O sudbiity COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMITTEE

AGENDA

Community Services Committee Meeting
Monday, March 18, 2019
Tom Davies Square

COUNCILLOR RENE LAPIERRE, CHAIR

Geoff McCausland, Vice-Chair

6:00 p.m. COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING
COMMITTEE ROOM C-11

City of Greater Sudbury Council and Committee Meetings are accessible and are broadcast publically
online and on television in real time and will also be saved for public viewing on the City’s website
at: https://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca.

Please be advised that if you make a presentation, speak or appear at the meeting venue during a
meeting, you, your comments and/or your presentation may be recorded and broadcast.

By submitting information, including print or electronic information, for presentation to City Council or
Committee you are indicating that you have obtained the consent of persons whose personal information is
included in the information to be disclosed to the public.

Your information is collected for the purpose of informed decision-making and transparency of City Council
decision-making under various municipal statutes and by-laws and in accordance with the Municipal Act,
2001, Planning Act, Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the City of
Greater Sudbury’s Procedure By-law.

For more information regarding accessibility, recording your personal information or live-streaming, please
contact Clerk’s Services by calling 3-1-1 or emailing clerks@greatersudbury.ca.

DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND THE GENERAL NATURE THEREOF
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PRESENTATIONS

1. Report dated March 5, 2019 from the Interim General Manager of Community 5-37
Development regarding Emergency Shelter Review and Recommendation.
(ELECTRONIC PRESENTATION) (RESOLUTION PREPARED)

(This report provides information about the Emergency Shelter System Review.)

CONSENT AGENDA

(For the purpose of convenience and for expediting meetings, matters of business of repetitive or routine nature are included
in the Consent Agenda, and all such matters of business contained in the Consent Agenda are voted on collectively.

A particular matter of business may be singled out from the Consent Agenda for debate or for a separate vote upon the
request of any Councillor. In the case of a separate vote, the excluded matter of business is severed from the Consent
Agenda, and only the remaining matters of business contained in the Consent Agenda are voted on collectively.

Each and every matter of business contained in the Consent Agenda is recorded separately in the minutes of the meeting.)

CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION ONLY

C-1. Report dated February 25, 2019 from the Interim General Manager of Community 38-44
Development regarding Local Poverty Reduction Fund Project Update.
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(This report provides an update to the Local Poverty Reduction Fund Project.)

C-2. Report dated March 5, 2019 from the Interim General Manager of Community 45 - 47
Development regarding Emergency Repairs at Carmichael Arena.
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(This report addresses the requirements of the City of Greater Sudbury's Purchasing
By-law 2014-1.)

C-3. Report dated March 6, 2019 from the Interim General Manager of Community 48 - 51
Development regarding Used Syringe Recovery Program - Update.
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(This report provides an update to the issue of improperly discarded syringes within
the City of Greater Sudbury.)

C-4. Report dated February 27, 2019 from the Interim General Manager of Community 52 - 55
Development regarding Changes to Social Assistance Employment Programs.
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(This report details an announcement made by the Province of Ontario regarding
Social Assistance Employment Programs.)

REGULAR AGENDA

MANAGERS' REPORTS
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R-1. Report dated March 5, 2019 from the Interim General Manager of Community 56 - 60
Development regarding Gerry McCrory Countryside Sports Complex Hall of Fame
Space.
(RESOLUTION PREPARED)

(This report provides a background on the Hall of Fame space located at the Gerry
McCrory Countryside Sports Complex.)

R-2. Report dated March 5, 2019 from the Interim General Manager of Community 61 - 65
Development regarding Reaching Home: Federal Homelessness Funding.
(RESOLUTION PREPARED)

(This report provides information about the Reaching Homes Homelessness Funding
Program for April 2019 to March 2024.)

MOTIONS

M-1. Request for 10 Year Plan for Kalmo Beach

As presented by Councillor Lapierre:
WHEREAS Kalmo Beach serves as a primary waterfront area for Valley East;

AND WHEREAS there are established Plans for major waterfront areas such as Bell
Park (Bell Park Master Plan), Moonlight Beach (East End Ramsey Lake Master Plan)
and the Capreol waterfront (Capreol Community Improvement Plan);

AND WHEREAS residents and groups are interested in improving the Kalmo Beach
area;

AND WHEREAS no plan currently exists for Kalmo Beach which could guide any work
or improvements to that waterfront area;

AND WHEREAS the City of Greater Sudbury Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master
Plan recommends that engagement should be undertaken to determine possible
areas for improvement to beach areas and to ensure that beach access routes meet
or exceed the technical requirements of the Accessibility for Ontarians Disabilities Act;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Greater Sudbury directs staff to
develop a ten (10) year plan for Kalmo Beach, which would incorporate stakeholder
and citizen engagement, and report back to the Community Services Committee by
the end of the third quarter of 2019.

ADDENDUM

CIVIC PETITIONS
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QUESTION PERIOD AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

NOTICES OF MOTION

ADJOURNMENT
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O Sudbiiry

Presented To: Community Services

Committee

Request for Decision
Presented: Monday, Mar 18, 2019

Emergency Shelter Review and Recommendation Report Date  Tuesday, Mar 05, 2019

Type: Presentations

Resolution ]
Signed By
THAT the City of Greater Sudbury directs staff to undertake the

following steps to transition to a modernized shelter system, as

outlined in the report entitled “Emergency Shelter Review and Report Prepared By
Gail Spencer

Recommendation” from the General Manager of Community :

. . g Coordinator of Shelters and
Development, presented at the Community Services Committee Homelessness
of Council on March 18, 2019: Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19

Health Impact Review

1) In consultation with emergency shelter providers, determine a Gail Spencer

plan for re-profiling the shelter system; Coordinator of Shelters and
Lo . Homelessness
2) Develop targets and performance measurements in line with Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19

Provincial and Federal funding partners; and Manager Review

THAT a report be brought back to the Community Services Bi/rlzgtgfcr:‘psbsc”ial Services

Committee by December 2019 detailing the transition plan for Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19

approval. Division Review

Tyler Campbell
Director of Social Services

Relationship to the Strategic Plan / Health Impact Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

Assessment Financial Implications

Jim Lister
This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan in the area of 'g"jg:gt?r:g‘)f Financial Planning and
Qlljalﬁt.y of Life anq Place as it aligns with the Popu!ation Health Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19
Priorities of Ingenious Yout.h, Mental Health, Housing and Recommended by the Department
Healthy Streets by supporting programs for person who are lan Wood
homeless or at risk of homelessness, including priority homeless Interim General Manager of Community
populations such as youth, indigenous and persons with mental Development

Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

Recommended by the C.A.O.
Ed Archer

Chief Administrative Officer
Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

health concerns.

Report Summary

This report provides the final report of an Emergency Shelter
System review conducted by Vink Consulting with
recommendations for modernizing and re-profiling the emergency
shelter system.
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Financial Implications

In 2013, Council approved $194,000 from the municipal contribution for 2013 Emergency Shelter Top Up
be transferred to the Ontario Works Reserve and be committed for funding emergency shelters in future
years. This funding can be used towards the transition of the shelter system and has been included in the
2019 Budget. Any amounts not used in 2019 will be returned to the Ontario Works Reserve and be

committed for use in future years.
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Appendix A - Review of Emergency Shelter System

Review of the Emergency Shelter System within the City
of Greater Sudbury

Recommendations Report - Final February 2, 2019

Prepared by:

# VINK

CONSULTING
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1.0 Introduction

11 THE REVIEW

The City of Greater Sudbury engaged Vink Consulting during the second half of 2018 to conduct a review
of the emergency shelter system in Greater Sudbury. The purpose of the review was to receive
recommendations towards establishing a modernized shelter system with equitable funding models and
core service levels that fits well with other community services within a Housing First integrated system
approach to addressing homelessness. The review is part of the City’s efforts to establish a
homelessness system where supports are in place to prevent homelessness first, emergency shelter is
provided when required, and clients are connected to permanent, appropriate, stable housing as
quickly as possible.

The City identified the following as key areas of interest:

e Ways to improve service and value for money by rightsizing the shelter system capacity

e Shelter system best practices and funding arrangements in other municipalities

e Service gaps and priority populations

e Strategies to ensure people in housing crisis are quickly placed into the most appropriate
service through a system of coordinated access

e Recommended levels of core service and suggested core structure

e Opportunities for the provision of preventative/diversion support and housing support services
within an integrated system.

1.2 KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Based on the key areas of interest identified by the City, six key evaluation questions were developed to
guide the review.

1. What are the strengths and gaps in the current shelter system?

2. For which population groups are there gaps in the current shelter system and which groups
should be priorities?

3. What model/strategies should be put in place so that emergency shelters function effectively as

part of an integrated homeless service system that ensures:

e People in housing crisis are quickly placed into the most appropriate service through a
system of coordinated access

e There is easy access to shelter

e People seeking a place to stay are provided with consistent diversion support, where
appropriate

e People in shelters are connected to appropriate housing support services and supported to
re-gain housing as quickly as possible

4. What should the core structure be for shelters, what levels of core service should be provided,
and what add on service should be offered?

Review of the Emergency Shelter System within the City of Greater Sudbury
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5. What is the right size of the shelter system in Sudbury and how can capacity be optimized over
time?

6. What funding model would support value for money?

13 DATA COLLECTION METHODS
The review involved a range of data collection methods to gather information, including:

e Data and background document review

e Interviews with City staff, shelter operators and other community partners involved in the
homelessness service system

e Focus groups with shelter system consumers from each of the shelters

e Review of published information on best practices and interviews with jurisdictions with leading
practices

e Interviews with comparator Service Managers about their service level capacity and funding
levels and models

o Workshop with shelter operators and community partners to obtain their input on what model
and strategies should be put in place so that emergency shelters function effectively as part of
an integrated homelessness service system.

14 GREATER SUDBURY’S EMERGENCY SHELTER PROGRAM

The City of Greater Sudbury partners with three service providers to operate four emergency shelters in
the community. Emergency shelters are facilities with the primary purpose of providing safe and decent
temporary accommodations and essential services to persons who are homeless. Shelter providers

funded by the City of Greater Sudbury and their client groups are outlined in the following table.

Greater Sudbury Emergency Shelter Providers

Shelter Operator Shelter Client Group Funded
Beds

Canadian Mental Off The Street Overnight low barrier | 30

Health Association co-ed winter shelter

Sudbury/Manitoulin

Salvation Army New Life Centre Men 22
Cedar Place Women and Families | 26

L’Association des Foyer Notre Dame | Youth ages 16-18 16

Jeunes de la Rue

Based on the service contracts, the three year-round shelter providers are currently required to
provide®:
e Boarding and lodging in a safe and supportive environment

1 The Off The Street shelter does not have all of the same requirements. For example, it does not provide three
meals per day or showers.

Review of the Emergency Shelter System within the City of Greater Sudbury
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e Abed, three nutritious meals per day, and showers
Eligibility screening of applicants

Referral to community resources

Communication with Ontario Works staff to case conference
Training of staff

e Protocols and practices for service delivery

e Management and maintenance of the facility

e Reporting.

1.5 CONTEXT

As the Service Manager designated by the Province of Ontario, the City of Greater Sudbury is
responsible for planning, administering and delivering a system of coordinated housing and
homelessness services that assists households to improve their housing stability and prevent
homelessness. This shelter system review is part of a number of activities the City of Greater Sudbury is
working on to establish a system and programs necessary for a systems approach to addressing
homelessness.

As required by the province, the City developed a Ten Year Housing and Homelessness Plan in 2013. As
part of the Plan, the City identified the “need to strengthen approaches to preventing homelessness,
increase the diversity of emergency shelter options and support individuals with multiple barriers in
obtaining and maintaining their housing”. Some of the actions related to this priority included:

e Monitor shelter usage, and work over time to gradually retiring some of the capacity of the
emergency shelters and re-directing funding to support individuals and families in transitioning
to and maintaining permanent housing

e Review eligibility criteria for existing shelters and/or reallocate funding to ensure emergency
accommodation meets the diverse range of needs, including emergency accommodation that
does not have a zero alcohol tolerance

e Prioritize the most vulnerable for rehousing, case management, and homelessness prevention,
particularly those who may be chronically homeless and/or with multiple barriers to housing,
including those interacting with health care, Children’s Aid Society and addictions treatment.

e Redistributing funding for homelessness services to increase the focus and provide more
intensive case management to individuals with multiple barriers to housing

e Develop a structured process that plans for the safe and successful transitioning of individuals
from institutions.

The City is currently in the process of conducting a five-year review of the Plan and the findings of the
emergency shelter system review will be used to inform an updated Plan.

Another ongoing activity the City has been engaged in is its work with community service partners to
develop a coordinated access system to homelessness and housing stability services. Several of the key
elements of effective emergency shelter systems, such as access, diversion supports, housing-focused
supports, and data are closely related to coordinated access. The emergency shelter review has been
both informed by, and will inform, the development of the coordinated access system in Greater
Sudbury.

Review of the Emergency Shelter System within the City of Greater Sudbury
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2.0 Effective Shelter Systems

There are six key elements of effective shelters systems?:
e A Housing First Approach
e Immediate and Low-Barrier Access
e Diversion Supports
e Practices that Promote Dignity and Respect
e Housing-Focused, Rapid Exit Services
e Datato Measure Performance.

Housing First Approach

According to the National Alliance to End Homelessness (US), in effective shelter systems, the eligibility
criteria, policies, and practices in all shelters are aligned with a Housing First approach®. Taking a
Housing First approach means that anyone experiencing homelessness can access shelter without
prerequisites, services are voluntary, and clients are assisted to access permanent housing options as
quickly as possible. This “key element” is closely tied with, and encompasses, several of other key
elements of effective shelter systems that will be discussed below, including providing immediate and
low-barrier access, providing housing-focused services, and promoting dignity and respect.

