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BACKGROUND

The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) and staff from 20 Canadian municipalities (representing
40% of Canada'’s total population), have compiled statistics from national and municipal sources to form
the Quality of Life Reporting System (QOLRS), consisting of 75 indicators measuring social, economic
and environmental change from 1990 to 2002. As a follow-up to the Quality of Life Reporting System
Highlights Report 2004, the FCM has published the first of a series of reports to provide an in-depth

analysis of specific indicators. This issues report specifically focuses on the trends relating to incomes,
shelter and necessities.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Demographic Change: Transformation of the Traditional Family

. In Quality of Life communities, singles aged 35 years to 64 years grew 40.4% between 1991 and
2001, followed by lone parent families (38.6%). However, non-family households and couples
without children accounted for 68% of household growth.

. In 2001, unattached individuals and couples with no children accounted for approximately 58% of

Greater Sudbury’s households. Hence, non-traditional families make up 42% of Greater
Sudbury’s households.

Increase in Low Income Families, Decreased Social Assistance Usage

. The number of children living in families with incomes below the Low Income Cut Off (LICO) has
increased slightly between 1991 and 2001, however, Greater Sudbury’s standing is slightly less
than both the FCM average and the rest of Canada.

. In general, across the FCM communities, fewer singles and families were receiving social

assistance in 2000; however, there were only small changes in the number of singles and families
with incomes below the LICO.
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Rental Market Decreasing, Vacancy Rates Increasing

. Rental housing accounted for 55% of all housing starts in 1991, and dropped to 0% by 2001. For
all QOLRS communities, the average drop was from 29% to 8% during the same ten-year period.

The one prominent exception was Vancouver, where rental starts rose from 23% in 1991 to 45%
in 2001.

. Contrary to the general trend of declining vacancy rate in the QOLRS communities (dropping from

3.2% to 1.3% between 1991 and 2001), vacancy rates in Greater Sudbury rose significantly from
0.7% in 1991 to 6% in 2001.

. Among the QOLRS communities, Sudbury not only had the fourth lowest rise in average monthly
rent between 1991 and 2001, but also the lowest average gross rent in 2001 except for three cities
Quebec City, Regina, and Winnipeg

. Vacancy rate for the lowest cost rental stock (i.e., those in the 1% rent quintile) actually saw the
greatest rise between 1991 to 2001 (from 0.3% to 10%).

. The lowest rental rates in Greater Sudbury increased by approximately 20% between 1991 and

2001; however, the City's increase remained considerably less than the average for all Quality of
Life communities.

Challenge in Meeting Shelter Costs

. Greater Sudbury experienced a peak in 1995 in the proportion of private households paying 30%
or more of their income on shelter. This trend was consistent with all QOLRS communities and
the rest of Canada. Subsequently, this proportion decreased slightly in 2000.

. Nationally, single parent families experienced the most difficulty in meeting shelter costs, followed
by aboriginals and recent immigrants. Single seniors experienced a significant increase (20%) in
the lack of affordability between 1991 and 2001.
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. Rents for bachelor apartments in Greater Sudbury exceeded 30% of individual's income by $122
in 2001, an increase of about $30 since 1991. In comparison, that discrepancy ranges from a low
of $39 to a high of $448 in the other communities.

. In both 1991 and 2001, families in Greater Sudbury were able to afford average rents for a three
bedroom apartment. In fact, with the exception of Quebec City, Greater Sudbury had the lowest

disparity ($49) between average rent and the 30% mark of average income in all participating
Quality of Life communities.

Defining and Recording Homelessness

The FCM reports that there is an increased risk of homelessness in all Quality of Life reporting
communities. The QOLRS definition of homelessness includes singles or families experiencing
rooflessness, living in an emergency shelter, invisible homelessness or houselessness. Seven indicators
to measure homelessness have been identified based on factors that are recorded in each municipality.
The seven indicators include: households spending 50% or more of income on rent; rental housing starts;
social housing waiting lists; vacancy rates; incidence of low incomes; unemployment rates; and lone-
parent families. A detailed statistical analysis for each community's status on homelessness has not been
included in the issues report. However, the City of Greater Sudbury, along with community partners, is
actively addressing the issue of homelessness by funding numerous programs and initiatives that assist
the homeless find and maintain housing and other necessary services.
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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE

As THE CAMPAIGN FOR THE NEW DEAL moves into its
second year, with commitments from the federal
government to share federal fuel taxes with municipal
governments, it is time to reinforce the message that
the New Deal must be about more than money.

