability to support one another while living in close proximity.
“[The Budzey is] a community where | can raise my children.”
“[The Budzey] brings my family together.”
“I feel so fortunate every day that my family is not sleeping on a cot at the community centre.”

Overall, women living at the Budzey articulated that their wellbeing had improved because of their housing. When

asked to speculate about what the alternative would look like if they were not able to live at the Budzey, many residents
painted a bleak picture, speculating that they would otherwise be in hospital, in violent relationships, involved with child
welfare and/or living in unsafe or unhealthy situations. Some residents indicated that, without the Budzey, their situation
would be so dire that they did not want to think about it, or that they could be dead.

Discussions with staff and Budzey partners revealed similar outcomes. For example, according to a key Budzey partner:

“On the family side tenants benefit from the extra support for childcare, emotional support, helping tenants
with getting kids to daycare/appts/groceries, being an extra hand for families, home support, advocacy
support with [child welfare]. On the single side, the tenants benefit from emotional support, home support,

advocacy support as well.”

From these perspectives, there was also emphasis on the community-wide impact of the supportive housing the Budzey
provides. Staff and partners spoke about the decrease in government service use by residents due to the positive outcomes
they experience while living at the Budzey, including decreased emergency service use, decreased hospital use, decreased
justice system involvement, and decreased child welfare involvement. In the local community and neighbourhood, Budzey
partners and staff observed positive contributions by residents who, once housed, seek opportunities to give back to the
community and are no longer using public spaces for things like sleeping or substance use. From the partner perspective,

the Budzey adds a key component to the services available to vulnerable women in the community:

“The Budzey provides extra housing support for our clients. We have been able to work closely with the
BudZzey staff to advocate on behalf of our families/women.”

Based on resident, staff, and community partner perspectives, as well as a review of existing research, outcomes for the
Budzey SROI analysis were identified and mapped. The number of stakeholders achieving outcomes was then determined
based on resident and partner interviews, standard information submitted by the Budzey to BC Housing, program evaluation

information collected by the Budzey, staff estimations based on daily interactions with residents, and existing research.
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FINANCIAL VALUATION OF OUTCOMES

The SROI analysis of the Budzey tries to capture, in financial terms, the value of key mapped outcomes from each

stakeholder’s perspective. However, the financial value captured in the analysis is a conservative estimate of the social

and economic value created through supportive housing. While many outcomes have been valued using financial

proxies, others have not been fully captured in financial terms. For example, while many residents and staff spoke about

the life-saving nature of supportive housing at the Budzey, the value of a life has not been included in the SROI model.

While some outcomes for intergenerational families, long-term partners, and children have been included in the SROI

model, these are potentially undervalued because we have not estimated the longer-term impact of support for these

stakeholders. Financial proxies used to value mapped outcomes include:

Stakeholder

Residents
(all female lease
holders)

Children of
residents

Increased access to high-quality housing
and decreased experiences of homelessness

Increased overall wellbeing, including
positive changes in physical and mental health

Increased social support, socialization, and
sense of community (decreased social isolation)

Increased safety and decreased experiences of
violence (including sexual violence)

Decreased harm from risk involved with
street-based sex-work

Increased ability to engage in employment

Decreased harm from substance use and in-
creased ability to move towards reducing use

Increased ability to parent with supports
and to stay connected or reconnect with family

Increased personal disposable income

Increased ability to be involved in community
(e.g. volunteering)

Increased opportunity for families to stay
together

Increased safety and decreased experiences
of violence or abuse

Increased overall wellbeing, including positive
changes in physical and mental health
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Key Outcomes Included in the SROI Key Financial Proxies Used to Value Outcomes

Revealed preference valuation: Cost of a studio
apartment in Vancouver; Cost of a one-bedroom
apartment in Vancouver

Wellbeing valuation: Rough sleeping to secure
housing for singles and families; Temporary
accommodation to secure housing for singles and
families