Immediate and Low-Barrier Access

Immediate and low-barrier access to shelter refers to having no sobriety and income requirements and
other policies that make it difficult to enter shelter, stay in shelter, or access housing and income
opportunities. Having a low barrier shelter system involves shelters accommodating people regardless
of substance use, but also involves accommodating people in a variety of other scenarios®. Shelters
must accommodate people regardless of criminal history, or other perceived barriers to entry, like
previous non-compliance with a housing plan®. It also means taking approaches that address reasons
why people may be reluctant to access shelter. This includes providing safe storage for possessions and
making safe arrangements for pets within the shelter.

Immediate access to shelter begins with having shelter options for households of any configuration®.
This includes couples without children, persons identifying as LGBTQ2S, two-parent households,
mothers with teen boys, and self-defined groups or families.

2 National Alliance to End Homelessness, The Five Keys to Effective Emergency Shelter; United States Interagency
Council on Homelessness, 2017, Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency Shelter Within an Effective Crisis
Response System

3 National Alliance to End Homelessness, The Five Keys to Effective Emergency Shelter

4 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2017, Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency
Shelter Within an Effective Crisis Response System

5 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2016, Housing First Checklist: Assessing Projects and
Systems for a Housing First Orientation

6 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2017, Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency
Shelter Within an Effective Crisis Response System

Review of the Emergency Shelter System within the City of Greater Sudbury
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Having immediate and low barrier access to shelter also involves providing predictable and extended
access’. In addition to being open 24 hours a day, this could include having 24 hour access, or having a
reservation system, that allows clients to confirm whether they continue to need their shelter bed or to
arrange for late arrivals. This also means not having curfews for those who are working nights.

Providing easy and immediate access to shelter should also involve shelters working closely with
outreach teams to intentionally outreach to and engage people who are reluctant to access shelter?.
Shelters that cannot serve someone should ensure that the people have access to housing and services
elsewhere®.

Diversion Supports

Diversion supports is a type of homelessness early intervention assistance that focuses on helping
households avoid a shelter stay by using creative problem-solving, advocacy and flexible assistance to
help them identify safe alternatives and supporting them to use their natural supports (ie. family or
friends) as well as community resources to address their long-term housing situation.

Historically, shelters offered beds on a first-come-first served basis as beds were available. Many
shelters tried to provide diversion services, but did not necessarily have the appropriate resources to
training to do this effectively. Today, we are seeing more communities implementing formal diversion
supports to help ensure existing facilities are utilized effectively. We know from diversion services being
used in other communities that many people seeking shelter can be effectively supported in
maintaining their current accommodations or securing permanent housing while they are living in safe
non-shelter alternatives, by providing relatively “light” supports. Light supports may include:
e Problem-solving assistance to help identify barriers and solutions to the household’s current
situation
e Housing help (support to find housing, advocacy and coaching through the process of applying
for a lease)
e Eviction prevention (financial support, legal advice, mediation)
e Re-housing assistance (financial support, housing location).

Diversion services can range from one-time problem-solving, or limited financial assistance, to short-
term case management and follow up support. Diversion services can be provided directly by shelters
and incorporated into shelter intake procedures or built into coordinated entry processes, where
diversion workers are part of the access point team (access points are often shelters but can be a single
point of entry or multiple other community agencies).

For diversion supports to be most effective, a standardized script should be used at all access points and
there should be dedicated staff whose role it is to help determine whether the household can safely

7 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2017, Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency
Shelter Within an Effective Crisis Response System

8 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2017, Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency
Shelter Within an Effective Crisis Response System

9 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2016, Housing First Checklist: Assessing Projects and
Systems for a Housing First Orientation

Review of the Emergency Shelter System within the City of Greater Sudbury
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continue to live where they have been living or have a safe non-shelter alternative’®. Sometimes
limited financial assistance is all that is required to help the household avoid shelter while a permanent
solution is sought. For example, with grocery vouchers, an individual may be able to secure temporary
accommodations with family or friends while they are supported in securing permanent housing. As
such, it is a best practice that one of the components of diversion supports be “flex funds” that can be
used to offer limited financial assistance to help the household avoid shelter. Referrals should be
provided to supports that can help the household secure permanent housing or maintain their current
accommodations and short-term case management should also be available to assist households in
securing permanent housing as required®®.

Housing-Focused Services

One of the keys to effective emergency shelter identified by the National Alliance to End Homelessness
is having services focused on helping clients obtain permanent housing. This includes practices to
intentionally link clients to permanent housing resources and re-house clients as quickly as possible.

According to OrgCode Consulting, all messaging to clients from the shelter should be focused on
housing?. This should begin at entry, when clients should be encouraged to start to focus on a housing
plan and staff should meet with the client to identify barriers to tenancy that will be worked through in
the housing plan. Responsibility for helping clients re-gain housing should not be limited to one
particular staff position. Rather, all staff should have (and all job descriptions require) an understanding
of how to navigate tenancy barriers, knowledge of housing resources in the community, and
understanding of client centred/client driven planning. This is important so that every interaction with
a client can be focused on a quick move to permanent housing. Emphasis on the goal of connecting
clients back to housing should also be done by prominently displaying information in the shelter about
how to access housing.

Housing supports should take a progressive engagement approach®. Within the first couple days of
entry to shelter, all clients should be pre-screened and supported in developing a preliminary
individualized housing plan. New clients (those who have not previously accessed the shelter system)
should initially be offered light housing assistance and then progressively asked to complete more in-
depth assessments and be offered more intensive assistance if they are unable to secure housing after a
set period of time. All shelter clients should be provided/connected with housing navigation services
and clients should be engaged in intentional conversations about housing at least daily for the first two
weeks. An individual or family’s housing plan should be reviewed and discussed with them weekly, at a
minimum. After two-weeks each person or family should be assessed using a standardized tool and
they should all have an individualized housing plan, which is refined based on the results of the
assessment. Clients should also be supported in collecting documentation necessary for determining
program eligibility (e.g. Housing First program). Shelters should either directly conduct assessments
with clients and participate in the process of matching clients with the most appropriate housing and
services, or integrate with, and provide on-site access to the coordinated access process.

10 National Alliance to End Homelessness. (2011). Closing the Front Door: Creating a Successful Diversion Program
for Homeless Families.

11 National Alliance to End Homelessness. (2011). Closing the Front Door: Creating a Successful Diversion Program
for Homeless Families.

12 OrgCode Consulting, Housing Focused Sheltering: Thoughts from OrgCode

13 OrgCode Consulting, Housing Focused Sheltering: Thoughts from OrgCode
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Participation in services or compliance with service requirements should not be conditions of a stay,
aside from the expectation that clients will be working on permanent housing while in shelter!4,
Housing plans that are developed should be highly client-driven, where staff work with the client as a
team, building on the client’s strengths, to address the housing needs of the client. The services that
are provided in shelter should emphasize engagement and problem-solving, rather than therapeutic
goals (e.g. mental health recovery goals). When reviewing the services provided in shelter, shelters
should consider whether the service could be provided in the community once the client is housed, or
whether the service encourages longer stays, or takes times away from the client’s housing search.

Promote Dignity and Respect

According to the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, shelters should have stated
values, policies and measurable goals and actions/practices promoting inclusion, cultural competence,
dignity and respect®.

One way inclusion should be promoted is by monitoring the proportion of shelter access and housing
success rates across racial, ethnic, ability, gender identity, and sexual orientation differences to
determine if there are disparities in who is receiving access to shelter and being supported to re-gain
housing®®. Shelters should have practices to ensure the shelter exhibits cultural competency and
provides appropriate protections for shelter seekers across demographic differences. Cultural
competence practices should involve all staff having a level of cultural competence but could also
involve providing clients the option of engaging with culturally specific staff/teams. Having staff that
reflect the population of those seeking shelter is a best practice approach to support inclusion and
cultural competence.

Shelters should have an orientation towards working with people that may be engaged in higher-risk,
exploitive, and/or harmful activities'’. Shelters should specifically indicate that clients do not need to
alter their substance use, etc. to access shelter. They should also be provided with direct access to
harm reduction supplies (e.g. needle exchange, distribution and disposal) as well as education regarding
how to avoid risky behaviours and engage in safer practices (e.g. overdose prevention). Some shelter
models go even further with harm reduction services, to include controlled quantities of alcohol to
replace non-beverage/ non-palatable alcohol.

Promoting dignity and respect begins at entry. The intake process should be as unobtrusive as possible
regarding the person and their possessions®®. Information collected should be limited to the bare
minimum of what is required to access a bed. Clients should be given the option between meeting in a
private closed-door space and a more open-concept space with a private corner. Clients with
disabilities should be offered clear opportunities to request reasonable accommodations within
applications and screening processes. Amnesty totes should be offered for clients to safely store

14 OrgCode Consulting, Housing Focused Sheltering: Thoughts from OrgCode

15 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2017, Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency
Shelter Within an Effective Crisis Response System

16 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2017, Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency
Shelter Within an Effective Crisis Response System

17 OrgCode Consulting, Housing Focused Sheltering: Thoughts from OrgCode

18 OrgCode Consulting, Housing Focused Sheltering: Thoughts from OrgCode
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anything in their possession, and the contents will not be searched by staff, nor will they be punished
for the contents.

The built form and layout of an emergency shelter should also promote dignity and reduce conflict®®.
Shelters should be 24-7 spaces clients can access at any time and where they can have all of their basic
needs met, including being able to receive food, hygiene, storage, etc.

Rules are another crucial area related to the promotion of dignity and respect. Rules should be clearly
communicated to clients and easily accessible for review by clients?’. Rules should be reasonable, and
their enforcement be transparent and proportional. When someone does not meet an expectation,
staff should work with the person to help them meet the expectation, rather than creating a conflict for
violating a rule or use the power dynamic to threaten dismissal and force compliance?. Clients should
be involved in developing and updating rules and other shelter policies, for example, through a client
advisory board or regular “house meetings”.

Data to Measure Performance

Using data to measure performance of the shelter system involves establishing targets, regularly
reporting on performance measurements, and using the information to evaluate the effectiveness of
the shelter system and improve outcomes.

According to the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, the community should have
strong data on the utilization of shelter services and access to housing??. Data could be maintained by
each shelter or by the homelessness service system manager. Targets should be established and data
on percentage of exists to permanent housing, time spent homeless, and returns to homelessness,
should be measured and regularly reported on. This information should be used on an ongoing basis to
understand shelter use patterns and detect changes, identify frequent users, reduce length of time
spent homeless, and right-size shelter capacity.

1% OrgCode Consulting, Housing Focused Sheltering: Thoughts from OrgCode
20 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2017, Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency
Shelter Within an Effective Crisis Response System
21 OrgCode Consulting, Housing Focused Sheltering: Thoughts from OrgCode
22 United States Interagency Council on Homelessness, 2017, Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency
Shelter Within an Effective Crisis Response System

10
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3.0 Shelter System in Sudbury Compared to
Other Jurisdictions

The consultants engaged Service Managers in comparable jurisdictions to examine their shelter systems
to give Greater Sudbury a barometer on how they are doing. Kingston, Waterloo, Hamilton, London,
Simcoe County, and Wellington were chosen as comparators. In addition, the consultants drew from
information gathered by OrgCode Consulting for the City of Brantford’s review of its homeless shelter
and housing with supports system, which also looked at Hamilton, Waterloo Region, Halton Region,
Peterborough, Brantford, Kingston, Simcoe County, Sault Ste. Marie and Northumberland County.

Shelter System Capacity

Greater Sudbury’s emergency shelter system capacity is among the highest of the jurisdictions
reviewed, based on the number of beds per population (lower ratio of beds to population), second only
to Peterborough. Higher capacities suggest that the system may be better able to meet the demands
for shelter. Some communities we examined (Hamilton, London, Simcoe) are operating very close to or
above capacity, suggesting that they may not have enough beds to meet current demands. On the flip
side, if the number of beds is higher than the demand it can result in underutilization of beds and
inefficiencies in use of funding. Greater Sudbury’s system wide shelter occupancy rate was 78% for the
12 months from April 1 2017 to March 31 2018. Greater Sudbury is a regional hub for many residents
who live in nearby communities, which likely contributes to an increased demand for emergency shelter
in comparison to its population as a result of demand from residents leaving nearby communities.

A few jurisdictions have established shelter occupancy standards or targets to help them determine the
right size of their shelter system. Kingston has established a 90% occupancy target, but is looking to
revise this based on its new coordinated access system and focus on diversion. Wellington’s funding
model uses 80%, but there is no overall system target. Hamilton aims for 80% occupancy as its
standard.

Comparison of Shelter System Investments and Capacity with Other Jurisdictions

Community Annual Number Shelter Beds Investment
Investment of Shelter per Population per Resident
Greater Sudbury $1.65M 94 1:1,752 $10.03

(64 annual +
30 seasonal)

Hamilton CMA S7M 280 1:2,670 $9.36
Waterloo Region $3.7M 245 1:2,184 $6.91
Halton Region $1.86M 54 1:10,156 $3.39
PeterboroughCMA $1.4M 80 1:1,484 $11.81
Brantford CMA $0.85M 55 1:2,464 $6.27
Kingston CMA $0.83M 48 1:3,324 $5.20
Simcoe County $S0.8M 153 1:1,997 $2.62
Sault Ste. Marie $0.44M 33 1:2,223 $6.00
Northumberland County  S0.265M 24 1:3,567 $3.15
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Shelter System Investment

Greater Sudbury’s emergency shelter investment could be considered high in comparison to other
jurisdictions. Among jurisdictions reviewed, only Greater Sudbury and Peterborough spend greater
than $10 per community resident. Most, including Kingston, Sault Ste. Marie, Brantford, Waterloo, and
Hamilton, spend in the mid-range from S5 to $10 per resident. Those spending less than S5 per resident
tend to be communities that include rural areas and smaller towns. Halton Region is an anomaly.