FCM has long argued that “partnership is the heart
of the New Deal” and that a new intergovernmental
partnership is essential to preserve and improve the
quality of life in our communities.

As this report indicates, much remains to be done
to ensure all Canadians enjoy quality of life. During the
1990s, the period under review—a period of general
prosperity for many—specific groups of people fell
further behind.

If this can happen during an economic boom, we can
only imagine what may happen when times are tough.
Clearly, the systems and structures we have in place are
not adequate to ensure all Canadians quality of life.

This report points to the severe lack of affordable
housing as a prime cause of economic hardship among
children, single-parent families and seniors living in the
20 QOLRS communities.

The shortage of affordable housing is among the
most pressing issues facing municipalities. It means too
many people, particularly single-parent families, living in
temporary shelter or crowed into sub-standard and
sometimes unsafe housing. It also means more people
living on the streets and straining the ability of social
service agencies to help them.

Municipal governments, already struggling in the face
of shrinking resources and growing responsibilities, can-
not respond to this growing need on their own.The
purpose of the QOLRS reports is to provide the objec-
tive data needed to inform citizens and policy makers in
all orders of government of the true state of those fac-
tors that contribute to quality of life.

We hope that, as governments sit down to make the
New Deal a reality, the information in this report will
help to inform the discussion and shape effective policy
action.

Our thanks go to the mayors and chairs of the
20 participating municipal governments for their
support; to the FCM Standing Committee on Social
Infrastructure for its contribution; and to the members
of the Quality of Life Technical Team for their participa-
tion in preparing the report.

Ann Maclean
President, Federation of Canadian Municipalities

CHAIR’S MESSAGE

NE OF THE REALITIES DRIVING the campaign for a

New Deal is that Canadian communities are
struggling to maintain their quality of life, trying to
meet growing responsibilities with shrinking resources.

This report, QOLRS Theme Report |, indicates some
of the stress points where this struggle affects people
the most: incomes, shelter and necessities. It also
highlights the need for a new intergovernmental
partnership.

Much of the public discussion about the New Deal
focuses on money, particularly on the federal govern-
ment's proposal to share federal fuel taxes with munici-
pal governments.

This is understandable. During the 1990s, other
governments cut transfers to municipalities by 37 per
cent, while steadily offloading services.

But while revenue sharing is certainly important, the
New Deal must be about more than money. It must be
primarily about partnership—governments working
together to preserve and improve the quality of life in
Canada’s communities.

FCM has been actively involved in promoting the fed-
eral-municipal partnership for many years, and we see
the New Deal as furthering the cooperation that has
accomplished so much for our communities.

As this report indicates, we need federal government
investment in our communities, particularly in the area
of affordable housing.

Housing is critical to the health, personal well-being
and quality of life of all Canadians. But although housing
is a basic necessity, especially in a country with Canada’s
climate, municipal governments cannot deal with this
complex social issue with the revenues available to
them.

The New Deal, with its promise of revenue sharing, a
new intergovernmental partnership, and a municipal lens
for federal government policies and programs, offers the
prospect of real change in the way governments manage
issues, like affordable housing, that cross jurisdictions.

And this new partnership gives hope to the many
Canadians for whom everyday life is a struggle to meet
the basic necessities.

My thanks to all those who assisted in the prepara-
tion of this report: FCM staff, the members of the
Quality of Life Technical Team, and consultants Michel
Frojmovic, Director of Acacia Consulting and Research,
and Steve Pomeroy, Focus Consulting,

Councillor Brenda Hogg
Chair, Quality of Life Technical Team
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The f&ﬂowing technical Annexes and supplementary charts for this report
are available in the Quality of Life Reporting System section of
FCM’s Web site at http://www.fcm.ca.