Wellbeing valuation: Talking to neighbours regularly

Personal cost of pain and suffering due to assault;
sexual assault

Direct and indirect personal cost of involvement in
the sex trade

Employment earnings

Amount in additional disposable income

Wellbeing valuation: personal value of addressing
drug and alcohol problems

Wellbeing valuation: Ability to stay together as a
family

Wellbeing valuation: value of regular volunteering

Revealed preference valuation: Cost of treatment
for anxious children

Cost of child abuse to survivors

Other value included with mother (above)



Stakeholder

Long-term
guests (non-
lease holders)

Local
community/
neighbourhood

Government
(all levels)

Key Outcomes Included in the SROI Key Financial Proxies Used to Value Outcomes

> Increased connection to family and supports

> Improved local neighbourhood and community
quality

> Increased local economic activity due to resident
spending

> Decreased use of emergency services by
residents such as ambulances and emergency
rooms

> Decreased use of homeless shelters by residents

> Decreased resident involvement in justice
systems

> Decreased long-term hospital stays by residents

> Decreased service use related to resident
substance use

> Decreased child welfare involvement among
resident families

> Improved health during pregnancy

> Decreased risk of sexual exploitation related
to homelessness among residents (and
associated decreased government service use)

> Increased ability for children of residents to
successfully engage in education

>

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

Wellbeing valuation: Ability to stay together as a family

Value of increased neighbourhood satisfaction

Economic multiplier for local spending

Vancouver cost of homelessness (including health
and social services, emergency department,
hospitalization, visits to community health centres,
justice services, police contacts, and shelters)

Alberta cost of family homelessness (including
health, justice and community services)

Cost of hospitalization when homeless

Cost of substance abuse per person

Average cost of maintaining a child in foster care or
formal kinship care

Value of improved health during pregnancy
Direct & indirect public costs from sexual exploitation

Cost of health services for children

Cost of additional resource in schools for children

Since the Budzey is a unique program that targets vulnerable women and woman-led families, additional financial

proxies related to the unique experiences of homeless women and families have been included in the analysis. This

means the Budzey program creates some additional value over other programs that work primarily with single adults

(often mostly male). (For further discussion, see Section 5.0.)

“The tenants benefit from emotional support,

»

home support, advocacy support as well

- Budzey Community Partner
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BUDZEY SROI RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

SROI analysis of investment in the operation of the Budzey revealed an SROI ratio of 1: 5.04, meaning:

For every dollar invested in the operation of the Budzey,
approximately five dollars in social and economic value is created.

This ratio suggests that significant social and economic value is created through the operation of dedicated-site
supportive housing for women and women-led families.”® The Budzey creates added value through its support for families
and specialized support for vulnerable women, who, without supportive housing, are at greater risk of experiencing
violence, abuse, and long-term negative outcomes. The significant value revealed through the Budzey SROI reflects the

possible longer-term and female-specific value generated by this specialized program.

The SROI analysis of the Budzey represents a conservative estimate of the total social and economic value created, since
it was not possible to measure and capture the financial value of all potential outcomes for all potential stakeholders.
Many outcomes were also not valued into the future, despite the possibility of longer term impacts generated through
the life skills and experience of stability gained through housing at the Budzey. The actual social and economic value

created by ongoing operation of the Budzey is likely much higher.

The SROI analysis revealed that approximately 49% of the social and economic value generated by the Budzey goes
back to the government in cost reallocations related to decreased resident service use. In other words, for every dollar
invested in operating the Budzey, approximately two and a half dollars is generated for government in cost reallocations
due to decreased service use.

While the community as a whole benefits from decreased service use that increases efficiency, and reduces costs to
taxpayers over time, an additional 1% of the value goes back to the local neighbourhood in which the Budzey is located.
This value is generated through improved neighbourhood quality and local spending by residents. Although some value
to the local community has been captured through the SROI analysis, this value is likely understated, because benefits
from resident volunteering, more efficient delivery of services among community

partners, and benefits for businesses (beyond benefits generated by local

spending) have not been fully captured in the SROI model. Localcor?munity
1%

Approximately 50% of the social and economic value created by the Budzey goes
back to residents and their children or families, through increases in wellbeing,
employment earnings, disposable income, safety, and reduced harm. This

indicates that, while dedicated-site supportive housing like the Budzey creates

Residents and

important value for the government, it also generates significant value for people their children

living in supportive housing, whose lives are directly improved by the positive °0%

outcomes they experience. (See Appendix F for a summary of the Budzey SROI model.)