The average funding provided to shelters in Greater Sudbury per day per bed is $58, although some
receive a higher per diem amount under their current funding arrangements. Although it’s difficult to
make comparison across communities as service models vary, this funding level is higher than all but
two comparator municipalities. Notwithstanding that the City of Brantford recently recommended an
increase to its funding levels to $65.

Like Greater Sudbury, all other jurisdictions reviewed have moved to a block funding model. Several
communities expect service providers to provide housing focused services with the funding provided.

Shelter System Service Models and Implementation of Effective Practices

Many other Service Managers have made significant efforts to modernize their shelter systems and
have adopted systems that are well aligned with Housing First approaches. Most other municipalities
have established standards for their shelter system that define service standards related to access,
promoting dignity and respect, and ensuring a housing focused service model. There has been a
movement towards ensuring shelters are low barrier. Most comparator municipalities have
implemented formal diversion services. Several communities have implemented service models and
standards that extend beyond basic services, and include assessment, housing help, and housing case
plans, and several make them mandatory for all shelter clients. Waterloo has developed an Emergency
Shelter Program Framework which defines policies for shelters to be housing focused (i.e. purpose of
shelter is to find housing, tailor length of stay, develop housing plans, support housing search, have
daily intentional housing conversations). In Kingston, housing case managers are attached to sheltering
agencies and these staff are responsible for completing assessments and developing housing plans with
all clients. Clients are then prioritized for Housing First/Rapid Re-housing which is delivered through a
shared Team Lead and Housing Liaison with a shared dynamic waiting list.

Some communities have implemented, or are working on, specific services to support inclusion and
cultural competency. Kingston has hired an Indigenous coordinator for the adult shelter. Hamilton has
an Indigenous Housing First worker and is working to develop an LGBTQ2 inclusion policy.

Several communities have recognized the need for a shared data system to monitor performance and
some are working towards implementation of HIFIS 4.0. Kingston is an example of a community that is
already using its data to measure performance. It has developed both funding goals and outcome goals
that it monitors its system against.

Greater Sudbury lags behind most of the comparator communities in modernizing its shelter system.

Currently, there are no elements of an effective shelter system that are fully implemented in Greater
Sudbury.
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4.0 Shelter System in Sudbury Compared to Best
Practice

Immediate and Low-Barrier Access

Greater Sudbury has a no-wrong door approach to access to shelter services. The shelters are all
located in the downtown core, providing easy access from primary referral points in the City,
transportation connectivity from the outer areas of the City, and close proximity to other relevant
services. Navigating the service system to shelter is relatively easy; the shelters are well known in the
community and people quickly find out where to go. It is recommended that shelters continue to be
the access points for shelter services rather than having a single access point that conducts diversion
screening and connects clients with all of the “entry level” homelessness and housing stability
services. Outreach teams work closely with the Off The Street Shelter to intentionally outreach to and
engage people who are reluctant to access shelter in winter months. At the year-round shelters intake
is done 24-hours a day, while the Off The Street Shelter does intake only in the evening.

There is generally sufficient capacity in the shelter system for all client groups, although Cedar Place
periodically reaches capacity, and in non-winter months there are no alternative shelter options.
Predictable access to shelter is provided in winter months through the Off The Street shelter, as the
number of beds can flex to demand.

The current shelter system has shelter beds aimed at youth, single adult men, single adult women and
families led by women. There are also policies to accommodate two parent households in hotels. There
are, however, gaps in the current shelter system for certain population groups. There are a number of
household configurations that are unable to access and stay in shelter together in formal shelter
facilities rather than hotels, including couples and two parent households, families with adult males or
teen age sons, and large families. People with mobility issues or other physical accessibility needs are
not able to be served in the current shelter system, as shelter facilities are not accessible. People with
pets, possessions that are not permitted in shelter, such as substance use supplies (in the year-round
shelters), or large amounts of personal possessions for times when they are sleeping rough, cannot be
accommodated in shelters, resulting in reluctance of these individuals to access shelter. Shelters
should be asked to investigate possibilities to accommodate pets, either on-site or off-site and to
provide amnesty totes and other storage opportunities for personal possessions. Other
recommendations related to specific population groups are discussed below.

Shelters vary in the level of access that is provided to people with substance use, mental health issues,
criminal history and other barriers to entry. There are some prerequisites to entering the year-round
shelters (not highly intoxicated, not a safety/security risk, do not have mobility issues). Substance use is
a reason for discharge at Foyer Notre Dame and may result in ineligibility or be a reason for discharge at
Cedar Place. People with serious mental health issues may not be accommodated in the three year-
round shelters, as staff do not have adequate training to support these clients. These point to the need
for year-round low-barrier shelter options and staff training on serving people with mental health and
substance use issues.

At Cedar Place, criminal history can be a barrier if perceived as a safety risk to children. Identification is
also required to access the year-round shelters. While there are exceptions in some circumstances and
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it is rarely applied as a reason for ineligibility, it is perceived as a requirement and is a barrier to people
without identification in seeking shelter. In the winter months, there is a low barrier shelter option
through the Off The Street Shelter, which accommodates people regardless of substance use, criminal
history, or other perceived barriers to entry. Shelters that cannot serve someone provide limited
assistance to ensure that those individuals have access to housing and services elsewhere. They will
refer to other shelters, the hospital, detox, or shelters in other communities.

Although Off The Street is a low barrier shelter, a few people are still banned due to behaviour. The
limited number of shelters for each population group means that people who have been banned are
unable to access shelter. People banned from all downtown service locations in the Winter are often
presented to ‘Rapid Mobilization Table’ to move services forward.

There are a few practices that can make it difficult for some clients to maintain their stay in shelter. For
example, there are behavioural expectations beyond safety at Foyer Notre Dame, Cedar Place (as a
result of children present) and are at least perceived to be beyond safety at the New Life Centre. Youth
unable to follow the substantial expectations and compliance requirements at Foyer Notre Dame are
unable to access shelter there and do not have alternatives when the Off The Street shelter is not open.
Clients who are unable to follow their housing plan and secure housing on their own, typically those
who either do not qualify for the Housing First program or who do not wish to have the supports that
are mandatory through the Housing First program, may not be re-admitted to the year-round shelters
after several stays because they are seen as not making an effort to obtain housing. Also, shelter
clients, particularly at the adult and family shelters, are strongly encouraged to leave the shelter once
they have received an offer for social housing, but before move-in day.

Give these current practices, to ensure that shelter clients are consistently treated fairly and with
respect, it is recommended that the City develop system-wide shelter standards.

The standards should outline principles for service delivery, shelter access and customer service, client
rights and responsibilities, a complaints and appeals process, communication to clients about policies
and complaints and appeal process, and process for City to review and approve shelter operators’
policies. As a precursor to the standards, the City should work with its community partners to
develop a shared set of principles of what the shelter system is trying to achieve and use these
principles to reorient shelter services. Efforts to reorient shelter services could include an internal,
peer and City review and update of each shelter’s policies and practices based on the shelter system
principles.

Diversion Supports

Greater Sudbury’s shelters do try to provide diversion services. This typically involves confirming that
the client is experiencing absolute homelessness and asking whether the individual has family or friends
they can stay with. Shelter providers, however, are not necessarily screening all clients for diversion.
There is no consistent process for diversion screening or diversion services across the system. Itis
recommended that formal diversion supports be implemented at each of the shelters, where staff
screen all households seeking shelter using a standardized script, and if applicable, provide light touch
supports including creative problem-solving, advocacy and flexible assistance to help them stay in
safe non-shelter alternatives. Ideally, a diversion team lead position would be established to lead
system-wide diversion efforts and support front-line shelter staff providing diversion supports and
help ensure that consistent approaches are being used across the system. It is also recommended
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that a fund be established to support diversion efforts that can be used by shelter staff in a flexible
way to help clients avoid a shelter stay.

Diversion is not an appropriate option for some people presenting for shelter. Approximately one third
of clients who seek shelter in Greater Sudbury are already absolutely homeless and have moved from
another community. However, there are many people who could be effectively serviced with diversion
supports. People being discharged from hospital present one opportunity for diversion. Shelters often
receive referrals from hospitals, but processes are not always used to try to re-house these individuals
prior to being discharged from hospital. There are also a number of people who are housed, but have
poor housing conditions, and have been using the Off The Street shelter for social engagement and a
place to stay. There is a need for supports at the Off The Street shelter to support these clients in
making their current housing better so they can stay there and have opportunities for social
engagement without accessing shelter. There are also situations where an individual has been housed,
but comes back to shelter. There is currently no flow of information on the status of an individual’s
housing to shelters. There may be opportunities to support the individual in maintaining their tenancy if
shelter staff/diversion workers were aware of their housing status.

There are a number of existing supports in the community that a diversion support program could refer
clients to, including the Emergency Community Fund and Community Homelessness Prevention
Initiative (CHPI) funding for arrears or landlord mediation. Two new Housing Navigator positions have
also been funded at the Homelessness Network who can support diversion efforts. For example, the
Housing Navigators could accept referrals from shelters for housing help services. However, if the two
Housing Navigators provide housing help to clients within AND outside of the shelter system, they will
not have sufficient capacity to provide the level of diversion supports required to adequately support
clients who were seeking shelter find and maintain alternate permanent accommodations.

Homelessness service system policies should not indirectly encourage greater use of shelter services.
Currently, to obtain “Urgent” priority status on Greater Sudbury’s social housing waiting list an
individual or family must be staying in shelter. This policy could undermine some of the potential for
diversion services as it encourages people experiencing homelessness to access shelter rather than
staying with family or friends. The City of Greater Sudbury should consider making persons
experiencing any form of homelessness, including couch surfing, eligible for the Urgent priority status
for social housing.

Housing-Focused Services

Currently in Greater Sudbury, staff job descriptions and services are not oriented towards helping
clients obtain housing. The Off The Street Shelter, in particular, is not housing focused. Clients are not
required to engage in a housing search and there are no time limitations to the stay even when a client
is not engaged in a housing search. A housing-focused orientation should be adopted at the Off The
Street shelter. This includes stressing the housing-focused importance in messaging at intake, focusing
on a “housing plan”, and setting timeframes for conversations about housing and conducting
assessments.

The shelters have limited availability of housing supports. Shelters encourage clients to apply for
subsidized housing and may support the completion of applications, but individualized housing plans are
not fully developed at the shelter. Other than a list of available housing units, there are no resources
available at the shelters to support a self-directed housing search and clients are generally expected to
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leave the shelter during the day. All adult shelter clients are required to meet with an OW Risk Work
within two days of their admission to shelter. OW Risk Workers encourage clients to apply for
subsidized housing, and may support the completion of applications or connections to landlords.
Shelter clients are encouraged to receive an assessment to determine eligibility for moderate to high
intensity housing and support services, although this is not required. Assessments are conducted on-
site at these shelters. Shelter staff check in with clients on a weekly based about progress on their
housing plan. OW Risk Workers also conduct weekly housing focused check-ins with clients, but the
supports that are provided are limited. Shelters and OW Risk Workers provide referrals for assistance
with collecting documentation necessary for submitting applications and determining program
eligibility. At the Off The Street Shelter, outreach services are available to support clients who are
interested in obtaining housing with completing applications, following up with the City of Greater
Sudbury Housing Services, and collecting documentation necessary for submitting applications and
determining eligibility for the Housing First program. At Foyer Notre Dame fully individualized housing
plans are developed for clients and they will refer to the Homelessness Network if they think the client
may qualify for moderate to high intensity housing and supports.

At this time, availability of housing navigation services for those who are not connected with, or eligible
for, the Housing First program is limited to the consolidated list of rental listings updated weekly and
the housing supports provided to Indigenous clients by N’Swakamok Native Friendship Centre.

Currently, if an individual does not qualify for Housing First case management services, the individual is
not progressively engaged if they are unable to secure housing after a set period of time. On the other
hand, if they qualify for Housing First, but do not want to accept ongoing housing supports, the
individual is not engaged further to support them in re-gaining housing. The City should develop a
system of progressive engagement for the Housing First program (i.e. utilizing the Housing Navigators
for those who do not want to participate in the Housing First program).

There is currently no common information system on clients, decreasing service providers’ ability to
support clients. For example it can be difficult to reach clients who are being offered a unit through
social housing or who recently abandoned their social housing unit. There is, however, strong informal
communication between shelters and other service providers in the homelessness service system,
which helps support coordination between the different service providers serving shelter clients in
absence of a shared information management system. It is recommended that Greater Sudbury
implement HIFIS 4.0 across the system (shelters and homelessness network) to support information
sharing.

It is recommended that all shelters move to a 24-7 shelter model with full services, including three
meals a day and opportunities to undertake a housing search during the day. This would better
position clients to be able to re-gain housing. It is recommended that the updated shelter model
include daily onsite housing supports that are provided by shelter staff and that shelter staff be
responsible for developing individualized housing plans. Shelters should be housing focused and
accountable for working to reduce length of stay, increasing exits to permanent housing, and reducing
returns to homelessness, and therefore they should also have a direct role in helping clients be re-
housed. Without responsibility for re-housing, there may be less ownership of working towards the
system-wide goal of reducing homelessness. Providing a higher level of housing supports is
incorporated into the service and funding model discussed further below.
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Promote Dignity and Respect

As discussed above, being inclusive of people across racial, ethnic, ability, gender identity, and sexual
orientation differences is an important component of promoting dignity and respect. Greater Sudbury’s
shelter system falls short in a number of aspects related to inclusion. This includes in the provision of
services to Indigenous peoples and transgender individuals. Shelter staff do not necessarily receive
cultural sensitivity training nor are there generally any culturally specific services for Indigenous shelter
clients. There are, however, Indigenous specific housing supports offered at the Off The Street shelter.
Transgender individuals reported that they do not feel they have safe shelter options and there are not
many practices in place to ensure appropriate protections for transgender shelter seekers.