Annex 7 The QOLRS Indicators

FCM Quality of Life Reporting System
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The information provided in this report on quality of life in 20 Canadian communities builds on the findings
of the 2004 Highlights Report> The Highlights Report presented selected indicators from the Quality of Life
Reporting System (QOLRS) to show changes from 1991 to 2001 in six factors of quality of life. The analysis
relied on a framework defined by FCM, based on the understanding that quality of life is enhanced and rein-
forced in municipalities that:

Develop and maintain a vibrant local economy;

Protect and enhance the natural and built environment;

Offer opportunities for the attainment of personal goals, hopes and aspirations;
Promote a fair and equitable sharing of common resources;

Enable residents to meet their basic needs; and

Support rich social interactions and the inclusion of all residents in community life.

AWV RN

Quality of life in any given municipality is influenced by interrelated issues related to the state of: affordable,
appropriate housing; civic engagement; community and social infrastructure; education; employment; the
local economy; the natural environment; personal and community health; personal financial security; and
personal safety.*

Using this framework, the Highlights Report found that quality of life in the 20 communities was at risk and
had deteriorated for a significant number of people between 1991 and 2001. While general improvements in
rates of post-secondary education, employment growth and home-ownership suggested a positive picture
overall, these improvements were offset by a growing income gap, changes to social programs, and an
increased strain on the urban environment. The Highlights Report also portrayed a roller-coaster period of
severe economic decline berween 1991 and 1996, followed by recovery in levels of income, falling incidences
of poverty and reduced housing affordability problems between 1996 and 2001.Not all households shared

equally in this recovery, however.

This report focuses on a narrower set of trends occurring during the same 10-year period related to personal
incomes, shelter and the affordability of basic needs. This report places particular emphasis on two of the six
factors contributing to quality of life: promoting a fair and equitable sharing of common resources (Factor 4)
and enabling residents to meet their basic needs (Factor 5). In addition, the report provides an in-depth
analysis of demographic groups more vulnerable to the effects of falling incomes, high rates of poverty and
more severe housing affordability challenges. These include singles, single parent families, recent immigrants
and the Aboriginal population.

As with previous reports, the focus is on trends affecting all municipalities. However, the report also pays
attention to variations within the 20 QOLRS communities, and to differences between trends in the QOLRS
communities and those evident in the rest of Canada. A series of statistical charts and local stories from
QOLRS member municipalities are used to illustrate these broader trends.’

* Pederation of Canadian Municipalities. 2004. Quality of Life Reporting System. Highlights Repors 2004. Otrawa.

4 This definition was developed and endorsed by the QOLRS Technical Team, which includes representatives of FCM and each of the

20 QOLRS municipalities.

A full set of tables and supplementary charts are located at (hetp://www.fom.cal). Some caution is required when using the QOLRS to compare the

20 communities. For example, largely urban communities like the City of Vancouver have very different characteristics than regional municipalities
with more suburban and rural areas.

Theme Report #1 * Incomes, Shelter and Necessities 7
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Some indicators of overall prosperity
The period from 1991 to 2001 was
ized by falling rates of

n of homeowners

ced housing affordability
challenges, and this rate
fell over the 10-year
period. Furthermore,
«targeted social programs
during this period resulted
in substantial improvements
in the economic well-being
of two groups with well-above
 average levels of poverty—
single parent families and seniors.
 Reflecting these economic trends,
 the large majority of singles and
famdws in most of the 20 QOLRS

-ounted for
the traditional

FCM Quality of Life Reporting System

downward trend since 1991. By 2001, two-parent
families were the majority houschold type in only
one QOLRS community. Instead, non-family
households (consisting of singles) and couples
without children created a significant and growing
demand for dwelling types other than the traditional
single detached home.

The housing markert’s response to the combination
of these demographic shifts and historically low
mortgage rates was a dramatic shift towards a wider
variety of forms of homeownership. In 2001, the
combination of single family and semi-detached
homes, townhouses, and condominiums accounted
for over 90 per cent of all housing starts.