» Sensitivity tests to determine the impact of assumptions and estimations made throughout the
analysis suggest that the current model is a conservative representation of value creation that is not
over claimed. See Appendix G for details on sensitivity tests. Value Breakdown by Stakeholder Group
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4.2 SROI Analysis of Cardington Apartments
Operated by John Howard Society of the Central
& South Okanagan

BACKGROUND

Cardington Apartments is a 30-unit dedicated-site supportive housing building located near Kelowna’s downtown area
and operated by the John Howard Society of the Central & South Okanagan. Established in 2008, Cardington Apartments
was the first supportive housing site in the City of Kelowna, made possible through a funding partnership between

BC Housing, Interior Health, the City of Kelowna and the Government of Canada. Before becoming supportive housing,
the site was a municipal parking lot.

Most Cardington Apartments residents are living with mental health and/or substance use challenges which contribute
to difficulties with maintaining housing in the community. While the program is facilitated by the John Howard Society,
not all residents arrive directly from incarceration (though many have had encounters with the criminal justice system).
Residents are often referred to Cardington Apartments from Interior Health, local shelters (such as Inn from the Cold),

CMHA Kelowna, and other community service providers.

All 30 self-contained, furnished studio apartments at Cardington Apartments have a personal kitchen and bathroom.
If a resident’s source of income is income assistance, their rent is equal to the shelter allowance ($375) amount plus $5
for cable. If a resident’s income is from another source, such as Persons with Disabilities benefit, Canada Pension Plan,
or employment, they pay 30% of their gross household income for rent. Resident rents include cable, heat, electricity,

water, and on-site laundry.

Residents may live at Cardington Apartments for up to two years (though there is flexibility for residents to stay longer)
and are supported with transition planning when they are moving out. The average length of stay is approximately 18
months, though nearly 20% of residents have been living in the building for 24 months or longer, indicating how the

program fosters housing stability.

Programming and supports at Cardington Apartments are designed to help residents work towards their goals and build
skills that increase their ability to live independently as well as mitigate issues that may have led to homelessness in the
past. Key supports include:

> Case management and life skills supports to assist with goal planning and achievement

> Employment supports through the John Howard Society

> Connection to additional services including referrals to and advocacy for additional supports and resources

> Regular suite inspections and support for building housing life skills

Substance use is prohibited in suites and common areas, but residents are supported with harm reduction through an
on-site supervised consumption site and access to harm reduction supplies. If residents use substances off-site, they can
return to the building under the influence but must go straight to their own suite. No guests or partners are allowed at

Cardington Apartments. The only visitors allowed into suites are community support workers who are visiting residents.
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KEY ELEMENTS OF THE CARDINGTON APARTMENTS SROI MODEL

> Investment by BC Housing, Interior Health, City of Kelowna, and Government of Canada in the total
operating cost of Cardington Apartments, including staffing, programming, administration,
maintenance, insurance, mortgage payments, and security

> Rents paid by residents

UL T > 2016-2017 operating year
Investment

> Residents at Cardington Apartments (single male and female adults) (primary stakeholder)

> Local communities

Stakeholders
> Government systems (various levels)

> Investors (BC Housing, Interior Health, City of Kelowna, and Government of Canada)

With an average length of stay of 18 months, and nearly 20% of residents maintaining their housing for
Duration of 24 months or longer, outcomes included in the SROI are expected to last at least one year. Since residents
Outcomes may not continue to experience positive outcomes if investment were to stop (they could return to home-
lessness), outcomes in this case study were not valued beyond one year.

The Cardington Apartments SROI analysis employs a primarily evaluative approach with a small amount
of forecasting based on primary and rigorous secondary research.