There are a number of challenges for persons with disabilities. In addition to lack of accessibility of the
shelter facilities, shelter staff do not have the training nor the resources to support clients with
disabilities (e.g. dementia, learning disabilities). Clients are required to travel to Ontario Works to meet
with OW Risk Workers within two days of entering the shelter and weekly thereafter, but some clients,
particularly those with mobility issues, find it difficult to travel for these appointments, and not making
the appointment puts them at risk of losing their bed. Further, harm reduction practices are limited or
not practiced at the three year-round shelters, making them less inclusive of people with substance use
issues.

There are both strengths and weaknesses of the built form and services offered to meet basic needs in
Greater Sudbury’s shelters. The shelters are generally perceived to be safe places and some of the
shelters, namely Cedar Place and Foyer Notre Dame, provide a home-like setting. However, there are
some aspects of the built form and layouts of some shelters that do not support dignity and respect and
there are no standards to ensure appropriate built forms. The New Life Centre building is old and not
designed to facilitate dignity and reduce conflict. At the Off The Street Shelter clients sleep in one room
on cots. The layout at the Off The Street shelter is also not conducive to sleeping as the TV is in close
proximity to the sleeping area. There are no showers available at the Off The Street shelter. The lack of
privacy at both the New Life Centre (for example in the showers) and Off The Street shelter results in
trans men feeling like they do not have safe shelter options. The shelter programs are not designed to
be available during the day, although the year-round shelters do provide meals throughout the day.
However, access to most food, including refrigerated food, is only available at designated meal times.
The City of Greater Sudbury should work with shelter operators to transition the shelters over time to
built forms that are accessible and promote dignity.

Currently, shelters mission, values, policies, rules, intake processes, and expectations of staff are
determined by the shelter provider rather than having any system wide standards to ensure shelter
clients are treated with dignity and respect. Rules are not currently posted for clients to help ensure
that clients have a clear understanding of expectations. Rules and/or behavioural expectations in the
year-round shelters are perceived by a notable number of people with lived experience as being
unreasonable and consequences disproportional. At each shelter the consultants heard about staff who
were very caring and treat clients in a positive and respectful way. However, during the consultations
some individuals with a lived experience of homelessness reported that they didn’t feel like they were
treated with dignity and respect, and in some cases they would avoid shelter as a result. The current
service agreements and funding model for shelters do not include requirements or funding for staff
training on topics such as trauma-informed care and de-escalation techniques. Moving forward, the
City should establish requirements for shelter staff training in trauma-informed care and de-
escalation techniques. As discussed above, it is also recommended that the City develop system-wide
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shelter standards. The City should also establish a process to assess adherence of shelter operators to
the shelter standards and collect information about the quality of services provided. This could be
done through regular reviews of shelters and/or client surveys.

Data to Measure Performance

Greater Sudbury shelters all use Homeless Individuals and Families Information System (HIFIS) 3.8 to
record data on service usage and client outcomes. As discussed, this version of HIFIS does not support
sharing of client level data between shelters. However, the shelters do submit data in aggregate to the
HIFIS Coordinator. The HIFIS Coordinator prepares quarterly reports on shelter utilization (unique users
and bed nights) and is able to pull relatively rich data on client profiles, turnaways, length of stays,
returning clients, reason for service, reason for discharge, and referral sources upon request. There are
some limitations on the ability to conduct detailed analysis of the HIFIS data because HIFIS reports data
in aggregate in the HIFIS Coordinator’s database. For example, the Coordinator is not currently able to
isolate data on length of stay based on client profiles.

While reports are regularly prepared on shelter utilization, there not regular reporting on performance
measurements such as length of stay, percentage of exists to housing, and returns to homelessness, nor
have targets been established for the community to measure itself against. It is recommended the City
of Greater Sudbury establish system targets for length of stay, percentage of exits to permanent
housing, and returns to homelessness and ensure quarterly reports are prepared for each shelter on
these performance measurements. The reports should be regularly reviewed by the Housing First
Steering Committee and used to inform changes to the shelter and broader homelessness service
system.

A shared information management system, such as HIFIS 4.0, would help support regular use of the
data to understand shelter use patterns and detect changes, identify frequent users, and reduce
length of time spent in shelter.

5.0 Population Groups that Should be Priorities
for Action

A number of population groups emerged as priorities for targeted action based on the consultations and
analysis of usage of the emergency shelter system. These include Indigenous peoples, people with
serious mental illness and substance use issues, transgender individuals, young people age 19-24, and
people who are discharged from provincially funded systems.

The over-representation of Indigenous peoples amongst those experiencing homelessness in Greater
Sudbury is stark: 39% compared to 9.4% of the population. The impacts of intergenerational trauma,
residential schooling, systemic marginalization and racism are key drivers to explain this
overrepresentation. While Indigenous peoples account for 39% of the absolute homeless population
based on the homeless enumeration, the percentage of Indigenous people served in each of the year-
round shelters is notably lower. The percentage is higher in the Off The Street shelter, which presents a
concern about whether the policies or practices at the year-round shelters are hindering the ability of
Indigenous peoples to access these shelters. Indigenous homelessness is a colonial legacy that requires
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intentional action across the homelessness services system. Action should be taken to ensure access to
low-barrier shelter services is available year-round and all shelter staff have cultural competence that
enables them to work successfully in a cross-cultural setting. Shelter staff should be required to have

cultural sensitivity training and a guide or framework should be developed related to the provision of

shelter services for Indigenous peoples. Client-specific services for Indigenous peoples should also be

incorporated into the services provided at shelters, where feasible.

Serious mental illnesses and substance use issues are among the largest causes of homelessness and
can greatly disrupt people’s ability to find and maintain housing. In shelter settings that are not low
barrier negative behaviours associated with the illness or substance use regularly result in these
individuals in being denied access to shelter, may receive a service restriction or unplanned discharge.
Greater Sudbury’s year-round shelter providers acknowledge that people with barriers, such as severe
mental health and substance use issues, are not receiving the access to the shelter and supports to re-
gain housing that they need. Yet, these are significant risk factors of death while homeless, and
therefore these individuals should be a priority for access to shelter and supports. The City should
ensure people with serious mental illnesses and substance use issues have access to appropriate
shelter and supports by ensuring low-barrier shelter services are available year-round, outlining
standards for access and service restriction/discharge within a set of shelter standards, and requiring
appropriate qualifications and training for shelter staff.

Transgender individuals are particularly impacted by violence and discrimination and are at significant
risk of harassment and physical and sexual assault, and they do not feel they have safe shelter options

in Greater Sudbury. The shelter system must acknowledge the vulnerability of transgender individuals
and provide a welcoming and inclusive environment. The City should require equal access for
transgender individuals and provide a framework and guidance on how to ensure fair and appropriate
treatment of transgender individuals. This could be outlined in a shelter standards document or a
stand-alone guide/framework for services for transgender individuals.

Young people age 19-24 are currently served by the adult shelters without any age specific supports.
However, research has found youth/young adults in this age group, also have different service needs
than their adult counterparts. These may include family reunification support, and opportunities for
education and employment, among other things, in addition to housing supports. The City should
ensure that diversion and housing support services provided to this demographic group are tailored
to meet their needs.

The shelter system receives a substantial number of people who are discharged from provincially
funded systems such as correctional facilities, medical treatment and mental health or additions
treatment. Refer to the following table for the percentage of clients of each of the three year-round
shelters in 2017 who identified that one of their reasons for seeking service was because they were
transitioning from a correctional facility, medical treatment, or other treatment. These numbers
suggest significant opportunity for the homelessness service system to work with system partners to
improve discharge planning and reduce discharges into homelessness from these institutions. The City,
along with the shelters, should work with system partners to develop protocols, or where protocols
are already in place (e.g. with the hospital) to strengthen their implementation/effectiveness, to
reduce or eliminate discharging into homelessness from jail, hospital and treatment and create
opportunities for early intervention.

19

Review of the Emergency Shelter System within the City of Greater Sudbury
' Recommendations Report 25 of 65



Appendix A - Review of Emergency Shelter System

Self-lIdentified Reasons for Seeking Service at the Year-Round Shelters (may be multiple reasons),
2017

New Life Centre Cedar Place Foyer Notre Dame
Transition from 29%23 7.5% 28%
Correctional Facility
Transition from 13% 9% 0%
Medical Treatment
Transition from Other 13% 6% 4%
Treatment Services
(such as mental health
or addictions)

Source: HIFIS data provide by the Social Planning Council of Sudbury

6.0 Funding Model

One of the City’s goals of the program review is to receive recommendations towards establishing an
equitable funding model. Currently there is significant diversity in the level of funding provided per bed
between shelter operators. This is a legacy of past funding models. Historically, shelter beds were
funded on a per diem basis for occupied beds. When the City transitioned to block funding, the funding
allocation was based on occupancy rates and funding received in the time period leading up to the
change to a block funding model. Since that time, the Off The Street Shelter was added and occupancy
patterns have changed. The funding level for the Off The Street shelter was determined through a
Request For Proposal (RFP) process where proposal respondents submitted a budget request as part of
their bid to operate the shelter based on their cost to operate, rather than a funding amount pre-
determined by the City.

Current Funding Allocations by Shelter

Shelter Funded Maximum Funding
Beds Annual Per Bed
Compensation Per Day
Off The Street 30 $356,269 $71
(for 5.5 months)
New Life 22 $253,000 $32
Centre
Cedar Place 26 $600,000 S63
Foyer Notre 16 $442,000 S76
Dame
Total 94 $1,651,269 $58

To create equity between shelter operators there is a need for similar funding levels across shelter
operators, while recognizing that with small programs, there may be challenges with maintaining

2 This number may be overstated as it may include people accessing beds at the New Life Centre that are funded
through corrections rather than beds that are funded by the City, but the numbers for Cedar Place and Foyer
Notre Dame suggest that the numbers are likely still high even without counting people accessing the beds funded
through corrections
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viability at these funding levels. At the same time, there is a need to work within the existing funding
envelope as there is no additional funding that can be allocated to emergency shelter services.

Funding all shelters at a rate of $58 per day per bed, the current average funding level, does not support
quality service provision. For $65 per day per bed, most shelter providers should be able to provide
core service levels that align with those being recommended in this report. The existing funding
envelope could support 70 beds on a year-round basis at $65 per day, or 84 beds in winter months and
57 year-round beds (for example). Further discussion of possible sizes of the shelter system and
recommendations on funding levels are discussed below.

Moving forward, any funding model adopted by the City should be:

e Transparent and straightforward,

e Predictable and fixed to support stability and sustainability,

e Equitable, having funding levels similar across emergency shelter providers of similar size, while
recognizing that smaller providers may require a higher funding level per bed to address the
unique challenges of operating a smaller program, and

e Based on the level of investment required to implement updated core structure and service
standards

Shelter operator contracts should identify expected performance for specified performance indicators
(e.g. 10% greater than system average from previous year for time spent homeless, exits to
permanent housing, returns to shelter, and client satisfaction).

7.0 Size of the Shelter System

At most of the shelters in Greater Sudbury occupancy is typically well below capacity, with the
exception of the Off The Street Shelter which regularly uses some of its internal overflow beds.

The analysis of required number of beds assumes an 80% average occupancy rate to account for periods
where demand is above average. The analysis also assumes that requests for service when at capacity
occur no more than 10% of the time.

The analysis also assumes that if diversion supports were implemented, 25% of clients seeking
homelessness assistance could be diverted from shelter and supported to address their long-term
housing needs without entering shelter. Research suggests that a diversion rate of 30% is an
appropriate target for communities to achieve. Even with very limited diversion supports, communities
have achieved 20% diversion rates in early months following the launch of diversion supports.

Foyer Notre Dame has an average occupancy of 7 beds, which is not sustainable. However, there is a
need for youth focused shelter services in the community. Young adults ages 19-24 are currently served
by adult shelters, but could be better served with youth focused services. For these reasons the analysis
of required beds by shelter assumes that all youth ages 16-24 would be served at Foyer Notre Dame or
another youth shelter.
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Shelter Funded Average Occupancy Average Beds Beds Required
Beds Occupancy Rate Occupancy Requiredat at80%
if Youth 80% Avg. Occupancy*
16-24 Occupancy* Assuming 25%
were in if Youth 16- Diversion if
Youth 24 werein Youth 16-24
Shelter Youth were in Youth
Shelter Shelter
Off The Street 30 35 117% 29 36 27
New Life 22 15 68% 13 16 12
Centre
Cedar Place 26 16 62% 13 19* 15
Foyer Notre 16 7 44% 18 23 17
Dame / Youth
Shelter
Total 94 73 78% 73 94 71

*Beds required at 80% occupancy and requests for service when at capacity occur no more than 10% of
the time. Cedar Place is shown with a higher number of beds in comparison to average occupancy to
allow for the greater variability in the number of people requesting service.

If youth ages 19-24 were served through a youth shelter and diversion supports were implemented, the
number of beds required at the New Life Centre, and even Cedar Place, get to levels that question their
viability without additional funding per bed, if no alternative use was made of the empty space.

There are a number of alternatives that could be considered. One alternative is for the New Life Centre
and Cedar Place to transform into low-barrier shelters and serve a greater number of clients. Another
alternative is to explore the possibility of transitioning some of the space at the New Life Centre into
long-term single-room occupancy units linked with supports for men transitioning out of homelessness.
Under such a scenario, either the New Life Centre could transition all of its beds into housing with
supports and the Off The Street Shelter could absorb these additional beds and operate year-round, or
the New Life Centre could maintain a small shelter facility with funding for 12 beds. It should be noted
that based on funding levels of $65 per day, the New Life Centre would not receive any less funding for
the 12 beds than it currently receives for the 22 beds. Cedar Place would, however, receive less funding
for the 15 beds than it currently receives.