Housing market trends contributed to

greater affordability challenges for renters

The shift to homeownership was accompanied by
inadequate supplies of new, private and non-market
rental housing. This in turn contributed to very low
rental vacancy rates, dramatically rising rents and
lengthening social housing waiting lists. Furthermore,
vacancy rates for the most affordable rental units in
larger rental markers were typically lower than those
for higher rent units.

As a result, rents for appropriately sized units
generally exceeded the ability of low-income earners
to afford them, with the gap between rents and
incomes widening between 1991 and 2001. While
families generally fared better than singles, this was
not the case in the largest population centres in the
QOLRS, where the rental housing affordability prob-
lems for families was far more severe than for singles.

Groups such as single parent families and single sen-
iors, recent immigrants and Aboriginals, while grow-
ing substantially in numbers, were generally unable
to afford either homeownership or most rental
housing. Seniots dependent on the rental sector
faced by far the largest deterioration in their ability to
afford shelter, with 60 per cent of single senior renter
households facing affordability problems in 2001.
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The social safety net was inadequate

for a broadening portion of the population

The 10-year period was characterized by fewer
families and singles in receipt of social assistance and
other government transfers; however, the decline in
overall levels of dependency on government transfers
did not translate into comparable reductions in
levels of poverty. Data from Statistics Canada clearly
indicate that overall rates of poverty remained
largely unchanged over the 10-year period, and grew
for certain segments of the population, notably
two-parent families. This suggests a growing number
of working poor.

Those who continued to rely on social assistance as
their sole source of income fell deeper into poverty
due to a steady deterioration in the value of social
assistance benefits over the 10-year period. Similarly,
the absence of new subsidized housing development
further narrowed the choices for lower income fami-
lies and singles facing severe housing affordability
challenges and lengthy social housing waiting lists.

In effect, the role previously played by the social
safety net—including social assistance, and social
housing—was increasingly being played by emer-
gency shelters and food banks, or not all.

Economic marginalization is affecting

a wide range of vulnerable groups

Widening economic disparities affected a variety of
vulnerable demographic groups. While two-parent
families generally fared well, a growing proportion of
this group moved into poverty. This in turn widened
the divide between “have” and “have-not” individu-

als, families and children.

Declining incomes and rising costs of living placed a
significant minority of families and singles danger-
ously close to, or at the point of, being unable to
afford their basic needs.

Economic marginalization was particularly evident
for Aboriginal people and recent immigrants. These
two groups faced significant and widening differences
in unemployment rates, income levels, levels of
poverty, and shelter cost burden relative to the
general population. This is of particular concern in

municipalities with the largest proportion of immi-
grants (notably Toronto, Vancouver and Peel) and
Aboriginal people (including Winnipeg, Saskatoon
and Regina).

Homelessness

While the QOLRS does not monitor the numbers of
homeless, five of seven indicators used to measure
the risk of homelessness showed significant signs of
deterioration. These were strongly influenced by

the shortage of affordable rental housing in the

20 QOLRS communities. An increased risk of home-
lessness is evident in the largest cities of the QOLRS,
but also affects, to varying degrees, small and subur-
ban municipalities.

These findings are reinforced by the analysis of the
emergency shelter system in the QOLRS communi-
ties. The presence of a mix of men, women, families
and youth in emergency shelter systems across the
20 QOLRS communities was one indicator of the
outcome of deepening economic marginalization for
certain vulnerable groups.

All municipalities are affected

by these trends—but in different ways

While there were significant differences in overall
levels of poverty, unemployment and income, and
housing affordability among the 20 communities,

no single municipality was immune to all the overall
trends: increasing child poverty; high rates of poverty
among lone parent families and seniors; increasing
rates and size of income inequality; growing levels of
housing affordability problems; and homelessness.

Certain types of poverty are

concentrated in the QOLRS communities
Several economic indicators were relatively strong
in QOLRS communities compared to the rest of
Canada. Among these, rates of unemployment and
levels of dependency on government transfers were
significantly lower in QOLRS communities for all
demographic groups, in comparison to the rest of
Canada. Similarly, incomes were measurably higher
and increasing at a faster rate for all demographic
groups living in QOLRS communities.