Approach

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

The SROI analysis of Cardington Apartments was informed by key stakeholders who were engaged via in-depth

interviews, including:

> Six residents (20% of all residents) including a mix of men and women
> Three key contacts from community partners (two from Inn from the Cold Kelowna, and one from Interior Health)

(See Appendix D for interview questions and Appendix B for a list of stakeholders engaged in each case study.)
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KEY OUTCOMES

Outcomes from Cardington Apartments were mapped based on existing research, information from Cardington

Apartments staff, resident interviews, and interviews with key partner contacts.

As primary stakeholders, Cardington Apartments residents identified numerous positive outcomes they had experienced
due to their housing. Residents emphasized the importance of the support they had received from staff as well as the

increased feelings of safety and stability they had experienced living at the building. Their comments included:
“The staff here is like my family.”

“[Cardington Apartments] is a safe, sober living environment. | know | can come back and trust no one has
been in my place or taken my things.”

“I feel happier and safer.”

Residents indicated that due to their housing through Cardington Apartments, they could better work towards their
goals, with many talking about making significant progress on personal goals such as reducing substance use. Residents
also spoke about the positive health impacts of stable housing and their ability to better manage their finances, engage
in the community, and build a life based on the stability they had established through housing at Cardington Apartments.

“I’'ve become a stronger adult.”

“[Cardington Apartments] gave me the chance to have a roof over my head. Help me with my addictions.

Get my finances under control. Even have some savings.”

“The most valuable part is having a roof over my head. Having my own space. It’s warm. It’s dry. It’s safe.
I really like it here.”

When asked to speculate about what the alternative would look like if they were not able to live at Cardington
Apartments, many residents speculated that they would otherwise be permanently homeless, in jail, in hospital, or living
in unsafe or unhealthy situations. Some residents indicated that, without Cardington Apartments, their situation would

be “terrible”, “horrible” or “scary”, or that they could possibly be dead.

“Without Cardington I'd be living at the Mission Shelter or on the street. Living day to day. I'd be far blown
in addiction living on the street.”

“I don’t have any family and | was homeless for six years. If not for [Cardington Apartments] and doctor
close by I'd probably be dead.”

Overall, Cardington Apartments residents reported being satisfied with the housing and supports they had received and

felt their overall wellbeing had improved because of their housing at Cardington Apartments.

Cardington Apartments staff and key agency partners highlighted similar outcomes. Partners suggested that Cardington
Apartments provides security and stability for vulnerable individuals in Kelowna, opening opportunities for learning,
healing, and progress towards personal goals.

“[Cardington Apartments] provides tenants with security, not only from the perspective of shelter and
having a roof over their heads, but with supervision and staff support as well.”

“[Tenants] learn life skills, have a supportive community atmosphere, learn renting skills, have low cost

housing and safe housing through Cardington.”
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From these perspectives, there was also emphasis on the community-level impact of positive outcomes garnered by
Cardington Apartments. Shelters felt that Cardington Apartments enabled client success and avoidance of shelter use by
providing a stable and supportive housing option in Kelowna while health systems indicated that they felt Cardington

Apartments enables success for individuals with complex issues by providing a base where clinicians can work with clients.

“All of the shelters in town are impacted, it takes a weight off them. [Cardington Apartments staff] advocate

for permanent shelter and keeping people off the streets.”

“It has helped us to move many clients from our shelter into housing with the level of supports to help them

be successful.”

Partners and staff also spoke about the impact on the community through decreased homelessness in public spaces,
decreased service use, such as hospitals, ambulance, and police, and more effective service use. Staff and partners
suggested that, although there was initial trepidation about providing supportive housing in Kelowna’s downtown area,
there had not been negative impacts on local communities. Instead, Cardington Apartments had decreased the number
of individuals sleeping or living in public spaces, such as libraries and parks, which created more access to public space

for the whole community.

“[The most valuable thing about Cardington Apartments is] the large need they fill within the community.
In terms of supportive housing on a larger scale they are able to house so many vulnerable clients that,

otherwise, would not be able to acquire and maintain housing in the market rentals.”