The following table shows various scenarios for possible shelter bed allocations based on the core
assumptions of an 80% occupancy target, 25% diversion, youth 16-24 served together, and low-barrier
shelter services available year-round:
e If the New Life Centre and Cedar Place do not transition into low barrier shelters and the Off
The Street Shelter operates year-round
e If the New Life Centre and Cedar Place become low barrier shelters
e If the Off The Street Shelter absorbs the New Life Centre beds and the New Life Centre
transitions to another housing form, and Cedar Place becomes a low barrier shelter
e If the Off The Street Shelter absorbs the New Life Centre beds and the New Life Centre
transitions to another housing form, and Cedar place does not transition into a low barrier
shelter
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Appendix A - Review of Emergency Shelter System

Possible Shelter Bed Allocation Under Various Scenarios
Shelter New Life Centre New Life Off the Street Shelter Off the Street Shelter
and Cedar Place Centre and Absorbs the New Life Absorbs the New Life
Do Not Transition Cedar Place Centre Beds and Cedar  Centre Beds and the

Into Low Barrier Become Place Transitionsintoa New Life Centre
Shelters Low Barrier = Low Barrier Shelter Transitions to Another
Housing Form
Off The Street 27 (year-round) 27 (winter 31 (year-round) 39 (year-round)
months)

New Life 12 18

Centre

Cedar Place 15 23 23 15

Foyer Notre 16* 16 16 16

Dame / Youth

Shelter

Total 70 84 70 70

*Reduced from 17 to 16 bed based on current beds at Foyer Notre Dame and not wanting to establish a
new youth shelter that will be larger than required when the new service model is fully operational

8.0 Recommended Framework for a Modernized
Emergency Shelter System

The consultants’ key recommendations for establishing a modernized shelter system with equitable
funding and core service levels that align with a Housing First approach to addressing homelessness are
outlined below.

Update the Shelter Model to Support Effective Shelter Services

It is recommended that Greater Sudbury shift its emergency shelter model to support people seeking
homelessness assistance to address their housing needs without accessing emergency housing shelter
services, where appropriate; support short lengths of stay; and help ensure people staying in shelter
receive services necessary to help them secure and maintain permanent housing.

Key components of the recommended model are as follows:
e Immediate and Low-Barrier Access
0 Access to shelter services directly through the shelters
0 Low-barrier shelter services for all client groups available year-round
e Diversion Supports
0 Shelters provide people seeking a place to stay with consistent screening to determine
the most appropriate service and provide diversion supports where appropriate.
Diversion supports may include problem-solving, advocacy, limited financial assistance,
short-term case management and follow up support
0 A fund established to support diversion efforts that can be used by shelter staff in a
flexible way to help clients avoid a shelter stay
23
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0 The City and system partners develop protocols to reduce or eliminate discharging into
homelessness from jail, hospital and treatment and create opportunities for early
intervention, or where protocols are already in place (e.g. with the hospital) to
strengthen their implementation/effectiveness

0 Consideration by the City to making persons experiencing all forms of homelessness,
including couch surfing, eligible for the Urgent priority status for social housing

e Housing-Focused, Rapid Exit Services

0 Shelter staff have responsibility for providing on-site resources to support a self-
directed housing search and housing support to develop and implement individualized
housing plans and problem solve to address barriers to housing

0 After a two-week period or if determined to be needing more support based on
previous shelter stays, shelters refer all clients requiring progressive engagement to the
Homelessness Network for assessment and prioritization for moderate to intensive
housing and supports

0 Shelter staff and Homelessness Network staff take a team-based approach to
supporting people identified as eligible for intensive housing and supports in accessing
housing, with the main support provided by Homelessness Network staff, but with
shelter staff conducting follow-ups and support to obtain necessary documentation,
etc. for housing

0 If feasible, this model would include a system-wide diversion and housing support team
lead that would support front-line shelter staff with providing diversion and housing
support and help ensure that consistent approaches are being used across the system

e Practices that Promote Dignity and Respect

0 Ashared set of principles of what the shelter system is trying to achieve developed,
and used to reorient shelter services through a review and update of each shelter’s
policies and practices

0 Shelter standards fully define the core services and ensure an environment that
supports dignity and respect (see below for further discussion of the core standards).

e Data and Performance Measurement

0 HIFIS 4.0 implemented across the system (shelters and homelessness network) to
support information sharing.

0 System targets established for length of stay, percentage of exits to permanent housing,
and returns to homelessness and ensure quarterly reports are prepared for each shelter
on these performance measurements. The reports should be regularly reviewed by the
Housing First Steering Committee and used to inform changes to the shelter and
broader homelessness service system.

0 Contracts identify expected performance for specified performance indicators (e.g. 10%
greater than system average from previous year for time spent homeless, exits to
permanent housing, returns to shelter, and client satisfaction).

Based on this model, it is recommended that the core services at the shelters include:

e Diversion supports and intake, including 24-hour calls, of which at least 8 hours per day is
handled by workers with diversion training and skills. Diversion supports should include
standardized diversion screening and supports to clients to explore all possible housing options
to stay safely in the community before accessing emergency housing, including problem-solving,
limited financial assistance, short-term case management and follow up support, as required

e Access to shelter 24-hours a day, seven days a week
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e Help people find alternate accommodations when the facility is at capacity or access is not
possible

e |nitial intake, input of mandatory information into HIFIS, and orientation to new clients

e Provide a welcoming, safe, accessible, and confidential shelter, and basic needs services
including beds, three nutritious meals per day, showers, and hygiene supplies

e Supervision

e Re-housing supports. This should include: housing help services (information about housing,
housing services and financial assistance for housing); access to on-site resources to support a
self-directed housing search; opportunities to undertake a housing search during the day; daily
on-site support to develop and implement an individualized housing plan, including identifying
next steps, referring to community resources, follow-up through daily intentional housing
conversations and weekly housing plan reviews; support to complete community housing
applications; referral to Homelessness Network for assessment after two weeks or if needing
more support; and assisting clients in moving forward with their housing plan.

e Discharge clients to housing, except in the case of unplanned discharges due to illegal behaviour
or behaviours that compromise the health and safety of clients, volunteers and/or staff

e Ensure clients have received appropriate referrals to community services and supports are
engaged to enable clients to be supported towards housing retention following discharge

Operating 24-hours a day will provide more opportunities for shelter clients to work with case managers
and participate in housing support services during the day. Under this service model the Ontario Works
Risk Workers would not provide a housing support role with each shelter client as they do now.

Shelter standards should be developed to fully define the core services and ensure an environment that
supports dignity and respect. The shelter standards should outline:

e Principles for the shelter system

e The roles, rights and responsibilities of the City of Greater Sudbury, shelter providers, and
shelter clients

e Facility and space standards, with a focus on ensuring the space facilitates dignity

e Access and customer service standards, including requirements for shelters to work toward
eliminating real or perceived barriers that prevent or inhibit client access to shelter services
and limit service restrictions and unplanned discharges, and requirements for high-quality
service delivery where people are treated with dignity and respect

e Staff qualifications and training, including requirements for shelter staff to have training in
trauma-informed care, de-escalation techniques, cultural sensitivity, and service provision to
people with mental health and substance use issues

e Quality assurance measures and complaints and appeal process, including a process for the City
to review and approve shelter operators’ policies, assess adherence to the shelter standards,
and collect information about the quality of services provided. This could include regular
reviews of shelters and/or client surveys

e Performance measurement

e Data collection and sharing

e Client-specific requirements including transgender and Indigenous clients, to ensure equal
access, fair treatment, address disparities, and promote cultural competency.
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Right-Size the Shelter System

It is recommended that after a transitional period the City of Greater Sudbury reduce the size of the
emergency shelter system to either 57 year-round beds and 27 additional beds in winter months or to
70 year-round beds. This size of the shelter system reflects current bed usage, the anticipated impact of
diversion supports, and the level of investment required to fully implement a service model that
includes diversion supports and housing-focused services aimed at re-housing clients as quickly as
possible.

Re-profile the Shelter System

Two recommended options for re-profiling shelter services are outlined below. In both options
presented below, diversion supports would be implemented in all shelters; low barrier shelter services
would be available year-round; the youth shelter would serve youth ages 16-24.

Option A — Transform current shelters into low-barrier housing-focused shelters

e Transform Foyer Notre Dame into a low-barrier shelter serving youth ages 16-24

e Transform the New Life Centre into a low-barrier shelter and, following a transition period,
provide funding based on 18 beds

e Transform Cedar Place into a low-barrier shelter and, following a transition period, provide
funding based on 23 beds

e Transform the Off The Street shelter into a 24-hour housing-focused shelter, rehab the shelter
space into a configuration that supports dignity and respect, and continue to operate in Winter
months, but funding based on 27 beds.

Option B — Change shelter providers and capacity at various sites to support access to low-barrier
shelter services year-round
e Release a Request For Proposals (RFP) for a low-barrier 16 bed youth shelter to serve youth
ages 16-24 and discontinue funding of Foyer Notre Dame once a low-barrier shelter serving
youth ages 16-24 is operational
e Transform the Off The Street shelter into a 24-hour housing-focused shelter, rehab the shelter
space into a configuration that supports dignity and respect, and fund it for year-round
operation of 31 shelter beds and discontinue funding of the New Life Centre once Off The Street
shelter has transformed
e Transform Cedar Place into a low-barrier shelter and, following a transition period, provide
funding based on 23 beds.

A variation on both of these scenarios would be to not transform Cedar Place into a low-barrier shelter
and provide funding based on 15 beds and fund the Off The Street shelter for 39 beds.

The City of Greater Sudbury should work with shelter operators to transition the shelters over time to
built forms that are accessible and promote dignity.

Implement an Equitable Funding Model

The City should transition to a funding model that provides similar levels of funding across emergency
shelter providers. Providers should be funded for focusing on prevention and rapid rehousing as a
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service priority. It is recommended that the City fund shelters at a rate of $65 per bed per day to
implement the core structure and updated service standards. Contracts should identify expected
performance for specified performance indicators (e.g. 10% greater than system average from previous
year for time spent homeless, exits to permanent housing, returns to shelter, and client satisfaction).

Transition Plan

The suggested timelines for key activities required to transition to a modernized shelter system are as

follows:
Spring 2019 Spring 2020
e Decide on preferred option for re-profiling the e Re-profiled shelter system would be
shelter system operational

e Implement diversion and housing focused services e  Implement HIFIS 4.0
e  Develop service standards
e Develop targets and performance measurements

e  Shelter providers transitioning to low barrier
shelters review and update their policies and/or
release Request for Proposal RFP for youth shelter
services
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Background

The City of Greater Sudbury has a service manager mandate from the Province of
Ontario to coordinate and/or deliver programming to reduce or prevent homelessness.
Funding is provided by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing through the
Community Homelessness Prevention Initiative (CHPI). The City of Greater Sudbury also
confributes additional municipal funds to the annualized allocation and further receives
federal funding aimed at preventing and reducing homelessness. The City of Greater
Sudbury works with community service providers to provide programs that support
people who are homeless or at risk of homelessness including emergency shelter
programs for men, women and families, and youth.

In 2013, the City of Greater Sudbury was mandated by the Province of Ontario to
complete a strategic plan focused on creating a flexible, community centered housing
and homelessness system.

City of Greater Sudbury Ten Year Housing and Homelessness Plan November 2013 -
http://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cim?2pg=feed&action=file &attachment

=11106.pdf

The City of Greater Sudbury’s Ten Year Housing and Homelessness Plan identified six
priority areas, including the “need to strengthen approaches to preventing
homelessness, increase the diversity of emergency shelter options and support
individuals with multiple barriers in obtaining and maintaining their housing”.

Some recommended objectives and actions under this priority were:

Objective:  Ensure emergency accommodation is available when needed, but
focus on transitioning to permanent housing.

Actions: As a ten year goal, with increases in permanent affordable housing
stock and monitoring of shelter usage, work over time to gradually
retiring some of the capacity of the emergency shelters and re-
directing funding to support individuals and families in transitioning
to and maintaining permanent housing.

Review eligibility criteria for existing shelters and/or reallocate
funding to ensure emergency accommodation meets the diverse
range of needs, including emergency accommodation that does
not have a zero alcohol folerance.

Objective:  Address the needs of the most vulnerable populations of homeless.
Actions: Prioritize the most vulnerable for rehousing, case management,

and homelessness prevention, particularly those who may be
chronically homeless and/or with multiple barriers to housing,
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including those interacting with health care, Children’s Aid Society,
and addictions treatment.

Redistributing funding for homelessness services to increase the
focus and provide more intensive case management to individuals
with multiple barriers to housing.

Objective:  Stop discharging people into homelessness from key points of
contact like hospitals and corrections.

Action: In collaboration with community stakeholders, develop a structured
process that plans for the safe and successful fransitioning of
individuals from insfitutions.

In March 2016, the Province released its Long Term Affordable Housing Strategy Update,
which included a commitment to end chronic homelessness by 2025.
http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/Page?181.aspx

The vision for the Provincial Community Homelessness Prevention Initiative (CHPI)
funding was updated in January 2017 to have: “A coordinated and holistic service
delivery system that is people-centered, evidence informed and outcomes based, and
reflects a Housing First approach that focuses on homelessness prevention and reduces
reliance on emergency services"”.

http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/AssetFactory.aspxedid=15%972

Over the past five years, focus has been placed on developing homelessness services
in the City of Greater Sudbury that prioritize the most vulnerable for rehousing, case
management, and homelessness prevention, particularly those who may be chronically
homeless and/or with multiple barriers to housing. This includes the development of a
low barrier emergency shelter and a Housing First program.