Theme Report #1 * Incomes, Shelter and Necessities 111



was less consistent with respect to  declines in comparison with the rest of Canada. This

ure of the ratio of the highest  was especially true for lone-parent families. However,

rates of poverty, measured in  poverty among two-parent families and associated

holds with incomes  child poverty, as well as poverty among single seniors,

LICO). was higher in the QOLRS communities, and widen-

ing further in relation to the rest of Canada.

ividuals and families

OLRS communities in ~ Housing affordability challenges for both renters
Canada, but was and owners were more severe in the QOLRS

rice the rate of the rest of communities than in the rest of Canada, though

Rates of poverty were generally lower in this was much more prevalent among renters.

the 20 QOLRS communities and underwent larger

Table | FCM QOLRS Members—2003

Municipality* ame used in Province Population (2001)
les and Charts

Alberta 878,870
Alberta 666,105
Nova Scotia 359,185
Ontario 375,230
Hamilton Ontario 490,265
Kingston Ontario 114,195
: ; : .ondon Ontario 336,540
Niagara (Regional Municipality) Niagara Ontario 410,575
Ottawa (City) o Ottawa Ontario 774,075
Peel (Regional Municipality) Peel Ontario 988,945
Quebec (Metropolitan Community) CMQ Quebec 674,700
 Reg o Regina Saskatchewan 178,225
Saskatoon Saskatchewan 196,810
\ Ontario 155,220

Ontario 2,481,495
British Columbia 545,670
Ontario 438,515
Ontario 208,405
Manitoba 619,545
Ontario 729,255

¢ While the 20 participants in the Quality of Life Reporting System ate referred to throughout the report as either “municipalities” or “communities,”
their legal status differs. As described in Table 1, they are made up of 13 cities, six regional municipalities, and one metropolitan community. A Guide
to the QOLRS Geography providing a more detailed description of these terms and associated issues is available at hutp://www.fem.ca.

w FCM Quality of Life Reporting System
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This section describes several trends evident in the
20 QOLRS communities during the period 1991 to
2001 in relation to incomes, unemployment, levels
of poverty and the resulting ability of singles” and
families to afford basic needs.

Widening income disparities between vuinerable
groups and the general population

The Highlights Report identified several key trends
related to personal incomes. In particular, the report
found that both low- and modest-income individuals
and families generally did not share in overall infla-
tion-adjusted income gains over the 10-year period.
On the basis of real pre-tax income, Statistics Canada
taxfiler data indicated that only the wealthiest 30 per
cent of families and 20 per cent of individuals in the
20 QOLRS communities experienced any increase in

Chart 1 Income Gap - Individuals

income between 1990 and 2000. In contrast, the real
incomes of individuals and families at the lowest 30
per cent on the income scale decreased by eight per
cent or more during this time.

The income tax system had only a limited impact on
the gulf between the highest and lowest income
earners, so that the after-tax income gap for both
individuals and families still widened during the
10-year period. This gap was wider among individu-
als than families. Chart 1 shows that in 2000 the
income of an individual at the 90* percentile was

11 times that of an individual at the 10* percentile,
as an average for all QOLRS communities. Ten years
earlier, this ratio had been lower than eight. In con-
trast, high-income families earned less than six times
as much as low-income families in 2000.

Ratio of the 90th Percentile Individual Income to the 10th Percentile Individual Income, After Tax,

QOLRS Municipalities — 1990, 1995, 2000

20 —

15

10

Ratio of High to Low Incomes

Calgary jus
Edmonton
Saskatoon M

Regina
Winnipeg

Windsor

London

Sudbury
Waterloo

Hamilton
Halton
York
Toronto
Niagara
Kingston
Ottawa
caQ
Halifax 8

QOLRS Municipalities

Source: Statistics Canada, Small Area and Administrative Databank, 1990, 1995, 2000

7 The term “singles” as used in this report denotes individuals living either alone, with one or mote other unattached individuals or with a family, but not con-
stituting a part of that family. This is as defined by Statistics Canada. See also “non-family persons” in the glossary of terms located in the Technical Annex.