Based on resident, staff, and community partner perspectives, as well as a review of existing research, outcomes for
inclusion in the SROI analysis were identified and mapped. The number of stakeholders achieving outcomes was then
determined based on resident and partner interviews, standard information submitted by Cardington Apartments to
BC Housing, program evaluation information collected by Cardington Apartments, staff estimates based on daily

interactions with residents, and existing research.

FINANCIAL VALUATION OF OUTCOMES

The SROI analysis of Cardington Apartments tries to capture, in financial terms, the value of key mapped outcomes from
each stakeholder’s perspective. However, the financial value captured in the analysis is a conservative estimate of the
total social and economic value created through supportive housing. While many outcomes have been valued using
financial proxies to represent their financial value, others have not been fully captured in financial terms. For example,
while many residents and staff spoke about the life-saving nature of supportive housing at Cardington Apartments, the
value of a life has not been included in the SROI model. In addition, while many residents and staff spoke about what
they learned through their experience in supportive housing, the longer-term impacts of housing life skills have not been

included in the SROI model. Financial proxies used to value mapped outcomes include:
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Stakeholder

Residents at
Cardington
Apartments
(all adult
singles, mix
of male and
female)

Local
community/
neighbour-
hood

Government
(all levels)

Key Outcomes Included in the SROI Gy lEnek] P et ue
Value Outcomes

>

Increased access to high quality housing and
decreased experiences of homelessness

Increased overall wellbeing, including positive
changes in physical and mental health

Increased social support, socialization, and sense of
community (decreased social isolation)

Increased safety, decreased experiences of violence
(including sexual violence)

Increased ability to engage in employment

Decreased harm from substance use and increased
ability to move towards reducing use

Increased personal disposable income

Increased ability to be involved in community
(such as volunteering)

Improved local neighbourhood and community quality

Increased local economic activity due to resident
spending

Decreased use of emergency services by residents
such as ambulances and emergency rooms

Decreased use of homeless shelters by residents
Decreased resident involvement in justice systems
Decreased long-term hospital stays by residents

Decreased service use related to substance misuse
by residents
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>

>

Revealed preference valuation: cost of a studio
apartment in Kelowna

Wellbeing valuation: Rough sleeping to secure
housing for singles; temporary accommodation to
secure housing for singles

Wellbeing valuation: Talking to neighbours regularly

Personal cost of pain and suffering due to assault;
sexual assault

Employment earnings

Amount in additional disposable income

Wellbeing valuation: personal value of addressing
drug and alcohol problems

Wellbeing valuation: value of regular volunteering

Value of increased neighbourhood satisfaction

Economic multiplier for local spending

Vancouver cost of homelessness (including health
and social services, emergency department,
hospitalization, visits to community health centres,
justice services, police contacts, and shelters)

Cost of hospitalization when homeless

Cost of substance abuse per person



CARDINGTON APARTMENTS SROI RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The SROI analysis of investment in the operation of the John Howard Society’s Cardington Apartments revealed an SROI
ratio of 1:4.74, meaning:

For every dollar invested in operating Cardington Apartments,
nearly five dollars in social and economic value is created.

This ratio suggests that significant social and economic value is created through the operation of dedicated-site
supportive housing for single men and women who face barriers to maintaining housing.*® Cardington Apartments
creates important added value through its successful work with residents to engage in employment, develop a sense
of safety and create a caring community within the building (see further discussion in Section 5.0). The SROI analysis of
Cardington Apartments represents a conservative estimate of the total social and economic value created, since it was
not possible to measure and capture the financial value of all potential outcomes for all potential stakeholders. Many
outcomes were also not valued into the future, despite the possibility of longer term impacts generated through the life
skills and experiences of stability gained through housing at Cardington Apartments. The actual social and economic
value created by ongoing operation of Cardington Apartments is likely much higher.

The SROI analysis revealed that approximately 53% of the value generated by Cardington Apartments goes back to
the government in cost reallocations related to decreased service use by residents. In other words, for every dollar
invested in operating Cardington Apartments, approximately t