In areport to Council on January 15, 2018 a recommendation was approved which
stated: “As additional CHPI funding is directed towards the Housing First program and
Homelessness Prevention, it is recommended that an independent consultant complete
areview of the current emergency shelter system, with a report back to the Community
Services Committee by December 2018".
https://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfmepg=agenda&action=navigator&i
d=1258&itemid=14238&lang=en

Emergency Shelter System Review

A Request for Proposal (RFP) was issued in May 2018. The objective of this RFP was to
receive and evaluate proposals to conduct a complete program review of the
emergency shelter system within the City of Greater Sudbury. The goal of the program
review was to receive recommendations tfowards establishing a modernized shelter
system with equitable funding models and core service levels that fits well with other
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community services within a Housing First infegrated system approach to addressing
homelessness. As a system, supports should be in place to prevent homelessness first,
provide emergency shelter when required, and connect people to permanent,
appropriate, stable housing as quickly as possible.

The review was to include an understanding of current and future community needs, a
comparative analysis with best practices from other municipalities and a look at
emerging models to indicate future direction for services. The successful proponent
was Vink Consulting.

Following a detailed evaluation plan, Vink Consulting completed the review using a
range of data collection methods including:

Data and background document review

Interviews with City staff, shelter operators, and other community partners

involved in the homelessness service system

e Focus groups with shelter system consumers from each of the shelters

e Review of published information on best practices and interviews with
jurisdictions with leading practices

e Interviews with comparator Service Managers about their service level capacity
and funding levels and models

e Workshops with shelter operators and community partners to obtain their input

on what model and strategies should be put in place so that emergency shelters

function effectively as part of an integrated homelessness service system.

A final report was submitted by Vink Consulting with recommendations for improving
the emergency shelter system including:

e Right sizing the shelter system with options for re-profiling based on various
scenarios

Implementing an equitable funding model

Developing a diversion program

Developing shelter standards to fully define core services

Implementing a coordinated access system and HIFIS 4.0

Determining targets for performance management

Attached as Appendix A is the Review of Emergency Shelter System within the City of
Greater Sudbury.

Funding to Support the Transition to a Modernized Shelter System

In 2013, Council approved $194,000 from the municipal contribution for 2013
Emergency Shelter Top Up be transferred to the Ontario Works Reserve and be
committed for funding emergency shelters in future years. This funding can be used
towards the transition of the shelter system and has been included in the 2019 Budget.
Any amounts not used in 2019 will be returned to the Ontario Works Reserve and be
committed for use in future years.
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Next Steps

On approval of the recommendations, staff will move forward with:

Undertaking consultation with emergency shelter providers to decide on
preferred option for re-profiling the shelter system

Implementation of diversion services

Development of system wide shelter service standards

Implementation of a Coordinated Access System and HIFIS 4.0

Development of targets and performance measurements aligned with Provincial
and Federal funding partners

A report to be brought back to the Community Services Committee by
December 2019 detailing the transition plan for approval.
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Resolution
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Report Prepared By

Relationship to the Strategic Plan / Health Impact Manaoor of Chidren Services

Assessment Digitally Signed Feb 26, 19

Health Impact Review

This report supports the Strategic Plan adopted by City of Monique Poirier

Greater Sudbury, as it aligns with the Quality of Life and Place Manager of Children Services
pillar, by offering programs and services designed to improve the Digitally Signed Feb 26, 19
health and well-being of our youth, families and seniors. Division Review
This report will have a positive impact on the Social Determinants IE)L.er:ith 2? Children and Citizen
of Health in the area of Health/Well-being as it supports Ontario's Services
poverty reduction strategies (2018, 2014-19) which identifies the Digitally Signed Feb 26, 19
importance of breaking the cycle of poverty with continued and Financial Implications
strategic investments in the lives of children and youth in order to JimLister .
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Digitally Signed Feb 28, 19
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Digitally Signed Feb 27, 19
Report Summary Recommended by the C.A.O.
. . . Ed Archer
This report will provide an update on the current Local Poverty Chief Administrative Officer
Reduction Fund Project which was launched in September 2017. Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

This Project, which focuses on breaking the cycle of poverty for
children and youth, is intended to evaluate the impact of
school-based and community-based extracurricular activities on
academic achievement and school success for up to 100 children in Grade 5 (2018/2019) identified as
being in need and living within deprived neighbourhoods.
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Financial Implications

The City of Greater Sudbury, Community Development Department was successful in receiving the Local
Poverty Reduction Fund Provinical grant for $529,000 which covers a 32 month period from September
2017 to June 2020 (revised from the original term of October 2016 to June 2019). These funds will be used
to continue work in this area and will have no impact on the tax levy.
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Background

The Local Poverty Reduction Fund (LPRF) is a six-year initiative launched in 2015, as part
of Ontario’s Poverty Reduction Strategy, to support community-driven projects that
improve the lives of those most affected by poverty.

Funded initiatives support and evaluate poverty reduction initiatives, create
partnerships, and help forge a body of evidence of programs that work for Ontarians
living in poverty. In Round 2 of the LPRF, Ontario invested over $16 million in 30 new
projects that focused on:

e breaking the cycle of poverty for children and youth;

¢ employment and income security for people in, or at risk of being in, poverty;

e preventing and reducing homelessness, and

e projects within Indigenous communities and Indigenous-led organizations both

on and off reserve.

The City of Greater Sudbury (City) was successful in the application submitted for the
LPRF in Round 2 in the amount of $529,000 which covers a 32 month period from
September 2017 to June 2020. The City is working with the Ontario Trilium Foundation,
who is responsible for managing and administering the LPRF grants on behalf of the
Province of Ontario.

The City has partnered with all four local school boards, with 8 schools in high need
areas, that incorporate English, Francophone and Indigenous students. The City’s
project is called “The Recreation Relation” and follows the same group of children for
three years (grade 4 through to grade 6) to determine if increased school-based and
community-based extra-curricular activities will result in increased academic success.
New children enrolling in those specific classes (Grade 4 in 2017/18, Grade 5in 2018/19
or Grade 6 in 2019/20) will be invited to register and participate as well. Grade 3
Education Quality and Accountability Office (EQAQO) scores will function as a baseline
measurement and the corresponding Grade 6 EQAQO scores will be used as one
indicator of a series of indicators, to quantitatively evaluate the program.

Other project indicators to be tracked include but are not limited to:
e delinquency
e fruancy/absenteeism
e school participation
e leadership
e Dbelongingness
e behavioural incidents
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The Recreation Relation Project

There are 8 participating schools participating in the program, two schools from each of
the four school boards as follows:

e Chelmsford Public School

e Queen Elizabeth Public School

e St. David School

e St. Anne School

e Ecole St-Joseph

e Ecole Notre-Dame

e Ecole publique Foyer-Jeunesse

e Ecole publique Pavillon-de-I' Avenir

Public Health Sudbury & District has been retained to evaluate the project and annual
reporting to the Ontario Trillium Foundation occurs in August each year.

Programming is delivered in 6 to 8 week blocks during the school year, one day per
week for 2 hours immediately at the end of the school day, and alternates between
recreation and leisure activities ( ie: ball sports, photography, cooking, etc...). It aligns
with the curriculum and is based on the interests of parents/guardians and the children
participating. The Recreation Relation follows the school year calendar offering
programming September to June however will pause for the Christmas, March and
summer breaks.

All programming includes a nutritious snack, all necessary equipment or supplies and is
based out of the participating schools. Transportation home is available for the children
by school bus at the end of the program, thereby removing barriers for participation for
parents/guardians.

Staffing for each program site includes one Early Childhood Educator (ECE) or Social
Work graduate and one recreational focused instructor.

The Recreation Relation Program began with information sessions in February/March
2018 at each of the participating schools for the children, parents and staff.

Programs were developed in themed sessions and in consultation with qualified ECEs on

staff within Children Services Section, helping to ensure a safe, high quality program is
delivered.
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Current Programming

Session 1 of programming began in May 2018 with a Medieval theme offering over 100
students in grade 4 the opportunity to build sugar cube castles, construct wooden
catapults, create paper maché monsters, discover the magic of Merlin’s slime, and
concluding with a King's Feast competition during the week of June 18, 2018 at the end
of the school year.

Session 2 of programming began the week of September 17th, 2018 for participating
grade five students with four weeks of outdoor survival programming provided by North
Shore Search and Rescue and Greater Sudbury Police Service. The program included
the Hug-A-Tree program, making survival bracelets, building emergency shelters,
landscape art and signals. North Shore Search and Rescue also provided certificates of
completion for all children that participated in the Hug-A-Tree program. In the other
four weeks of this session, partficipants were able to learn the fundamentals of Korean
Martial Arts with programming and certified instructors provided by KMAC. KMAC
additionally provided all participants with one month free martial arts training at any
KMAC location within the City.

Session 3 of programming began the week of November 27t 2018 and offered four
weeks of Adventures in Cooking partnering with Public Health Sudbury & Districts and
four weeks of Winter Activities. Public Health Sudbury & Districts also provided free
aprons, recipes and certificates of completion to all program students.

The two remaining sessions for the 2018-2019 school year will include activities such as:
e Fortnite Dance Battle Royale (Contest)

e Kids Learn to Code
¢ Traditional and emerging ball sports

Enhanced Programming

CGS Summer Day Camp

In addition to the regular school-based programming, The Recreation Relation
participants were offered up to four free weeks at Camp Wassakwa with free
transportation during the summer of 2018. This opportunity was utilized by 48% of families
and feedback about the camp experience was very positive.

e July 91to 13, 2018 - 37 participants

e July 2310 27,2018 — 43 participants

e August71to 10,2018 — 40 participants

e August 20 to 24, 2018 — 42 participants
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Partner Initiatives

Working with project partners the following was also available to the participants:
e “Golf, Cops and Kids", July 2018 - 2 participants
e Council of Ontario Aboriginal Sport & Wellness Sports Camp,
August 2018 - 2 Aboriginal youth registered

Recreational Contests

Periodically, the Recreation Relation programming will include a contest whereby the
winning school will receive a special recreational activity that will showcase CGS
facilities.

e The winners of the King's Feast, Ecole St-Joseph, received free CGS fransit
training and a pool party at Gatchell Pool awarded in September 2018.

e Pavillion-de-L'Avenir was selected as the winner of the second contest, “Fast
Form Forward” and received a free Skateboarding party at Cété Park in
October. The party included two qualified instructors and all required
equipment.

A third contest is scheduled for February 2019 where winners will receive a free day of
ice fishing with Greater Sudbury Police Services with transportation included.

Next Steps

Ongoing monitoring of the program by the Children Services Section and Public Health
Sudbury & District will continue through surveys and interviews conducted throughout
the project with parents/guardians and children to gauge ongoing interest, assist with
program planning and to measure the impact of the programming on academic
success.

Further progress reports will be submitted to the Community Services Committee
throughout the term of the project.
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This report refers to operational matters.

Report Summary

The Leisure Services Division carried out emergency repairs at
the Carmichael Arena to address safety concerns with the
facility’s refrigeration plant. This report provides information on
the repairs made and the financial implications.

Financial Implications

The cost of the emergency repairs at Carmichael Arena totalling
$102,012 was funded, using the 2018 Capital Budget Policy
parameters, by canceling Capreol Arena Building Shell project
(remaining balance of $66,690), surplus from Chelmsford FHT
project ($29,777) and capital contingency funds ($5,545). The
Capreol Arena building shell repair project will be part of a future
capital request.

Information Only

Signed By

Report Prepared By
Jody Cameron

Manager of Arenas
Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

Health Impact Review
Jody Cameron

Manager of Arenas
Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

Division Review

Jeff Pafford

Director of Leisure Services
Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

Financial Implications

Jim Lister

Manager of Financial Planning and
Budgeting

Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

Recommended by the Department
lan Wood

Interim General Manager of Community
Development

Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

Recommended by the C.A.O.
Ed Archer

Chief Administrative Officer
Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19
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Infroduction

This report has been prepared to fulfill the requirements of the City’s Purchasing By-law
2014-1 which requires a written report to Council to advise it of the circumstances of an
emergency purchase if the total acquisition Cost is $100,000 or more. The Purchasing
By- law defines an emergency as a situation which may affect the safety, health and/or
welfare of the pubilic. This report outlines the emergency work undertaken by City staff,
and CIMCO Refrigeration (the contractor) in September 2018. Upon confirmation of
the final cost, the preparation of this report was completed for inclusion in the earliest
available Council meeting.

Background

While conducting scheduled preseason ice plant maintenance at Carmichael Arena
on September 14, 2018, the contractor found foreign materials in the system’s
compressors. Oil was found in the glycol expansion tank which indicated cross
contamination between the glycol and oil. Ammonia was also present in the brine
system, indicating potential issues with the plant’s chiller.

The ammonia and glycol was removed from the ice plant system due to safety
concerns. The chiller, condenser and oil coolers were pressure tested for potential
leaks. Results indicated that the chiller and oil coolers were leaking and required
replacement. The condenser was found to be in good working order.

Repairs were scheduled immediately with the following repairs completed:
Two (2) new oil coolers installed

Two (2) new oil separators with relief valves and dedicated stack installed
Two (2) new isolation and check valves installed

Crankshafts on both compressors were refinished and major overhauls
conducted on both compressors

New Shell and Tube Chiller with insulation installed

New 3 way valves with two (2) chiller relief valves installed

Liguid lines were removed and new lines installed with the proper slope
New discharge line installed

Removed and disposed of the contaminated ammonia

Removed and disposed of the contaminated glycol

Installed 400 Ibs of new ammonia

Installed new propylene glycol as required

An annual preventative maintenance program exists for all arena refrigeration plants.
The programs are developed in conjunction with the confractor hired to maintain the
ammonia plants at all arenas. Preventative maintenance and inspections are
scheduled annually in the summer prior to ice in based on plant hours. It was during the
Carmichael Arena inspection and the scheduled maintenance of the compressors and
the chiller when the issues above were identified. The chiller was 12 years old. Chillers
typically have a lifecycle of 18 to 25 years, however many can fail earlier. Repairs to

46 of 65



the existing chiller were explored however the cost to repair the pin hole would have
exceeded the cost of a new chiller. The warranty on a new chiller is only one (1) year.
The oil coolers that failed were beyond their expected lifecycle. Oil coolers are
inspected on an annual basis. Going forward, preventative maintenance plans will be
updated to include oil coolers. Additionally, as part of the 2019 capital budget, funds
have been allocated to have each arena ammonia plant audited. Based on the
results of the audits preventative maintenance programs will be updated accordingly.