Theme Report #1 ® Incomes, Shelter and Necessities
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‘As will be discussed later in this section, one factor

The Highlights Report also illustrated a substantial
and widening discrepancy between the incomes
of vulnerable groups and those of the general popula-
es of the poorest tion. For example, there was a marked contrast

t between 1990 and  between incomes and income growth experienced by
recent immigrants and the Aboriginal population in
comparison to the general population. Incomes for
newcomers fell in real terms in those municipalities
with the largest numbers of recent immigrants,

y ( Toronto and Vancouver. Incomes of local Aboriginal
QOLRS commuruty to have expcrnenced reduced populations also fell in most municipalities.
inequalities among both families and individuals.

This was likely due, in part, to an increase in social

f Quebec over the

igraphic Group and Family Type, QOLRS Average - 1991,2001 |

nhh“

Ungmploymenthaie (%)

Census Lone Parent Recent Aboriginal
ears Families Families Immigrant Identity
Population

mographic Group / Family Type

us, Custom: ébularlon
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Significant declines in unemployment, and less
dependency on government transfers
Employment levels throughout Canada and the
QOLRS communities showed strong improvement
between 1991 and 2001, with unemployment rates
falling by one-third from just under nine per cent to
6.1 per cent.’ In addition, unemployment rates were
lower in the 20 QOLRS communities than in the
rest of Canada. This trend was mixed among the
QOLRS communities, however, with unemployment
rates rising in three communities during this time.

All demographic groups shared in this decline. The
decline was weakest for the Aboriginal population.
Overall unemployment rates for the Aboriginal popu-
lation living in the QOLRS communities were more
than twice the rate of non-Aboriginal population in
2001, but had been only 1.7 times greater in 1991.

General increases in employment rates were reflected
in far lower levels of dependency on government
transfers for all family types over the 10-year period.
However, single parent families and singles were still
three times more dependent on non-employment
income sources compared with couples and two-par-
ent families.’ Levels of dependency on government
transfers were significantly lower in the QOLRS
communities in comparison with the rest of Canada.

The rate of reliance on social assistance, in particular,
saw a marked change. The period 1995 to 2000
included a substantial decrease—by close to one-
third—in the proportion of families and singles
receiving social assistance benefits.” By 2000,

11 per cent of the population of QOLRS communi-
ties was receiving social assistance payments as

their sole source of income (15 per cent in 1995),
including 13 per cent of singles (17 per cent in
1995), and 29 per cent of single-parent families

(42 per cent in 1995). While falling rates of unem-
ployment may explain some of this decline, the
period was also characterized by the introduction of
more stringent eligibility criteria for social assistance.
In Ontario, for example, 16- to 18-year-olds were
excluded from eligibility during this time, as were
single parents living with an employed person of the
opposite gender.

Information from several municipalities suggests
that this downward trend in the numbers of social-
assistance recipients has slowed and, in some cases,
reversed since 2000. For example, the City of
Calgary reported an increase of 12 per cent in social-
assistance recipients between 2001 and 2003." Data
available for the City of Toronto indicate an increase
in overall social-assistance caseloads from 2000 to
2003, though caseloads have declined more recently.

Lower rates of poverty among singles and single
parents, while child poverty was on the rise

The Highlights Report showed that overall rates of
poverty remained largely unchanged between 1991
and 2001, though they underwent significant
increases between 1991 and 1996, followed by
substantial declines in the second half of the 10-year
period. (See text box on page 5 for a definition of
poverty.) However, there was considerable variation
across the different demographic groups.

The proportion of families with incomes below the
Low Income Cut-Off (LICO) rose slightly over the
10-year period, despite decreasing unemployment
rates. The rise in family poverty was linked to a
marked increase in the proportion of two-parent
families with incomes below the LICO. Poverty

¢ Labour force participation rates also declined during this period, from an average of 70.5 per cent to 68.4 per cent in the 20 QOLRS communities.
However, declines in unemployment are not fully accounted for by falling labour force participation rates.
* To some extent this is influenced for singles by a core group of permanent dependents on long term disability benefits and for lone parents experiencing

difficulties securing work when children are young,

© Social assistance data from 1990 were not available from taxfiler tables, as these data were combined with other provincial government transfers at thar

time. See Glossary of Terms for a definition.