Work was completed by September 21, 2018. The opening of the ice season at
Carmichael Arena was delayed by one (1) week. The final cost for the contractor’s
work was submitted to the City on January 11, 2019 with a total value of $102,011.86 +
HST. The cost of the emergency Chiller repair ($102,012) at Carmichael Arena was
funded by canceling Capreol Arena Building Shell project - remaining balance was
$66,690, surplus from Chelmsford FHT $29,777 and contingency $5,545. Capreol Arena
building shell repair project will be part of future capital request.
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For Information Only

Used Syringe Recovery Program - Update

Resolution

For Information Only

Relationship to the Strategic Plan / Health Impact
Assessment

This report refers to operational matters.

This report supports Council's Strategic Plan in the area

of quality of life and place for citizens of Greater Sudbury as it will
promote Population Health in areas of Enabling and Promoting
Mental Health, Seeking Compassionate City Characteristics and
Designation, and Supporting Healthy Streets.

Report Summary

This report provides an update to City Council in regards to the
issue of improperly discarded syringes. The report indicates that
the Sudbury Action Centre for Youth (SACY) will continue to
deliver the services of collecting and safely disposing of used
syringes littered in the community and Council will be updated on
an annual basis.

Financial Implications

There are no financial implications associated with this report.
The cost associated with collection of used syringes is included
in the 2019 base operating budget.

O Sudbiiry
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Report Date Wednesday, Mar 06,
2019
Type: Correspondence for

Signed By

Report Prepared By

Nicole MacMillan

Social Services Program Manager
Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19

Health Impact Review

Nicole MacMillan

Social Services Program Manager
Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19

Manager Review

Nicole MacMillan

Social Services Program Manager
Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19

Division Review

Tyler Campbell

Director of Social Services
Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19

Financial Implications

Jim Lister

Manager of Financial Planning and
Budgeting

Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19

Recommended by the Department
lan Wood

Interim General Manager of Community
Development

Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19

Recommended by the C.A.O.
Ed Archer

Chief Administrative Officer
Digitally Signed Mar 6, 19
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Background

Public Health Sudbury and Districts (PHSD) is the lead agency for the needle exchange
program in Greater Sudbury. Nonetheless, the City has experienced an increase in
used needles being discarded in public places. The City of Greater Sudbury has been
responsible for the monitoring, disposal and cost of the syringe recovery bins
strategically located in the Greater Sudbury core. The bins are infended to reduce the
possibility of unintended sharps accidents by providing a safe container for disposal.
This was as a result of health and safety concerns for the public and a recommendation
from the Community Drug Strategy Committee to install syringe recovery bins as part of
a broader harm reduction strategy in the community.

A report was brought to the Community Services Committee in November 2016
outlining the proposed installation of two syringe recovery bins. The bins were
purchased by Public Health Sudbury and Districts through a one-time Civil Remedies
Act grant. The first bin was located and installed in Hnatyshyn Park and the second bin
was later located in the downtown core.

A copy of the 2016 report can be found here:
hitp://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfmesearchString=needles&comid=08&s
earch=Search&startDate=08%2F23%2F2016&endDate=08%2F23%2F2017 &searchlinList=A
gendas&lang=en&goSearch=1&pg=search

In 2017, the Social Services Division worked with community partners, including the
Public Health Sudbury and Districts, the Greater Sudbury Police Service, and Outreach
Workers from the Sudbury Action Centre for Youth, to determine a prioritized list for the
installation of three more syringe recovery bins. Recovery bins were installed at 200
Larch Street, the green stairs on St. Anne’s Road/Marymount, and Energy Court (behind
105 Elm Street). The remaining syringe recovery bin was earmarked for install in the
Melvin/Kathleen Street area.

Although the installed syringe recovery bins were well received and utilized, additional
hot spots were identified and a business case for the 2018 budget process was
submitted and approved for the purchase of three additional bins, along with the
operating costs of pick-up and disposal of all bins installed on City property. These bins
were installed in the spring of 2018 at Memorial Park, the Main Library on Mackenzie
Street, and on Leslie Street at the enfrance of the Trans Canada Trail.

The syringe recovery bin that was originally located at 200 Larch Street was removed
from this property and relocated to the temporary Off the Street Shelter site when the
ownership of the property was tfransferred to the Canadian Mental Health Association
(CMHA). As this shelter is temporary and seasonal, the bin will be relocated in the spring
of 2019.
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Current Status

To date, eight syringe recovery bins have been installed for the safe disposal of sharps
at designated sites in the downtown core. The syringe recovery bins are located:

Hnatyshyn Park

Corner of Kathleen Street and Eva Avenue

Durham Street (near the Off the Street Shelter)

Green stairs on St. Anne’s Road/Marymount

Energy Court (behind 105 EIm Street)

Memorial Park

Main Library on MacKenzie Street

Leslie Street Bridge (entrance of the Trans Canada Trail)

S R e

Due to the ongoing concern and complaints from citizens and community providers
regarding the number of discarded sharps in public areas, a need has been
determined for three additional syringe recovery bins. A Business Case was submitted
for the 2019 budget for the purchase and ongoing operating costs for pick up and
disposal of these bins. The total amount of the business case was $33,265 and has been
approved by the Executive Leadership Team to be included in the 2019 base budget.

The three locations that have been identified are on Paris Street (in the vicinity of Brady
Square, Notre Dame Avenue (in the vicinity of the Salvation Army), and St. Catherine’s
Street (in the vicinity of the Elgin Street tunnel). The locations will be finalized in 2019
based on recommendations from the Sudbury Action Centre for Youth.

On an ongoing basis, the Social Services Division will continue to work collaboratively
with community partners and the Community Drug Strategy Committee to address
challenges related to the increase in opioid use in the City of Greater Sudbury. This
includes working with Public Health Sudbury and Districts and the Community Drug
Strategy in pursuing the feasibility study and if needed the establishment of a Safe
Consumption Site in the community.

The syringe recovery and needle bin program addresses the issue of public health and
safety by removing discarded drug using equipment from public places and forms part
of the harm reduction strategy in the community. Ongoing review of this problem will
identify the need and locations for future stationary syringe recovery bins.

The Social Services Division will also continue ongoing communication with City of
Greater Sudbury staff and the public regarding any changes or updates with the
syringe recovery bins, needle pick up and disposal, as well as report annually to
Council.
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Sudbury Action Centre for Youth (SACY)

On October 24, 2017, through Council Resolution CC 2017 — 316, SACY was approved
for a one time unbudgeted expenditure for November and December 2017 to provide
enhanced outreach services to persons that are using substances and to collect and
dispose of used syringes in the community. A Business Case was submitted and
approved for the 2018 budget to continue funding for the outreach and syringe
recovery program on a permanent basis. To date, SACY continues these services as
well as providing presentations to community agencies and citizens on safe disposal
methods. SACY outreach workers are on the streets daily visiting hotspots, collecting,
and safely disposing of used sharps. On a monthly basis, SACY records and reports to
the Social Services Division the number of syringes that are being found in the
community. In 2018, SACY collected 116,056 syringes that had been littered on the
ground.

For 2019, the Social Services Division has allocated funding from Provincial sources in
order to cover the total allocation that has produced a levy savings for the full amount
of $72,600. These savings have been reflected in the 2019 budget projection.

The Social Services Division will continue to monitor the effectiveness of SACY in
providing this program and report annually to the Community Services Committee.

References

https://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfm2pg=feed&action=file&agenda=re

port&itemid=4&id=1260

https://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfm2pg=feed&action=file&agenda=re

port&itemid=4&id=1204
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For Information Only

Changes to Social Assistance Employment
Programs

Resolution

For Information Only

Relationship to the Strategic Plan / Health Impact
Assessment

This report refers to operational matters.

Report Summary

This report introduces the transformational direction that the
Ministry of Children, Community and Social Services (MCCSS)
and the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities (MTCU)
have announced. The government of Ontario is embarking on
designing a new service delivery model that includes the
integration of Ontario Works and Ontario Disability employment
supports and Employment Ontario services. This recent
announcement has impacted reports entitled "Social Services -
Employment Assistance Contracts" and "Employment Ontario -
Service System Management Proposal" that were previously
scheduled for the February 4, 2019 Community Services
Committee meeting, which was subsequently cancelled.

Financial Implications

The Provincial government announcement detailed in the report
will have an impact on operational funding in the Social Services
Division. While the impact is not yet known, the total budget for
employment services totals approximately $2.9 million in
Provincial funding. As further details are announced the Social
Services Division will continue to keep the Community Services
Committee informed.
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Chief Administrative Officer
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Background

On November 22, 2018, the Ministry of Children, Community, and Social Services
(MCCSS) announced that there would be reforms to the social assistance programs in
the Province of Ontario. These reforms would be built on the following priorities:

. Moving People to Employment
Reduce administration and paperwork so people receiving Ontario Works and
front-line staff can focus on individual action plans that set out a path to health,
wellness, and preparations to return to work.

. Locally Focused Social Services
Streamline social assistance and employment programs and increase local
responsiveness and flexibility to help all job seekers reach their potential.

. Supporting People with Disabilities with Dignity
Redesign the Ontario Disability Support Program to provide annualized income
support with far fewer reporting requirements for Ontarians with severe
disabilities.

. Cutting Red Tape and Restoring Accountability
Eliminate barriers for people receiving social assistance and for those delivering
support by simplifying rates, reducing administration, cutting unnecessary rules,
and restoring service accountability through a simplified system to better focus
on improving outcomes.

November 2018 Announcement:
https://news.ontario.ca/mcys/en/2018/11/ontarios-government-for-the-people-
announces-plan-to-restore-dignity-independence-and-empowerment-
fo.htmle ga=2.6993842.1459570466.1549896942-824493764.1481826112

Provincial Announcement on Employment Programs

On February 11, 2019, the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Education (MTCU)
announced that the Province would be creating a new service delivery model for
Employment Ontario that will include the integration of employment services from
Ontario Works and the Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP). The vision for the
new integrated system is that it be managed locally through a system manager that will
be determined through a future competitive process.

The Province has indicated that the transition will be a multi-year process and that they
will be consulting with the Consolidated Municipal Service Managers (CMSM), including
the City of Greater Sudbury. The first step in the process will be the selection of three
pilot sites in the Province to test local service system management of an integrated
system. Key learnings from the pilots are expected to inform the design of the system
and the competitive process by which system managers will be selected. Currently, the
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Northern Ontario Service Deliverers Association (NOSDA) is working on a joint submission
to have Northern Ontario, as a whole, included as one of the piloft sites.

News Release:
https://news.ontario.ca/maesd/en/2019/02/province-helping-job-seekers-and-employers-make-
ontario-open-for-business.html

Impact to Community Service Reports - February 4, 2019 Meeting

In line with the November 2018 announcement, work was initiated to ensure the Social
Services Division was aligned with the Province and a report was released for the
Community Services Committee meeting of February 4, 2019, entitled “Social Services -
Employment Assistance Contracts” which would have reviewed current employment
confracts with outside providers. The direction for this report has now changed given
the new provincial announcement and is no longer relevant because the contracts
identified in the report will be closed out as part of a transition process.

The second report that was submitted to the Community Services Committee for the
February 4, 2019, meeting was entitled “Employment Ontario — Service System
Management Proposal” and the report indicated that a joint submission from the
NOSDA was submitted to MCCSS for review. This report is also no longer relevant, as a
competitive process will determine system managers for local service areas in the
future.

Next Steps

As further details are announced the Social Services Division will continue to keep the
Community Services Committee informed. The City of Greater Sudbury will have to
make a decision in the future to determine whether or not it wants to bid on a
competitive process for local system service management. Various factors including
the size of the service area along with the costs involved will be brought forward to
inform this decision once the process is known.
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Request for Decision
Presented: Monday, Mar 18, 2019

Gerry McCrory Countryside Sports Complex Hall Report Date  Tuesday, Mar 05, 2019

of Fame Space
Type: Managers' Reports

Resolution ]
Signed By
THAT the City of Greater Sudbury issues a Request for

Expressions of Interest for the potential use of vacant space at

the Gerry McCrory Countryside Sports Complex and report Teflff’g“ﬁpfgpafed By
results of the RFEI process to the Community Services e rarorc .
. } ) Director of Leisure Services
Committee no later than September 2019 as outlined in the Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19
report titled ?erry McCrory Countryside Sports Complex Hall of Health Impact Review
Fame Space” from the General Manager of Community Jeff Pafford
Development, presented at the Community Services Committee Director of Leisure Services
meeting on March 18, 2019. Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19
Division Review
Jeff Pafford
. . . Director of Leisure Services
Relationship to the Strategic Plan / Health Impact Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19
Assessment Financial Implications
. . . Jim Lister
This report deals with operational matters. Manager of Financial Planning and
Budgeting
Report Summary Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19
This report provides a background on the Hall of Fame space gic\;’\/':;ge"ded by the Department
located at the Gerry McCrory Countryside Sports Complex. The Interim General Manager of Community
report recommends issuing a Request for Interest to solicit Development

Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

Recommended by the C.A.O.
Ed Archer

Financial Implications Chief Administrative Officer
Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

potential third party interest in the space.