¥ Data are from the province of Alberta, as the City of Calgary does not administer social assistance.
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As shown in chart 3, the overall trends in family and
child poverty mask very different stories occurring
r faster. While the incidence  across the QOLRS communities. In fact, family and
erty was unchanged in the child poverty fell in many smaller Ontario communi-
ties, in the Prairie cities and in Quebec. At the same
time, one half of the QOLRS communities experi-
enced increases in family and child poverty, led by
large increases in the largest urban centres of
Vancouver and Toronto.

Chart 3 Children Living in Poverty |
Children in Families wi es below the Low Income Cut-Off as a Percentage of All Children,
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12 As used in this report “child poverty” refers to the number of children in families with income below the LICO as a proportion of children
living in all families. The QOLRS also monitors changes in child poverty relating to young children (aged 0 to 12). See Annex 2 Glossary
of Terms for definition of “Children.”
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POVERTY AND BASIC NEEDS

In contrast to families, the proportion of singles with
incomes below the LICO fell slightly. This was due
largely to a close to five percentage point decrease in
the rate of poverty among older singles (aged 65+) in
nearly all of the QOLRS communities, from an aver-
age of 49.5 per cent in 1991 to 44.8 per cent by
2001. Even with this decrease, however, almost one
in two single seniors had incomes below the LICO
by 2001. Seniors living in the 20 QOLRS communi-
ties were also more likely to be living in poverty than
seniors in the rest of Canada.

The proportion of recent immigrant households with
incomes below the LICO was more than twice as
high as for non-immigrants. The poverty rate for the
Aboriginal population was 2.5 times greater than for
non-Aboriginal people by 2001.

Increase in the number of working-poor families
Comparing the changes in the proportion of the
population receiving social assistance with changes in
the proportion of those with low incomes suggests a
growing number of working-poor households. Most
significant was the increase in the numbers of
working-poor families. On the one hand, far fewer
singles and families were receiving social assistance
benefits by 2000 in comparison to 1995. At the same
time, there were only marginal changes in the
proportion of those with incomes below LICO,
including a larger percentage of low-income families.
In effect, two-thirds of singles with incomes below
the LICO relied on income sources other than social
assistance in 2000 (under GO per cent in 1995).
Similarly, half of low-income two-parent families and
couples were dependent on income other than social
assistance in 2000 (up from one-third in 1995).

General ability to afford basic needs,

with some important exceptions

The incomes of the majority of families and individ-
uals in the 20 QOLRS communities were more than
sufficient to afford basic needs, measured by the
Market Basket Measure (MBM). For example, mod-
est income families and individuals—those at the
50th after-tax income percentile (or median
income)—in all 20 communities were able to afford
a basic basker of goods comfortably.

The same was not true for low-income individuals
and families—those at or below the 25* percentile.
The combination of declining incomes and decreased
social assistance benefits placed added burdens on the
ability of low-income families and individuals to
afford basic needs. Households devoting all or most
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of their i omeb/;b basic needs are prevented from
' vings, supplementing future
hstanding temporary

at full-time mini-
ned an annual after-
y $25,700 in
2000. The MBM for a famnly of four living in
Hamilton was $23,745 in 2000, leaving a family in
----- this situation with under $2, 000 after acqumng their
ion of an increase in
ly income could

rally less able

uals (those at or

and Vancouver

re particularly severe for the
11 per cent of households in the 20 QOLRS com-
munities in receipt of social assistance in 2000. The
Highlights Report described a general and continuous
trend of declining social assistance benefit levels in

_ comparison to basic needs.” Depending on the
community where they lived, social assistance
allowances for a lone-parent family accounted for
anywhere from 79 to 116 per cent of the cost of basic

needs in 1991. By 2000, this had fallen to a range of

66 to 79 per cent. Sm -on social assistance were in

' ial assistance benefits

om 54 to 81 per cent of

v 37 t0 55 per cent of

i

THE ROLE OF FOOD

18 In this case, basic needs are defined in terms of the Low Income Measure (LIM). The LIM was used to demonstrate this trend because LICO

income thresholds are not available for 1991.

“ The information provided in the text boxes included throughour the report is anecdotal and does not comprise part of the Quality of Life

Reporting System database.
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