There are no financial implications associated with this report.
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Executive Summary

As part of the 2010 project to add a second ice pad at the Gerry McCrory Countryside
Sports Complex, Council approved the inclusion of 5,000 square feet of additional
programming space to be dedicated to the Greater Sudbury Sports Hall of Fame
Committee. The area remains vacant as the committee has not been able to secure
necessary funding to develop the space. Recently, the Greater Sudbury Sports Hall of
Fame committee advised that the group intends on locating the hall of fame at
another facility. There are opportunities to utilize the space at Countryside for City of
Greater Sudbury (City) purposes or by third parties to generate financial and leisure
benefits for the City. It isrecommended that a Request for Expression of Interest (RFEI)
be issued to properly canvas the community for potential proponents. Upon evaluation
of RFI submissions, an additional report will be presented to the Community Services
Committee for direction on use of the space.

Background

On April 14, 2010, Council passed a resolution approving the construction of a second
ice pad at the Countryside Arena (since renamed the Gerry McCrory Countryside
Sports Complex) at an estimated cost of $10.9 million.

Subsequently, on June 9, 2010, Council directed staff to consider options within the
project to include 5,000 square feet of dedicated space for a community Sports Hall of
Fame.

On November 24, 2010, staff presented a report titled “Counftryside Arena
Expansion/Sports Hall of Fame” to City Council. The report noted that the construction
tender was issued for the addition of a second ice pad resulting in a low bid price of
$7.45M. The tender included the 5,000 square feet of space required for the Sports Hall
of Fame with an exclusion clause that would result in a deduction of $115,000 should
the space be removed from the scope of the project.

The report also noted that the additional 5,000 square feet of space included only a
basic finish, with the Sports Hall of Fome Steering Committee being responsible for all
additional finishes, furnishings, etc. required. The Sports Hall of Fame Committee would
also be responsible for the day-to-day operations of the space. Council approved the
recommendation to include the 5,000 square feet of additional space as part of the
Countryside Arena expansion.

The Greater Sudbury Sports Hall of Fame committee provided an update presentation
to the Community Services Committee on June 25, 2012. As part of the update, the
committee made a request to have obligations for utility costs waived as part of a
lease agreement to operate the space at the Gerry McCrory Countryside Sports
Complex. The request was referred to the 2013 budget process.
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At the meeting of September 16, 2013, a motion to waive obligations to cover utility
costs was approved. Utility costs for the 5,000 square feet of dedicated space were
estimated at $15,000 annually. It was noted that due to recent energy retrofit initiatives
at the Gerry McCrory Countryside Sports Complex, the costs could be absorbed within
the existing operational budget for the facility.

The Greater Sudbury Sports Hall of Fame undertook a $2.9 million fundraising campaign
to complete and furnish the dedicated space, add interactive exhibits and displays.

More recently, the Greater Sudbury Sports Hall of Fame made a presentation to City
Council at the meeting of November 1, 2017. As part of their presentation, Hall of Fame
representatives informed Council that their vision was now to be included as part of the
Kingsway Entertainment District, with 8,000 square feet of programming space. The
estimated project cost was stated as $7.45M.

Current Status of Gerry McCrory Countryside Space

The 5,000 square feet of programming space previously dedicated to the Greater
Sudbury Sports Hall of Fame committee remains unfinished and vacant.

The space has been informally utilized over the years to support the numerous
tournaments and events hosted at the Gerry McCrory Countryside Sports Complex. The
space has been identified as program space for the 2019 Esso Cup, Canada’s National
Female Midget Championship. More recently, rights to host the 2020 Under 18
Canadian National Curling Championships at the facility were secured, with the
availability of the former Hall of Faome space being a critical factor in the event bid. The
space has also served as an area for pre-competition stretching for user groups at the
facility.

Over the past few years, the City of Greater Sudbury has also fielded inquiries from
various community members and businesses regarding the possible utilization of the
space. The space has also been identified by the City's Children’s Services Section as
a potential for a child care centre.

In a review of the vacant space with Building Services, it has been noted that there are
items which require capital investment in order for permanent occupancy, including
fire separation and emergency egress improvements. The value of these improvements
is estimated at $60,000. Current use of the facility has been permitted under temporary
occupancy.

Next Steps

The City of Greater Sudbury recently adopted a Partnership & Implementation
Framework to guide decisions related to collaborating with third parties for the delivery
and provision of recreation service and facilities. The framework establishes a process
for evaluating proposals and moving potential projects forward and includes a number
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of tools which assist the City in determining the most appropriate relationship
arrangement for proposed projects.

The framework recommends a model for proactively locating and evaluating partners.
It is recommended that a Request for Expression of Interest (RFEIl) be issued to determine
interest and quality of potential candidates for the use of space at the Gerry McCrory
Countryside Sports Complex. The RFEl process allows the City to narrow the field of
potential candidates to those that are most qualified to proceed to a more detailed
RFP process.

The RFEI would score submissions based on the following:

Corporate and financial stability of the proponent

Proponent capacity to undertake the project

Proponent’s previous experience

Provision of enhanced leisure and financial benefits to the City

Compatibility with the City’s Strategic Plan and other guiding documents (Parks,

Open Space & Leisure Master Plan, Population Health Call to Action)

Quality of the project concept

Basic elements of the financial proposition

¢ Complementary benefits to Gerry McCrory Countryside Sports Complex
operations

Using the above evaluation criteria, proponents would be short-listed with results to form
areport to the Community Services Committee. As part of the report, staff will provide
additional options for City use of the space in question. Potential City use may include
tournament support facilities, child care space, etc. The report will seek direction on
how the space would be best utilized. If the direction is to explore use of the space by
a third party, short-listed proponents (those scoring a minimum threshold through the
RFEI process) will be invited to submit a Request for Proposal.

References

Framework for Partnership Opportunities for Indoor Turf and Multi-Purpose Facilities —
Final Report, Community Services Committee (October 23, 2017)
http://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfmepg=feed&action=file&agenda=re
port&itemid=1&id=1154

Greater Sudbury Sports Hall of Fame Presentation, City Council (November 1, 2017)
http://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cim?2pg=feed&action=file&attachment

=20656.pdf

Utility Costs — Sports Hall of Fame, Community Services Committee (September 16, 2013)
http://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cim?2pg=feed&action=file&agenda=re
port&itemid=7&id=672
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Sports Hall of Fame Update Report/Presentation, Community Services Committee (June
25,2012)
http://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cim?2pg=feed&action=file&agenda=re
port&itemid=1&id=549

Countryside Arena Expansion/Sports Hall of Fame, City Council (November 24, 2010)
http://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfim?2pg=feed&action=file&attachment
=4869.pdf

Infrastructure Renewal — Arenas, City Council (April 4, 2010)
http://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfim?2pg=feed&action=file&agenda=re
port&itemid=2&id=251
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O Sudbiiry

Presented To: Community Services

Committee

Request for Decision
Presented: Monday, Mar 18, 2019

Reaching Home: Federal Homelessness Funding Report Date  Tuesday, Mar 05, 2019

Type: Managers' Reports

Resolution ]
Signed By
THAT the City of Greater Sudbury enters into a five-year

agreement with the Federal government under the Reaching

Home Program as outlined in the report entitled "Reaching Report Prepared By
Gail Spencer

Home: Federal Homelessness Funding" from the General !

] Coordinator of Shelters and
Manager of Community Development, presented at the Homelessness
Community Services Committee of Council on March 18, 2019; Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

Health Impact Review
Gail Spencer

AND THAT the City of Greater Sudbury enters into a one-year,

single source agreement with Centre de Santé Communautaire Coordinator of Shelters and
de Sudbury to continue to operate the Housing First Intensive Homelessness
Case Management Program from April 1, 2019 to March 31, Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19
2020. Division Review

Tyler Campbell

Director of Social Services
. ] . Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19
Relationship to the Strategic Plan / Health Impact

Financial Implications

Assessment Jim Lister

Manager of Financial Planning and
This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan in the area of Budgeting
Quality of Life and Place as it aligns with the Population Health Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19
Priorities of Ingenious Youth, Mental Health, Housing and Recommended by the Department
Healthy Streets by supporting programs for person who are lan Wood _
homeless or at risk of homelessness, including priority homeless Interim General Manager of Community

) T i Development
populations such as youth, indigenous and persons with mental Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

health concerns. Recommended by the C.A.O.

Ed Archer
Report Summarv Chief Administrative Officer
Digitally Signed Mar 5, 19

This report recommends that the City of Greater Sudbury enter
into a new five-year funding agreement under the new Reaching
Home Federal Homelessness Funding Program and continue to
fund existing sub-projects within the community that address homelessness.

Financial Implications

61 of 65



There are no financial implications associated with this report.
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Background

The City of Greater Sudbury has been receiving funding as a designated community
through the Federal Homelessness Partnering Strategy since 2011. The Federal
Government has announced that the Reaching Home Program will replace the
Homelessness Partnering Strategy on April 1, 2019. The City of Greater Sudbury, as the
Community Entity, has been invited to submit an application for a new five-year
funding agreement under the new Reaching Home Program.

As with the Homelessness Partnering Strategy, a Community Advisory Board (CAB) will
continue to maintain their important advisory function under the Reaching Home
Program by approving community plans at the local level, assessing and
recommending projects for funding, and supporting community entities in the
governing, planning and implementation of Reaching Home. The CAB is made up of
members who are representative of the community including representatives from
shelter providers, mental health and addictions, health, police, landlords, francophone
and indigenous members.

The new funding allocation under the Reaching Home Program will include a $44,895
increase over the present annual allocation for the first two years of the agreement,
and another $63,195 annually for the final three years. The allocation over the next five
years from April 1, 2019 to March 31, 2024 is as follows:

2019 - 2020 - $384,179
2020 - 2021 - $384,179
2021 - 2022 - $447,374
2022 - 2023 - $447,374
2023 - 2024 - $447,374

The City of Greater Sudbury works with community stakeholders and service providers to
provide programs that support people who are homeless or at risk of homelessness
using priorities indentified in the City of Greater Sudbury Ten Year Housing and
Homelessness Plan. Reaching Home will require a Community Plan that will be aligned
with the Ten Year Housing and Homelessness Plan.

City of Greater Sudbury Ten Year Housing and Homelessness Plan November 2013
http://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cim?2pg=feed&action=file &attachment

=11106.pdf

Coordinated Access System

It will be a requirement of the Reaching Home Program agreement that all designated
communities have a coordinated access system in place by March 31, 2022. A
coordinated access system is the process by which individuals and families who are
experiencing homelessness, or are at risk of homelessness, are directed to community
level access points where trained workers use a common assessment tool to evaluate
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individual or family’s depth of need, prioritize them for housing supports services, and
then help to match them to available housing focused interventions.

With the support of the 20K Homes, administered by the Canadian Alliance to End
Homelessness and under the guidance of the Housing First Steering Committee, the City
of Greater Sudbury and community service providers have already started the
development of a local by name list and coordinated access system.

https://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfm2pg=feed&action=file&agenda=re
port&itemid=2&id=1261

Data Collection and Outcomes

Under Reaching Home, communities will be required to shift to an outcomes based
approach whereby communities will work towards, and report on, community wide
outcomes, not just the results of federally funded projects. To measure progress towards
community level outcomes, data will need to be coordinated across homelessness
services providers. One of the key objectives for the coordinated access system is to
improve data collection and quality. The community-level data will be used to assess
outcomes and evaluate homelessness system performance, and over time will provide
a better understanding of what is working well and where adjustments need to be
made.

Designated communities will be required to use the Homeless Individuals and Families
Information System (HIFIS) or another Homelessness Management Information System for
data collection. The City of Greater Sudbury has used HIFIS for emergency shelter data
collection since 2008 and plans to move to the latest web-based version for improved
service coordination and data management across the homelessness service system.

In order to support communities in developing coordinated access, the Federal
government will provide an additional amount of funding within the Reaching Home
agreement for Community Capacity and Innovation Stream (CCI). The amount of
funding is not yet known. CCI funds will be used to increase part time staffing hours to
develop community wide data collection and outcome measures.

Transitional Measures

To ensure continuity of services as communities prepare for the changes infroduced
with Reaching Home, a one year fransition period has been approved. Existing sub—
projects can be renewed for up to one year using Reaching Home funds based on CAB
recommendations.

The City of Greater Sudbury currently funds two sub—projects under the federal
homelessness funding. At the CAB meeting on January 21, 2019, the CAB
recommended that the City renew the funding agreements and/or continue to fund
the two existing sub-projects from April 1, 2019 until March 31, 2020.
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1) Low Barrier Emergency Shelter program with Canadian Mental Health Association-
Sudbury/Manitoulin (CMHA)

The low barrier emergency shelter program was awarded to the CMHA following a
request for proposal process in October 2016. In August 2017, City Council approved a
sole source five year agreement to the CMHA to operate the low barrier emergency
shelter program. This program is funded with both Federal and Provincial homelessness
funding.

https://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfmepg=feed&action=file&agenda=re
port&itemid=5&id=1153

2) Housing First Intensive Case Manager Program with Centre de Sante
communavutaire de Sudbury (CSC)

The Housing First Infensive Case Management Program was awarded to CSC following
a request for proposal process in February 2017. The program is aligned with the
Housing First program provided by the Homelessness Network under the lead agency
CSC. A presentation and report to Council in January 2018 outlined the success of the
Housing First program in the community.

https://agendasonline.greatersudbury.ca/index.cfmepg=feed&action=file&agenda=re
port&itemid=2&id=1258

Next Steps

On approval of the recommendations, the City will:

e Complete the funding agreement with the federal government

e Enterinto a sub-project funding agreement with Centre de Sante
communavuitaire de Sudbury for April 1, 2019 to March 31, 2020

e Complete and submit the community plan

e Work with the CAB and community service providers to meet the requirements of
the Reaching Home funding agreement.
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